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1. INTRODUCTION 

Qualifications and Experience 

1.1 My full name is Adam Jeffrey Thompson.  I have 15 years' experience as 

an urban economist and property market analyst.  For the past 13 years I 

have owned and managed two consulting firms that have provided 

services in this field.  I am presently the director of Urban Economics Ltd.   

1.2 I have a Bachelor of Resource Studies from Lincoln University (1998) and 

a Master of Planning from Auckland University (2000).  I have studied 

urban economics at Auckland University and environmental economics at 

Lincoln University.  I have partially completed a dissertation in urban 

economics at the London School of Economics.   

1.3 I have undertaken approximately 200 economic assessments of proposed 

commercial developments.  In addition I have prepared retail land use 

strategies for several local authorities in New Zealand.  For private sector 

clients I have prepared assessments of market demand for approximately 

150 new commercial developments.   

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.   

Involvement in the Project 

1.4 I have been involved with the proposal for submitter 966 (in my evidence 

I call this the TDS proposal).  During this period I have attended a Council 

meeting and prepared a number of reports on various aspects of the 

proposed Halswell KAC.  The most notable report I have prepared is the 
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submission on the costs and benefits of the KAC (Halswell Key Activity 

Centre, Christchurch, 2014) 

Purpose and Scope of Evidence 

1.5 The purpose of my evidence is to provide an assessment of the economic 

costs and benefits of the TDS proposal to develop a large KAC at Halswell. 

1.6 I attach the report I refer to in paragraph 1.4 as Appendix 1 to my 

evidence, as I rely in upon it in preparing this evidence, which addresses 

those economic issues where there is a difference of opinion between the 

respective economic experts for other parties.   

1.7 In addition to this analysis, I address specific matters in this brief of 

evidence relating to the economic aspects of the submission, and the 

reports prepared by the Christchurch City Council, Danne Mora and TDS.   

2. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED KAC 

2.1 The proposal is to provide a KAC at Halswell with a comprehensive range 

of retail, commercial service, recreational, public, light industrial and 

residential for the Halswell community.   

2.2 The proposal seeks to achieve the definition of a KAC, which is as follows:   

“15.1.1.1 Policy 1 – Role of Centres.   

Major retail destination for shopping and a focal point for employment 

(including offices), community activities and facilities (including 

libraries, meeting places), entertainment (including movie theatres, 

restaurants, bars) and residential activity.   

Anchored by large department store(s) and supermarket(s).   

Serves a sector of the City’s population and in some cases, the 

greater Christchurch area.   

Accessible by a range of modes of transport, including multiple bus 

routes.  Public transport facilities/interchanges proposed.”  



5 

 

2.3 In my opinion the quantity of Commercial Core zone land required to 

achieve this is a minimum of 30 hectares.  At present the pRDP allocated 

17.0 gross hectares, which is only sufficient for the retail component.   

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

3.1 Mr Heath and Mr McInnes have prepared detailed reports that conclude a large 

KAC, including 50,000m2 of retail, and a wide range of other commercial 

services, recreation, light industry, public and residential activities, can be 

supported by the community at Halswell1.  Mr Heath and Mr McInnes2 

estimate 50,000m2 of retail can be supported within the life of the pRDP (by 

2026).  

3.2 Mr Colegrave has estimated the turnover of a 50,000m2 retail centre at 

Halswell with his ‘retail gravity model’ to be $220m as at 2015.  This would be 

higher than the Palms ($140m) and Eastgate ($90m) and only slightly below 

Hornby ($270m).  This level of turnover would support a retail centre of 

50,000m2.   

3.3 I agree with Mr Heath, Mr McInnes and Mr Colegrave that Halswell can 

support a KAC with 50,000m2 of retail.  Where I disagree with Mr Heath and 

Mr McInnes is on the timing of demand.  I estimate that a large KAC, including 

50,000m2 of retail, can be supported immediately.  My estimate is based on 

applying the City’s average ‘retail floorspace per capita’ ratio of 2.4m2 to the 

Halswell population of 29,000 (2.4*29,000= 70,000m2).  This level of latent 

demand substantially exceeds the present supply of 10,000m2.  Mr 

Colegrave’s turnover estimate of $220m also indicates a large KAC of 

50,000m2 can be supported immediately.   

