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1. INTRODUCTION 

Qualifications and Experience 

1.1 My full name is Adam Jeffrey Thompson.  Mr Qualifications and experience 

are outlined in my evidence-in-chief. 

Expert Witness Code of Conduct 

I have been provided with a copy of the Code of Conduct for Expert 

Witnesses contained in the Environment Court’s 2014 Practice Note. I 

have read and agree to comply with that Code. This evidence is within my 

area of expertise, except where I state that I am relying upon the 

specified evidence of another person. I have not omitted to consider 

material facts known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions 

that I express.   

2. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

2.1 Mr Colegrave, in paragraph 70, makes a serious accusation that my 

evidence is a “thinly veiled attempt to bolster the future retail provision in 

the Southwest”.  I don’t consider an accusation of this nature to be 

appropriate or helpful for the Independent Hearings Panel or to the 

District Plan review process.  I refute the accusation.  For the benefit of 

the Independent Hearings Panel I respond to this accusation in my 

evidence.   

2.2 I re-state that Mr Colegrave’s retail gravity modelling shows a 50,000m2 

retail centre at Halswell would generate turnover of $220m as at 2015 

and this is sufficient to support approximately 50,000m2 of retail, based 

on the City’s average turnover per m2 of retail.  I also re-state that Mr 

Colegrave’s retail gravity modelling shows a that the trade impacts of a 

50,000m2 retail centre at Halswell would be in the order of -5% to -8% on 

other centres, on average, with the highest impact being on Barrington, of 

-12%.  Given the rapid growth of the City’s retail market, in the order of 

20% over the next decade, these trade impacts are insignificant. 
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2.3 Mr Colegrave has not estimated the demand or need for retail floorspace 

in his reporting or evidence prepared on the Halswell KAC.  Instead he 

only considers trade impacts and flow-on economic effects.  I believe that 

in order to evaluate economic efficiency and retail land-use economics in 

general, it is necessary to consider the demand or need for retail when 

evaluating the amount that is provided in the pRDP at Halswell.   

2.4 Mr Stevenson claims that Mr Heath has estimated in his reports1 that 

there is a need of 17 hectares (gross) for the Halswell KAC, and that Mr 

Heath has accounted for the need for retail and a wide range of other 

commercial and public activities that are anticipated in the Halswell KAC.  

This is incorrect.  Mr Heath estimates that there is a need for 12-13 

hectares (net), which equates to approximately 19 hectares gross, just to 

the meet the ultimate need for retail activity in the KAC, which he 

estimates to be 50,000m2 – 60,000m2 (i.e. 13 hectares is 130,000m2, 

meaning 60,000m2 of retail would cover nearly half of this land).  This 

basic calculation demonstrates that the TDS proposal for 26.7 hectares 

(gross) which equates to 18-19 hectares net, would be the minimum land 

allocation to meet the definition of a KAC.   

2.5 I have reviewed the employee composition of a number of town centres 

that occur within large cities in New Zealand.  I find that retail 

employment accounts for, on average, only 25% of all employment in 

these centres.  This supports the definition of a KAC which includes a wide 

range of other commercial and public activities.  In my opinion this 

demonstrates that Mr Stevenson’s decision to allocate only 17 hectares 

gross (12-13 hectares net) is insufficient to meet the overall demand for 

commercial land within the Halswell KAC, given the wide range of non-

retail activities that he anticipates. 

2.6 Mr Stevenson says that Mr Heath has concluded that an initial retail cap of 

25,000m2 is required for the Halswell KAC to ensure there are no 

significant adverse trade impacts on other centres, especially on the CBD.  

It is correct that Mr Heath has said this, however he has not presented 

                                            
1 SWAP Catchment Retail Assessment, Property Economics, November 2012, Proposed Christchurch District Plan 
Commercial and Industrial Chapters Economic Analysis, Property Economics, November 2013. 
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any empirical evidence that would in my opinion enable him to reach this 

conclusion.  The commissioned brief of work, as outlined in his reports, do 

not include the evaluation of trade impacts.  Rather, only Mr Colegrave 

has been engaged by Council to undertake the assessment of trade 

impacts.   

2.7 Mr Dimasi outlines some research that demonstrates that the main 

shopper markets for the CBD are immediate residents, office employees 

and visitors, and that residents living in the City’s suburbs only comprise a 

small portion of shoppers that use the CBD.  This is confirmed by the 

evidence of Mr Colegrave and my evidence-in-chief.   