3.4 Christchurch has 850,000m2 of retail and a population of 360,000 people, 

meaning that it has 2.4m2 of retail per person (850,000/360,000=2.4m2).  

This is a normal ‘per person’ rate of retail floorspace for a city in NZ.   

                                            
1 SWAP Catchment Retail Assessment, Property Economics, November 2012. South West Christchurch Retail 
Scoping Study, Harrison Grierson, February 2013 
2 Mr Heath, 18.6 of his evidence-in-chief, Mr McInnes, South West Christchurch Retail Scoping Study, Harrison 
Grierson, February 2013.   
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3.5 A KAC that includes 50,000m2 of retail and a wide range of retail, office, 

commercial services, recreation, community and residential activities, would 

require in excess of 30 hectares (Appendix 3).  This is aligned with the 

‘proposed TDS KAC’ of 26.7 gross hectares.  It is however not aligned with the 

pRDP, which proposes only 17.0 gross hectares.  This provision would only be 

sufficient for the retail component given the requirement for a mainstreet 

layout.    

3.6 Statistics NZ growth forecasts show that the Halswell community will increase 

from 29,000 to 40,000 people by 2025.  This is the only large community in 

Christchurch not to have a KAC.    

3.7 The pRDP proposes to restrict the size of the KAC to 25,000m2.  The 

underlying reason for this is to “protect” the CBD by “redirecting” future retail 

growth to the CBD.  This is based on the incorrect assumption that Halswell 

residents would use the CBD for their day-to-day retail shopping.  Halswell 

residents in large part use Barrington, Riccarton and Hornby for shopping.  A 

new centre at Halswell would therefore redirect shoppers from these centres 

to Halswell, not from the CBD.  This is because people prefer to use local 

shops for most of their retail goods and services (supermarkets, department 

stores, etc) to reduce time and travel costs.   

3.8 With regard to the trade competition effects, Mr Colegrave has been employed 

by the Council to use a ‘retail gravity model’ to test a scenario of 50,000m2 of 

retail in a ‘mainstreet format’ at Halswell for 2015.  The results show that only 

one centre would incur an impact of greater than -10% (Barrington, -12%) 

and the CBD would only incur an impact of -5.1% (assuming that it is rebuilt).   

3.9 Mr Colegrave has also tested the trade competition impacts of a 50,000m2 

retail centre at Halswell for 2020.  By this time, due to market growth, these 

impacts would have dissipated significantly.  By 2020 the largest trade 

competition impact would be -7% (Barrington, down from -12% in 2015) and 

most other centres would have had an increase in sales, including the CBD 

(0%), Riccarton (0%) and Hornby (+4%).  On average, existing centres, 

including the CBD, would increase sales by 6% by 2020.  These are 

insignificant impacts and are not “…beyond those effects ordinarily associated 
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with trade effects or trade competition”.  In practice the proposed TDS KAC 

would take 3-5 years to build, so the 2020 scenario is more realistic.   

3.10 Mr Colegrave estimates that the Halswell KAC, at 50,000m2, would achieve a 

turnover of $220m.  This would support a 49,000m2 retail centre if the City’s 

average turnover per m2 ($4,500/m2) is applied.  This confirms my estimates 

that there is sufficient market potential to support the proposed KAC.   

3.11 I conclude that there are no adverse effects for including up to 50,000m2 of 

retail within the Halswell KAC in the pRDP on the CBD or other centres, and 

significant benefits for the local community in terms of immediate access to a 

wide range of retail and other activities within a small drive.   

4. ECONOMIC EFFICIENCY & URBAN LAND-USE  

4.1 Economics has a very specific approach to the evaluation of urban land-

use policy.  It is to identify whether urban policy leads to ‘economic 

efficiency’.  There is a basic test for economic efficiency, which is whether 

there are any ‘market failures’.  For urban policy there are three possible 

market failures that should be tested in order to conclude whether a 

proposal is ‘good policy’.  These are: 

(a) No significant degree of monopoly  

(b) No significant ‘external’ public costs  

(c) No significant ‘external’ private costs 

4.2 While it may seem paradoxical to non-economists, urban policy can rarely 

meet these tests as there will always be some degree of monopoly or 

some external costs.  An economist must therefore look to ‘weigh up’ 

these matters to determine whether, on balance, an urban policy 

improves social welfare and therefore meets the test for economic 

efficiency.   

Examples of Market Failure 

4.3 It may be helpful to provide specific examples of market failures that 

relate to urban policy.     
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4.4 (1) Monopoly or “Regulatory Tax”. Land-use policy allocates land for 

particular uses and consequently makes land artificially scarce.  In 

extreme cases this confers a monopoly or degree of monopoly to land 

owners or firms.  For example, in Auckland the number of households that 

need a dwelling exceeds the total number of dwellings, and subsequently 

Auckland has the highest living costs of any City in the OECD ($750,000 is 

now the average dwelling price, ten times the average household income 

of $75,000, and this is the result in restrictive land-use policies).  The 

same concept applies to the retail and commercial markets, in which the 

owners of centres or specific retail or commercial firms can monopolise, or 

to a degree monopolise, certain localities.      

4.5 Monopoly, or a degree of monopoly, creates an artificial land shortage, 

and raises the price of land.  This in turn increases the cost of running a 

firm or the cost of living.  In the retail market, any degree of monopoly 

would increase the cost of rent and this would increase the cost of goods 

and services for the consumer.  It would also restrict new entrants to the 

market and this would stifle innovation and competition, which reduces 

the productivity of the market over the medium to long run.   

4.6 I have become increasingly concerned about the repercussions of 

regulations on land-markets, in particular impact of excessive regulation 

(either the quantity or permitted uses) on the cost of land, and the 

increase in the cost of living or running a business.  I describe the impact 

of regulation on land prices as a “regulatory tax”.   

4.7 Professor Paul Cheshire of the London School of Economics3, has 

undertaken a detailed study of the impact of land supply restrictions on 

the UK retail market.  His study finds that restrictions on the supply of 

centre-zone land leads to lower “total factor productivity” in the retail 

industry.  This study is quite important for Christchurch, as it shows the 

likely economic effects of the proposal to significantly restrict the supply of 

commercial land.  

                                            
3 P. Cheshire, C. A. L. Hilber, I. Kaplanis (2014), ‘Land use regulation and productivity - land matters: evidence 
from a UK supermarket chain’, Journal of Economic Geography 
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4.8 (2) Public Costs.  Urban policies often have city-wide costs (and 

benefits) that can be called external costs or externalities.  These costs 

can in some instances be significant and justify intervention, even if there 

is a degree of monopoly or regulatory tax that is incurred.  Examples of 

public costs (and benefits or opportunity costs), include:     

(a) Efficient utilisation of public infrastructure. 

(b) Provision of attractive public spaces.  

(c) Co-location of compatible activities. 

(d) Attractive streetscapes. 

4.9 (3) Individual Costs.  Site specific developments can create costs for 

adjacent property owners.  These costs are not paid by the developer and 

can be called external costs or externalities.  There are a wide range of 

individual costs, including, for example: 

(a) Additional noise 

(b) Reduced sunlight  

(c) Reduced views 

(d) Reduced visual amenity 

(e) Increased traffic 

4.10 Economists tend to focus more on the monopoly or regulatory tax costs 

and less on the public and individual costs.  However, ideally, an 

economist would address all possible market failures in order to determine 

whether a policy met the “good policy” test and was economically 

efficient.    

A Structured Approach to Economic Analysis  

4.11 The economics of cities is complicated.  In my opinion, consideration of a 

policy or specific proposal against the foregoing list of market failures 

ensures an economic approach that is comprehensive and consistent.    
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4.12 Planning tends to focus on opportunities to improve the amenity and avoid 

the effects of new developments on adjacent properties.   Specific 

examples include: 

 Provision of vibrant public spaces.  