2.8 Mr Stevenson claims that Policy 2 in the Commercial Chapter of the pRDP 

is required to protect the CBD from adverse trade impacts and subsequent 

economic effects.  This claim has not been justified by empirical evidence, 

and rather, the analysis that I have completed, and that have been 

estimated by Mr Colegrave’s retail gravity model on behalf of Council, 

show insignificant trade impacts, in the order of -5% to -8%.  Impacts of 

this scale are very unlikely to result in any subsequent economic effects.  

In my opinion there are no adverse effects and substantial benefits from 

increasing the initial retail cap to 50,000m2, as proposed.     

 
3. PURPOSE AND SCOPE AND SUMMARY 

3.1 My rebuttal evidence responds to the following evidence: 

 Mr Fraser Colegrave – Danne Mora Holdings Ltd, 24 April 2015 

 Mr Mark Stevenson – Statement of Evidence, Christchurch City 

Council, 13 April 2015 

 Mr Anthony Dimasi – AMP Capital, Palms Pty Limited 

 Mr Marius Ogg – The Crown, 24 April 2015 

3.2 In addition I provide an analysis of the activity composition of town 

centres that are comparable in scale and activity mix to the definition of a 

KAC.  This is to address assertions in the foregoing list of evidence. 
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4. Mr Fraser Colegrave, Danne Mora Holdings Ltd 

4.1 Mr Colegrave’s evidence considers the amount of retail floorspace that is 

needed at the Halswell KAC and balances this against the adverse effects 

on other centres.   

4.2 Mr Colegrave concludes that an overall retail cap of 40,000m2 - 50,000m2 

is needed at the Halswell KAC (paragraph 11).  This is consistent with Mr 

Heath and Mr McInnes, both of whom conclude that 50,000m2 – 60,000m2 

of retail needs to be accommodated at the Halswell KAC2.  My analysis 

concludes that 50,000m2 of retail is needed at the Halswell KAC.  Mr 

Colegrave says:  

“On balance, and acknowledging the quantum of retail space 

contained in similar centres, I believe that an ultimate allowance of 

40,000m2 to 50,000m2 of “retail activity” is appropriate at this 

location.  Too little may unduly constrain long term potential, while 

too much may generate undue opportunity costs and undermine 

the role and function of other centres.” (paragraph 47). 

4.3 The important point to note here is that all consultants agree that in the 

order of 50,000m2 of retail is needed at the Halswell KAC.  The planning of 

the Halswell KAC, in the pRDP, must therefore ensure that there is 

potential for 50,000m2 of retail, as well as a range of other non-retail 

uses, within the Halswell KAC.  Any regulations that inhibit this amount of 

retail would reduce economic efficiency, or in practical terms result in 

insufficient access to retail for this community.   

4.4 Having established the amount of retail that needs to be accommodated 

at Halswell, the only consideration therefore becomes the matter of 

timing, in respect of whether there is a need to stage this amount of retail 

to avoid any competitive impacts on other centres.   

4.5 Mr Colegrave has evaluated the trade impact of a 50,000m2 retail centre 

at Halswell using his ‘retail gravity model’.  Mr Colegrave estimates the 

                                            
2 SWAP Catchment Retail Assessment, Property Economics, November 2012, South West Christchurch Retail 
Scoping Study, Harrison Grierson, February 2013. 
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trade impacts of four large shopping malls, including Northlands, Westfield 

Riccarton, Sylvia Park and Westfield St Lukes.  It is not possible to 

establish a shopping mall at Halswell under the provisions of the pRDP, for 

the simple reason that KACs require a mainstreet, and this is 

fundamentally different to a shopping mall configuration.  In respect of 

the consideration of trade impacts, this does not represent a ‘real world’ 

scenario, as none of the four large shopping malls could actually be built.  

This is important, because shopping malls have an entirely different mix of 

retail stores than a town centre or other centres that are consistent with a 

KAC.  Most notably, shopping malls are heavily focused on apparel, 

footwear, jewellery and department stores.  Mr Colegrave’s scenarios 

therefore show greater trade effects on other centres in these particular 

sectors.  He confirms this in paragraph 39 of his evidence.  He concludes:  

“Specifically, I estimates the trade impacts of placing carbon copies of 

several well-known centres on the site (all scale to be 50,000m2 of GFA). 