 Co-location of compatible activities. 

 Attractive streetscapes. 

 Optimal use of public infrastructure. 

4.13 The is therefore mostly focused on the external public costs of an urban 

policy (or the external private costs for specific site proposals) and does 

not tend to consider the monopoly or regulatory tax costs.  Under s32 

RMA it is however a requirement to consider all costs and benefits, as is 

practical, and consideration of any potential increased land costs, as a 

result of regulation, should be included.   

Has Economic Efficiency and Market Failure Been Considered in the 

s32 pRDP? 

4.14 The s32 report and supporting reports by Mr Heath and M Osborne focus 

almost exclusively on just one of the market failures - the external public 

costs (or forgone benefits).  The predominant issue is a claimed 

oversupply of retail space and dispersal of retail activity, both of which 

have external public costs4.   The consideration of whether there is a 

degree of monopoly or a regulatory tax is not considered by Mr Heath 

and Mr Osborne.  Notably absent from their reports, and Mr Stevenson’s 

reports, is:  

 quantification of centre-zone land supply,  

 estimation of centre-zone land demand, and  

 estimation of the redevelopment potential (capacity) of 

centre-zone land.    

4.15 This is elementary information for any district plan review and raises 

questions, not only about whether the economic analysis is sufficiently 

                                            
4 Proposed Christchurch District Plan Commercial and Industrial Chapters Economic Analysis, Property Economics, 
November 2013. 
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comprehensive, but also about what data and research the planned 

allocation of centre-zone land has actually been based on.  It is not 

possible to undertake a district plan review without information about land 

supply and demand.    

4.16 For the forgoing reasons, in my opinion the s32 report and supporting 

economic reports are not sufficiently comprehensive to reach a conclusion 

on whether the City’s proposed centre-zone policy meets the “good policy” 

test of economic efficiency.   

What Economic and Property Market Research is the s32 Report 

Based On?  

4.17 The s32 report and supporting reports by Mr Heath and Mr Osborne do not 

present any empirical research into the impact of proposed negligible 

(5%/17 ha) increase to the City’s total supply of centre-zone land.  This is 

against a backdrop of rapid demand growth over the next decade, which 

to explain in practical terms is equivalent to ten large supermarkets 

annually for the next decade.  The question of whether there is sufficient 

land capacity to meet demand, while not an economic question per se, is 

an area in which an economist can make a useful contribution to urban 

policy.  In my opinion this is a serious omission and does not reflect best 

practice.   

4.18 Similarly, while not an economic task per se, it is often the role of 

economists to prepare assessments of future land demand to support 

decisions on the zoning of additional centre-zone land.  Neither the s32 

report nor Mr Heath or Mr Osborne’s reports provide an assessment of the 

demand for centre-zone land, at either the city or local level.  This raises 

the serious question of what the decisions regarding the allocation of 

additional centre-zone land in the pRDP been based on?   

4.19 The s32 report5 concludes that the “intensification” of existing centres is 

preferred over “consolidation”, with the difference being that 

intensification allows redevelopment of the existing centre-zone land, and 

                                            
5 Section 32 Commercial Chapter, Mark Stevenson, April 2014 
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consolidation allows the same redevelopment however in addition, also 

allows for the expansion of the centres, i.e. into adjacent residential zone 

land.  I support the expansion of centres as a strategy, especially in cities 

that are growing, and the consensus amongst economists is that 

expanding centres reduces the ‘regulatory tax’ costs and improves 

efficiency, as larger centres are often more efficient.   

4.20 A focus on intensification, as a basis for retail land-use planning, requires 

that the future demand growth for commercial space will ‘fit’ in existing 

centres.  This requires empirical research into both the ‘plan-enabled’ and 

‘commercial feasibility’ of the properties that make up these centres.  If 

most centre-zone sites are largely developed, there will be very little 

capacity for new growth remaining.  Without such an analysis the question 

of whether future demand will ‘fit’ in existing centres is unanswered and 

there is no basis for the policy.   

4.21 I have undertaken detailed analysis on the market-feasibility for growth 

for the Auckland Plan, on behalf of the Property Council of New Zealand, 

and this found that only a small fraction of brownfield sites where feasibile 

for redevelopment (32%), when both the plan-enabled potential and the 

market-feasibility of redevelopment is considered.  This highlights that 

one of the biggest challenge to planning approaches that rely on 

“intensification” to fit future demand growth.  This report is provided in 

Appendix 2.    

4.22 I note that it is not entirely clear whether the s32 report and supporting 

reports by Mr Heath support “intensification” or “consolidation”.  The s32 

report itself concludes the “intensification” is the preferred option, and this 

is in Policy 5 and other parts of the commercial chapter of the pRDP.  This 

appears to be a response to the perceived oversupply of retail floorspace.  

The s32 report concludes that the Mr Heath prefers the “intensification” 

option.  

4.23 Conversely, Mr Heath’s report support the “consolidation” option, 

particularly the Peer Review by Property Economics (June 2014) report 

that is largely dedicated to this topic, although it is not entirely clear 
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whether this report is addressing the definitions of these terms that are 

used in the s32 report.  The Joint Witness Statement of economic experts 

also confirms that the Council’s economic consultants support the 

consolidation option.  I would suggest that clarification on which option Mr 

Stevenson prefers is needed.   

4.24 As mentioned previously, in my opinion the s32 report and the supporting 

economic reports have not properly evaluated whether the proposed 

urban land-use policies meet the economic efficiency test (i.e. that there 

will be no significant market failures).  This raises the very likely 

possibility that the proposed negligible increase in the supply of centre-

zone land (5%/17 ha) would give rise to artificial increases in prices and 

have the net effect of reducing social welfare.  In my opinion, until such 

analysis is undertaken, the default policy position should be to provide 

greater flexibility on the supply of centre-zone land.   

4.25 The proposed KAC would enable the centre to expand over the long term, 

in line with market demand.  This would support the consolidation 

approach, and to an extent the intensification approach also.   

5. THE VIABILITY OF CENTRES 

5.1 The economic basis for protecting the vitality or viability of centres, as put 

forward by Mr Heath, Mr Osborne and Mr Stevenson, is the concern that a 

new centre may undermine the commercial basis of an existing centre.  

However it must be acknowledged that the cost of such effects may be 

less than the benefits that a new centre may bring, in which case the test 

for economic efficiency would find that the proposed new centre, on 

balance, improves social welfare.   

5.2 A brief practical example can illustrate this point.  If an existing centre ‘A’ 

relies on customers from primary catchment ‘A’ and secondary catchment 

‘B’ , and catchment ‘B’ grows to a level where it can support its own 

centre ‘B’, it is likely that it would be inefficient to regulate that catchment 

‘B’ residents should continue to use centre ‘A’.  This is particularly evident 

with transportation costs, which are a significant part of the overall cost 

for consumers when purchasing retail goods and services.  The simple 
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question can be posed – should residents of one suburb be forced, by 

regulation, to drive to another suburb for retail, if they can support their 

own centre?  In my opinion the answer is no, and I believe this supports 

the proposed KAC of 26.7 hectares.   

5.3 If a catchment can support its own centre, as a general principle, any 

regulation that reduces the size of that centre, to below the natural level 

of market demand, would reduce economic efficiency.  There is however 

one proviso - unless it could be demonstrated that the effects on other 

centres were so significant that they would outweigh the benefits that the 

new centre bring to its primary catchment.   

5.4 While some detailed analysis of these costs would be required to reach a 

conclusion (e.g. the ‘retail gravity model’ used by Mr Colegrave), there 

would need to be a substantial risk to the commercial performance of an 

existing centre, to the extent that, for example, 25% of premises are left 

vacant for an extended period of time, before the costs of one catchments 

population exceed the benefits of another.   