These includes Northlands, Westfield Riccarton, Sylvia Park and Westfield 

St Lukes.  The trade impacts often exceeded 20% at the level of the 

individual stores, particularly clothing and footwear retailers, department 

stores, and electrical goods retailers.”  Footnote: “Moreover, while not 

shown here, the highest impacts tended to fall on other KACs, notably 

Barrington, Hornby and Riccarton.” (paragraph 39).     

4.6 In paragraph 41, Mr Colegrave suggests that testing the trade impacts of 

four large shopping malls is a “…fair portrayal of the effects that could 

occur…”.  For this to be correct, it would need to be assumed that these 

types of centers can be built at Halswell, however they cannot.   

4.7 Mr Colegrave suggests that a large KAC at Halswell presents an 

opportunity cost, in that “…over-providing for retail will reduce the land 

available for residential development.” (paragraph 45).  Mr Colegrave 

appears to assume that the greenfield priority areas are the only 

opportunity for new housing in the City, and that the City cannot provide 

capacity for additional housing.  Such an assumption is implausible.  In 

my opinion there is no opportunity cost with respect to utilising land that 

would otherwise be used for housing, for the simple reason that there is 
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no practical limit on the amount of land the Council can allocate for 

housing.             

4.8 Mr Colegrave’s evidence is silent on the following matters: 

 The timing at which 50,000m2 of retail can be built at Halswell 

without generating significant trade impacts. 

 The trade impacts of a standardized town centre ‘retail mix’ of 

50,000m2 at Halswell. 

4.9 These are the two most important economic matters regarding the 

Halswell KAC, and their omission prohibits any land-use policy decisions.  

As mentioned in my evidence-in-chief, I have requested that Mr Colegrave 

provide the results of several scenarios that shed some light on these two 

matters.  These are outlined below. 

4.1 The following tables show the outputs of a 30,000m2, 40,000m2 and 

50,000m2 retail centre at Halswell, using Mr Colegrave’s ‘retail gravity 

model’ for 2015 and 2020.  These are based on an ‘average retail centre 

mix’ as explained in my evidence-in-chief. 
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Table 1: Mr Colegrave’s Retail Gravity Model Outputs for 2015 and 2020 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.2 The main point to note in Table 1, is that Mr Colegrave expects that trade 

impacts will increase over time.  For example, in the first column, which 

shows the outputs for a 30,000m2 centre at Halswell, the trade impacts 

increase from -2.7% in 2015 to -2.8% in 2020.  This is not plausible as 

the impact of new centres are always offset over time by market growth, 

i.e. the growing retail expenditure in a City increases the total sales pool 

that all centres draw from3.  If it was assumed that Mr Colegrave’s model 

was correct, then the logical inference would be that the aggregate trade 

impacts from each new retail centre that enters the market, would, over 

                                            
3 The only exception would be in a City that has declining retail expenditure. 
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time, continue to increase, and eventually the entire retail market would 

collapse.     

4.3 In my opinion Mr Colegrave’s retail gravity model provides no practical 

assistance with the understanding of trade impacts over time.  The 2015 

impact however would normally be considered the maximum trade 

impact, so this may be of some assistance.  As shown in the third column 

of the first table, which shows the 50,000m2 scenario as at 2015, for an 

‘average centre mix scenario’, the average trade competition impact is -

5%, and the maximum trade competition impact is -12%.  As outlined in 

my evidence-in-chief these impacts are not beyond normal trade 

competition and are unlikely to result in any adverse flow-on economic 

effects. 

4.4 I do qualify this statement however by highlighting that a ‘percentage 

trade impact’ does not, in itself, provide any conclusive information about 

whether a centre will incur a substantial commercial failure.  This is 

because, like any business, its ability to withstand a trade impact depends 

on its commercial position prior to the impact, i.e. a centre that has 

strong sales would be able to incur a larger trade impact (without any 

resulting vacancies) and a centre that has weak sales may be less able to 

incur such an impact.  As mentioned in my evidence-in-chief, unless Mr 

Colegrave can provide some quantified insight into the initial commercial 

position of centres, prior to an impact, then the percentage impact figure 

is of no particular assistance to understanding how well a centre will 

weather the impact.    

4.5 Mr Colegrave has provided the detailed output tables from his assessment 

of four large shopping malls at Halswell, as discussed in his evidence-in-

chief.  These are provided in Appendix 1.  Mr Colegrave says in paragraph 

39 of his evidence that these trade impacts “…often exceeded 20% of 

individual stores, particularly clothing and footwear retailers, department 

stores and electrical goods stores.”  I have reviewed these output tables 

and make the following comments: 
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 There are no trade impacts on department stores that exceed 

20%. 

 There are only two trade impacts on electrical stores that 

exceed 20%, one on Wigram (-24%) and one on Hornby (-22%), 

both under the Westfield Riccarton scenario. 

 There are many instances under the Westfield Riccarton and 

Westfield St Lukes scenarios in which the trade impacts exceed -

20% in the apparel sector only.  This is because Westfield 

Riccarton and St Lukes have very large amount of apparel 

retailing (70 stores and 65 stores respectively).  Practically, it is 

very unlikely that the proposed Halswell KAC would be able to 

establish such a large cluster of stores in the apparel sector.  This 

is because the shopping mall format is generally most viable for 

the apparel sector, and because most cities only have a small 

number of centres that are able to achieve such a large cluster in 

this sector.  I would note the both Westfield Riccarton and St 

Lukes are well known apparel destinations.   

 The average trade impacts across the four scenarios are -5% to    

-8%.  In other words, if a 50,000m2 retail centre was built as at 

2015 in Halswell, the average impacts would be in the order of     

-6% (based on the average of all four).  From this I would 

conclude that there are no likely flow-on economic effects from 

building a 50,000m2 retail centre as at 2015, and therefore the 

initial ‘retail cap’ of 25,000m2 is not required, and if applied would 

almost certainly reduce economic efficiency (assuming the Council 

decline a resource consent application for a large centre, which is 

likely given their stated position on this matter).   

 I would also reiterate that the 50,000m2 ‘average retail mix’ 

scenario estimated impacts of an average of -5% as at 2015, as 

outlined in my evidence-in-chief, which is at the lower end of the 

range estimated for the four shopping mall scenarios (-5% to -

8%).     
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4.6 Mr Colegrave’s evidence is silent on when the ‘overall retail cap’ of 

50,000m2 should be introduced to avoid adverse economic effects.  Based 

on his model outputs, there does not appear to be any risk of any 

significant trade competitive impacts from the immediate development of 

50,000m2 of retail floorspace at Halswell.  This brings into question 

whether there is any economic justification for the ‘initial cap’ of 

25,000m2.  In my opinion Mr Colegrave’s retail gravity model confirms 

that an ‘initial cap’ of 50,000m2 would optimise economic efficiency, 

because it would maximise local access to retail and would not undermine 

the “role and function” of any other centre.      

4.7 I also make some other specific comments, as follow: 

 Mr Colegrave says that there is no way of knowing the retail mix at 

Halswell (paragraph 40).  In my opinion, the approach should be to 

assume an ‘average retail centre mix’ as a KAC will attract a diverse 

range of retailers, for example from apparel to hardware.   

 Mr Colegrave is silent on the scale of ‘percentage trade impact’ that 

he considers to be ‘significant’ in respect of economic effects.  

Without this benchmark his model results cannot be interpreted and 

do not assist urban policy. 

 Mr Colegrave says (paragraph 16) that the ‘initial cap’ of 25,000m2 

was created based on principles, in which he says that it is critical 

to enable “…just the right amount in stage one” but “…not too much 

that stage one may have adverse impacts on other centres”.  

Absent from his analysis in his report4 is consideration of the trade 

impacts of centres larger than 25,000m2, which normally would 

form part of such an analysis, particularly when the total retail 

demand has been identified in other Council reports5 at 50,000m2 – 

60,000m2.  This raises the question of why larger centres of in the 

order of 50,000m2 were not considered in his report, given that a 

large centre would optimise economic efficiency if there are no 

                                            
4 Economic Impacts of the Halswell Key Activity Centre, Insight Economics, 2014. 
5 SWAP Catchment Retail Assessment, Property Economics, November 2012.  South West Christchurch Retail 
Scoping Study, Harrison Grierson, February 2013. 
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significant trade impacts.  This raises the question - how did Mr 

Colegrave determine the “appropriate initial cap” (paragraph 17) if 

he did not consider the possibility of a 50,000m2 – 60,000m2 retail 

centre at Halswell, as indicted to be supportable by both Mr Heath 

and Mr McInnes?   