5.5 It is not an insignificant consideration that New Zealand has only one 

centre that has been abandoned, to this degree, that I am aware of 

(Dunedin South town centre).  This suggests that there is a strong 

argument in favour of new centres in respect of economic efficiency, and 

more importantly that the size of new centres should, in broad terms, be 

proportional to the needs of the immediate catchment, rather than 

influenced by the needs of other localities.   

5.6 It is for this reason that I believe that the best approach to retail centre 

distribution is one that aligns the needs of each catchment to the 

allocation of land, rather than one that determines trade competition 

impacts on the centres in other catchments.  I do not believe that the 

Retail Gravity Model assessment of the Halswell KAC undertaken by 

Council is, in itself, a useful basis for such decisions, and instead I favour 

a catchment by catchment analysis of demand or need.  Within the 

context of s73 RMA, as a general principle, the focus should in my opinion 

be whether a catchment has a sufficient geographic area that enables its 
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own centre, and if so, what the quantity of demand or need is.  I note that 

Mr Heath, Mr Osborne and Mr McInnes have prepared two such reports, 

both of which conclude that there is demand or need for a large KAC of 

50-60,000m2 at Halswell.  I also note that MR Colegrave estimates that a 

50,000m2 centre at Halswell would achieve turnover of $220m in 2015, 

which would support a centre of 50,000m2. 

6. WHAT IS A KAC AND WHAT ACTIVITIES ARE INCLUDED? 

6.1 The pRDP defines Key Activity Centres as: “…focal points for employment, 

community activities and the transport network, and which are suitable for 

more intensive mixed-use development…” (Chapter 2 pRDP).  This broad 

range of uses is reflected in the permitted activities of the KAC’s which 

include retail activities, trade supply activities, commercial services, 

offices, community facilities, residential activity, gyms, second-hand 

goods outlets, guest accommodation, health care facilities, education 

activity, pre-schools, care facilities, public transport facilities and spiritual 

facilities.   

6.2 A KAC includes a much wider range of uses than a shopping mall or a 

retail shopping centre, such as Riccarton Mall.  The main difference is that 

a KAC includes a diverse range of activities, of which retail is only a part: 

“Major retail destination for shopping and a focal point for 

employment (including offices), community activities (including 

libraries, meeting places), entertainment (including movie theatres, 

restaurants, bars) and residential activity.  

Anchored by large retailers including department store(s) and 

supermarket(s).  

Serves a sector of the City’s population and in some cases, the 

greater Christchurch area. 

Accessible by a range of modes of transport, including multiple bus 

routes. Public transport facilities/ interchange proposed.” 

(15.1.1.1.vi.b) 

6.3 None of the City’s existing KACs include the full range of activities that are 

permitted in a KAC, and this is largely because the existing KACs are 
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predominantly large shopping malls, with the exceptions of Belfast and 

New Brighton.  The Halswell KAC would potentially be the only KAC that 

fully meets the definition of a KAC.     

6.4 The following activities are permitted or restricted discretionary activities 

for KACs.  This provides an example of the diverse range of activities that 

are expected to be in a KAC.  

Permitted: Department store, Supermarket, Retail activity, Trade 

Supplier, Second hand goods outlet, Commercial Services, 

Entertainment Facility, Food and Beverage Outlet, Gymnasium, 

Offices, Guest Accommodation, Community Facility, Health Care 

Facility, Education Activity, Pre-school, Care Facility, Spiritual 

Facility, Public Artwork, Public Transport Facility, Residential 

Activity.    

Restricted Discretionary: Yard-based supplier, Service Station, 

Drive through services, Emergency Services Facility.  

6.5 It is important to note that most of the existing KACs fall short of this 

definition, and could be described as shopping malls with a small addition 

of other commercial, recreational and public activities.  Halswell KAC may 

in fact be the last opportunity to develop a truly mixed-use town centre in 

the City, for the foreseeable future.   

6.6 Appendix 3 provides a ‘centre activity mix scenario’ that is comprised of 

potential uses that may locate within the Halswell KAC.  It includes 

estimates of the floorspace and land area needed for each activity.  The 

scenario identifies four anchor tenants including The Warehouse, Farmers, 

Pak’n Save and Countdown which have a total GFA of 22,000m2.  There 

are 54 specialty retail stores of which 17 are clothing/fashion stores, 10 

are food stores and two are pharmacies.  Total specialty retail activities 

have a GFA of 15,950m2.   