 I also highlight that the principles established in paragraph 16 of his 

evidence (and his report for Council) to determine the size of 

centres that are evaluated, do not include any analysis of the 

amount of retail that is demanded or needed by the Halswell 

community.  Rather his analysis focuses only on “achieving a critical 

mass” and not having “adverse impacts on other centres”.  In my 

opinion it is a significant oversight not to consider the demand or 

need for retail in Halswell, raising the question of how he has 

reached a conclusion about whether 40,000m2 - 50,000m2 is 

sufficient to meet the need of this community6.     

 In paragraph 36 Mr Colegrave identifies a range of centres in order 

to evaluate the potential size of the Halswell KAC, on the basis that 

these centres “fulfil similar roles and functions” (paragraph 35).  

Most of these centres are not consistent with the definition of a KAC 

as they are shopping malls or large format retail centres.  They 

therefore present a weak basis for understanding overall demand 

for the Halswell KAC, and instead, in my opinion, a specific retail 

demand analysis is a better approach.   

 In paragraph 55 and 56, Mr Colegrave concludes that Mr Heath’s 

estimate that there is a 50% leakage of retail expenditure from the 

Southwest part of Christchurch is “more likely” to be correct that 

my estimate of 20% - 30%.  Mr Colegrave’s modelled estimates of 

retail centre turnover, shown in Table 2 below, show that the CBD 

at present (assuming it is rebuilt) attracts 12.9% ($593m total 

                                            
6 Sufficient provision and access to retail is an important economic consideration in respect of economic 
efficiency.  It is recognised in Strategic Direction 3.5.4.2 (“…this requires that sufficient and appropriate land is 
available for the range of industrial and commercial needs…”) and Objective 3.6.1 (“…sufficient land to meet 
the community's immediate recovery and longer term needs for housing, economic development, rural 
activities and community facilities”).   
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turnover) of the City’s total retail expenditure prior the introduction 

of the Halswell KAC, and that this reduces slightly to 12.2% 

($563m total turnover), based on a 50,000m2 centre scenario.  The 

implication of his ‘retail gravity model’ results is that all suburban 

localities retain an estimated average of 87% of their retail 

expenditure, significantly more than the 50% estimated by Mr 

Heath.  To take this to its extreme, if 50% of all retail expenditure 

is not retained in the suburbs, the CBD would account for 50% of 

all retail floorspace, which is not the case.         

 In paragraph 58, Mr Colegrave says that he estimates, with his 

gravity model, that the Halswell catchment cannot achieve any 

greater than a 40% ‘retention rate’.  Mr Colegrave has not provided 

the extent of the catchment in consideration, or the detailed model 

outputs, both of which would be required to verify this claim7.  It 

would be unlikely in my opinion, given that the large quantity of 

retail in the suburbs at present (in the order of 85%) implies a low 

proportion of expenditure occurs in the CBD.   

 Mr Colegrave, in paragraph 70, makes the serious accusation that 

my evidence is a “thinly veiled attempt to bolster the future retail 

provision in the Southwest”.  I do not consider an accusation of this 

nature to be appropriate or helpful to the Independent Hearings 

Panel or the District Plan review process.  I refute the accusation.  

For the benefit of the Independent Hearings Panel however I make 

the following comments which demonstrate that my demand 

estimates do not “bolster retail provision in the southwest” in any 

way and are consistent with the estimates presented by other 

experts.   

o The forecasts are presented in Table 5 and show city-wide 

retail demand for an additional 140,000m2 over the next 

decade.  These forecasts are lower than the demand 

forecasts presented by Mr Heath. 

                                            
7 This would include the origin and destination of expenditure in dollars for each catchment and centre. 
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o In his evidence (paragraph 16.6) Mr Heath forecasts city-

wide retail demand for 160,000m2 (approximately) over the 

next decade, and for 320,000m2 (approximately) over the 

next two decades.   

o Mr Heath in his report on the Southwest estimated a strong 

growth forecast, of 50,000m2 over the 2016-2026 period, 

and 75,000m2 over the 2016-2036 period. 

o Mr Colegrave estimates sales at the Halswell KAC (outlined in 

my evidence-in-chief) of $220m, which is sufficient to 

support a centre of 50,000m2, as at 2015. 

o The retail floorspace per capita ratios are outlined in Table 6 

(page 52) of my submission report, and these demonstrate 

that if a 50,000m2 KAC was built, it would equate to 1.6m2 

per capita in supply as at 2024, meaning of the 9 

catchments, it would have the 7th lowest level of supply 

relative to its population at that time. 

 The retail demand forecasts in my initial submission report are 

based on incomplete figures of retail floorspace supply, and 

subsequently Mr Heath has updated this information.  The 

evidence-in-chief provides updated retail demand forecasts and 

these supersede the estimates in my submission report.  The data, 

calculations and assumptions that underpin these estimates are 

clearly outlined.  
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Table 2: Mr Colegrave’s Retail Turnover Estimates 2015 (based on an 

average centre mix scenario) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



17 

 

5. Mr Market Stevenson, Christchurch City Council  

5.1 In 25.38 Mr Stevenson says that TDS propose 30 hectares.  The revised 

figure 26.7 hectares (gross). 

5.2 In 25.40 Mr Stevenson refers to Mr Heath’s two reports that evaluate the 

land requirements within the Halswell KAC and says “…and conclude that 

up to 17 gross hectares is required for retail and other commercial 

activities…”.  This is incorrect.  In his report, Mr Heath says: 

“In my view there is a need for a single new sub-regional centre to 

be located within the SWAP area in the future in the order of 12-13 

ha”. (page 52) 

“Note this land requirement excludes provision for recreational uses 

(public walkways & cycleways, public parks, children’s playgrounds, 

sports fields, etc.), community facilities (libraries, community halls, 

public swimming pools, etc.), infrastructure (roads, water and 

waste water utilities, etc.) light industrial and trade activities if 

deemed appropriate in or around centres, all of which are not 

assessed in this report with and land requirement for such 

additional to the identified figures.” (page 9) 

5.3 In 25.41 Mr Stevenson says that “…up to 60,000m2 of retail floorspace is 

required over the long term to meet future needs.  However, the area 

zoned also provides for other activities envisaged as part of a KAC 

including community activities, a civic square, public transport interchange 

and open space”.  This is also incorrect.  These uses have not been 

accounted for in the allocation of 17 hectares of gross land.  As a basic 

calculation, 60,000m2 of retail would require 15 hectares net, at a 40% 

site coverage ratio.  17 hectares gross equates to approximately 12 

hectares net, so would fall short by 3 hectares for the retail component 

alone, and as a consequence there would be no land available for any of 

the other recreational, public and commercial uses envisaged in the KAC.   

5.4 In page 43 of his report, Mr Heath says: 
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“In essence, Table 14 identifies what Property Economics consider 

are the appropriate additional net retail land provisions required in 

the SWAP catchment over the planning horizon to 2041… By 2041 

the anticipated land requirements swells to just over 17 ha”.  

5.5 It is therefore not the case that the 17 hectares gross (i.e. 12-13 hectares 

net) includes these other uses.  Rather Mr Heath explicitly states it is for 

retail only, as confirmed by the basic site coverage ratio calculation 

above.  

5.6 In 25.44 Mr Stevenson addresses the proposal to increase the minimum 

initial cap of the Halswell KAC from 25,000m2 to 50,000m2 and says that 

there has been no assessment of the trade effects on the CBD.  My 

evidence and evidence-in-chief outlines the analysis completed by Mr 

Colegrave and myself in respect of these trade effects, and find them to 

be insignificant for a 50,000m2 centre (i.e. Mr Colegrave’s gravity 

modelling completed for the Council indicates trade impacts would range 

from -5% to -8% on the CBD, for the four shopping mall scenarios, and -

5% for the ‘average retail mix’ scenario).  This addresses Mr Stevenson’s 

concerns regarding trade impacts and supports the proposal for increasing 

the initial retail cap to 50,000m2.   

5.7 In 25.44 Mr Stevenson goes further to say that the trade effects are 

considered by Mr Heath.  Mr Heath says: 

“The North Halswell KAC is scaled to meet both the lack of retail 

provision in the area currently relative to the market size of the 

south-west sector of Christchurch and the high levels of future 

market growth projected for the area, particularly in the greenfield 

areas identified in Appendix 4. I have a high degree of comfort that 

the 25,000sqm GFA provision initially enabled is appropriate to 

establish a critical mass of retail activity that both satisfies current 

demand and growth over the life of the pRDP without compromising 

the development and recovery of other centres. This level of 

development would not have the propensity to generate significant 
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adverse effects on either Rolleston Town Centre or Lincoln in my 

view.”  

5.8 Mr Heath does not however present any estimate of the trade effects of 

any centres size scenarios, rather Mr Colegrave was commissioned by the 

Council to undertake this assessment.  Mr Heath appears to have reached 

this conclusion without undertaking any analysis of trade effects.  This 

does not meet the requirement of a s32 analysis, particularly given the 

importance and scale of the Halswell KAC.  In my opinion, Mr Stevenson 

has not presented any empirical research that shows that a 50,000m2 KAC 

at Halswell, if built immediately, would have any more than an 

insignificant trade impact on the CBD or other centres.  In the absence of 

this evidence, there is no reason to restrict the retail part of the Halswell 

KAC to below 50,000m2 in the pRDP.      

5.9 In 25.45 Mr Stevenson refers to the proposal to raise the office floorspace 

cap from 5,000m2 to 10,000m2.  He refers to the evidence presented by 

Mr Osborne to support his decision to reject this proposal.  Mr Osborne 

does not however specifically address the proposal in his evidence, and 

rather addresses the issue at the city-wide level.  In the absence of any 

specific analysis on this proposal there is no basis for Mr Stevenson to 

make this decision.  I would suggest that if the CBD had in the order of 

400,000m2 of office space prior to 2010, then 10,000m2 is a small fraction 

(2-3%) and would have no discernible impact on the CBD market.  

Further, the office floorspace size cap, in additional with the peripheral 

location of the Halswell KAC within the City, would go some way to 

ensuring that only office based businesses that serve the local catchment 

establish in this centre.     

5.10 I note that in Mr Ogg’s evidence, he estimates the total supply of office 

space in Christchurch to be 592,000m2, with 177,000m2 or 30% being 

located outside the CBD.  Within the context of a market of this size, the 

proposal for up to 10,000m2 of office space at the Halswell KAC would 

equate to 1.7% of the overall market, and would have no discernible 

effect on the overall market.  By comparison, the Halswell KAC will have a 

primary catchment of approximately 10% of the City’s residents.   
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5.11 Mr Stevenson has not provided sufficient empirical research to support his 

recommendation in 25.19.   

5.12 In 25.20 Mr Stevenson recommends limiting the retail and office provision 

in the Halswell KAC to “…ensure retail activity returns to the CBD”.  My 

evidence-in-chief addresses these this issue and concludes that the 

proposed increases to the size limits would improve economic efficiency.   

5.13 Mr Stevenson has, through the pRDP, zoned a net additional 17 hectares 

(5%) of centre-zone land.  This does not meet the objective strategic 

direction or objectives that require that there is “sufficient land” to meet 

business needs.  No empirical research has been presented by Mr 

Stevenson, or his economists Mr Heath and Mr Osborne, that verify that 

the proposed negligible addition of centre zone land will meet the needs of 

businesses.  Given the importance of business to the City, and the land 

requirements of business, the s32 analysis should have, in my opinion, 

provided a detailed analysis on the supply and demand for centre-zone 

land.      

5.14 Mr Stevenson claims that Policy 2 in the Commercial Chapter of the pRDP 

is required to protect the CBD from adverse trade impacts.  This claim has 

not been justified by empirical evidence, and rather, the analysis that I 

have completed, and that have been estimated by Mr Colegrave’s retail 

gravity model on behalf of Council, show insignificant trade impacts, in the 

order of -5% to -8%.  Impacts of this scale are very unlikely to result in 

any adverse economic effects.  In my opinion, the optimal policy or rule 

would be to increase the initial retail cap to 50,000m2, as proposed.   

6. Mr Anthony Dimasi, AMP Capital Palms 

6.1 Mr Dimasi outlines research on the key shopper groups for CBD retail 

stores, namely immediate residents, office workers, and visitors.  This is 

consistent with my analysis of CBD retail markets.  Other evidence that 

supports this conclusion are as follows: 
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 The CBD had a functioning although struggling central city retail 

precinct.  This precinct was underpinned by the office sectors, in 

particular the daytime workforce (Mr Ogg, paragraph 5.12). 

 Mr Colegrave’s general view is that suburban centres are “highly 

unlikely to attract retailers that would have otherwise sought a CBD 

location.” (page 26). This conclusion was based on a UMR poll 

which found that only 11% of retailers wished to be in the new CBD 

while 71% would prefer another location in Christchurch and 18% 

were undecided. (Report for Memorial Avenue Investments Limited 

Private Plan Change in Christchurch). 

 In my evidence-in-chief I outline research on CBD shoppers that 

finds only a small proportion originate from the suburbs.  This is 

reinforced by Mr Colegrave’s retail gravity modelling completed for 

the Council, which finds that only 13% of all retail expenditure 

occurs in the CBD, which is a small fraction of the total market and 

is likely to be generated in large part by the substantial office 

workforce that was in the CBD prior to 2010.  

7. Mr Marius Ogg, the Crown 

7.1 Mr Ogg finds that: 

“…The commercial and industrial property markets continue to 

perform strongly with high levels of unsatisfied demand resulting in 

instances of high prices…” (paragraph 4.1).   

In his Appendix 1, Mr Ogg concludes that “…there are a number of 

desirable outcomes that would assist the city and in particular the 

commercial and industrial property market to recover in a post-

earthquake environment…[including]…The property sector having 

enough scope, flexibility and opportunity to assist with the 

rebuild…[and]…The provision of sufficient and suitable land for 

redevelopment (greenfield and brownfield)” (paragraph 4.9).   
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7.2 I believe Mr Ogg’s views mirror the core issue raised in my evidence-in-

chief, namely the importance of ensuring sufficient land supply in order to 

achieve economic efficiency.  Put simply, if there is a shortage of land, it 

will be more difficult for developers to find suitable development sites and 

less development will occur.     

7.3 Mr Ogg says:  

“The wider retail sector within the Christchurch environment had 

(and continues to have) a large presence of suburban shopping 

centres and bulk retail outlets.  Historically, this in my opinion was 

at the sacrifice of the CBD retail.” (paragraph 5.14, Appendix 1).  

7.4 I disagree with Mr Ogg on a potentially subtle but fundamental point.  In 

my opinion, it was not the suburban retail centres per se that led to the 

reduced competitiveness of the CBD retail market, rather, it was the 

structural change in the retail market from smaller specialty 

stores to Large Format Retail stores.  Consequently, it was the 

unfortunate inability of the CBD to quickly and economically adapt its 

physical building space to accommodate this new format of retail that 

largely reduced its competitiveness within this new retail environment.  To 

put this in perspective, the first large format retail store in New Zealand, 

other than supermarkets, was The Warehouse, which opened in the 

Wairau Valley in Auckland in 1991.  Today, large format retail floorspace 

accounts for in the order of 60% of all retail floorspace in New Zealand.  

Given consumers have a clear preference for a wide selection of goods at 

low prices, the large format sector sector has been successful, and it 

would be a tenuous economic case to make to restrict this format of 

retailing from occurring in a City.   

8. ACTIVITY COMPOSITION OF COMPARABLE CENTRES  

8.1 The following tables show the total number of employees for a range of 

town centres in 2014.  Employee counts have been sourced from Statistics 

NZ and have been calculated by summing the 19 ANZSIC categories into 

7 key sectors.  The tables show that retail, accommodation and food 

services tend to be a small component of the total centre (20%-30% on 
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average).  The balance of the centre (70%-80% of employees) consists of 

a range of other activities and industries including wholesaling, 

warehousing, recreation, finance, education and health.    

8.2 The town centres used in the analysis were selected as they are consistent 

with the definition of a KAC.  They are also diverse sub-regional centres 

within a larger city rather than stand alone town centres in smaller towns 

which makes the range of employees more applicable to what could occur 

in Halswell. 

8.3 This supports the conclusion that retail accounts for a small portion of the 

total activity mix in a town centre, in the order of 25%, highlighting the 

importance of enabling a wide range of other commercial and public 

activities, as identified in the definition of the KAC in the pRDP.   
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9. Appendix 1: Mr Colegrave’s Retail Gravity Model Outputs for a 

50,000m2 centre at Halswell, as at 2015 (for four large shopping 

malls) 
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