6.7 Other tenants include a trade supplier such as Mitre 10 / Bunnings / 

Placemakers, McEntee Hire, a range of commercial services such as 

hairdressers, banks and real estate agencies and entertainment facilities 
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such as a cinema.  Community, health and education facilities such as a 

library, medical centre and pre-school are also included.  There are also 

some yard based and service station facilities as well as drive through and 

emergency service facilities.   

6.8 Total net floorspace of this scenario centre exclusive of roads, parks and 

public space is 101,500m2 and the net land requirement (excluding roads 

etc.) is 31.4 hectares.  Total gross land area required inclusive of roads, 

parks and public space is 44.9 hectares.  This demonstrates that the 

proposed KAC of 26.7 hectares would be fully utilised by market demand.  

A smaller allocation of land would inevitably mean that some uses would 

not find space or premises within the proposed KAC, which would reduce 

social welfare.  

6.9 Appendix 4 shows maps of each of the seven other KACs and overlays 20 

hectare and 30 ha boundaries on each (these are gross areas, i.e. they 

include roads, etc.).  It is evident that within each 20 - 30 hectare area 

there are a range of other activities, for example a retirement village in 

The Palms, a school in Northlands and commercial and industrial activities 

in Hornby and Riccarton.  The co-location of retail and other uses in the 

KACs is consistent with the pRDP and goes some way to show the mix of 

tenants that could locate at the Halswell KAC.   

7. CENTRE-ZONE LAND DEMAND FOR CHRISTCHURCH AND THE 

HALSWELL KAC 

7.1 The s32 report and supporting economic reports prepared by Mr Heath, Mr 

Osborne and Mr Stevenson are deficient because they do not consider the 

elementary land demand and supply factors that are required to make 

land-use policy decisions.  For example, there are the following omissions: 

(a) Retail land demand at the region and locality level 

(b) Office land demand at the locality level 

(c) Recreational, public and commercial service land 

demand at the region and locality level (which also occupies 

centre zone land) 
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Sector Source Floorarea sqms Land Area h.a's

Retail floorspace Property Economics 161,700 46

Service, Public, Recreation Urban Economics 161700* 46

Office Property Economics 160,000 15

Total 483,400 108

Centre-Zone Land Supply 2015

Operative Plan 335

pRDP 352

Increase in Centre-Zone Land 17

Land Allocation Shortfall 91

* assumed to be the same as retail

Total Centre-Zone Land

(d) The quantity of centre-zone land in the operative and 

proposed plans 

(e) The quantity of vacant centre-zone land at the region and 

locality level 

(f) The quantity of vacant potential centre-zone land at the 

region and locality level 

(g) Plan-enabled capacity on existing centre zone land 

(h) Market-feasible capacity on existing centre zone land 

7.2 In order to understand the city-wide and localised demand for centre-zone 

land, I have prepared several basic analyses.  Ideally these analyses 

would be done to a greater degree of detail, however they are provide 

some basic information to assist with land-use planning.   

7.3 The first is the city-wide supply of centre-zone land, under the operative 

plan and pRDP, the demand forecasts for centre-zone land and the 

estimated shortfall.  This is presented in the table below.    

Table 1: Christchurch Centre-Zone Land Demand and Supply 2015-

2025 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7.4 The following points are worth noting:   

(a) Christchurch will generate demand for an additional 483,700m2 of 

retail, service, public, recreation, office and other centre activities 

over the next decade.  This demand will require in the order of 

108 hectares of centre-zone land.  
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(b) The pRDP provides an additional 17 ha’s of centre-zone land when 

compared to the operative plan.  This is a negligible increase of 

5%. 

(c) There is an expected shortfall of 91 hectares of centre-zone.   

(d) I note that a supply buffer, equivalent to five years 

demand, is also required for an efficient property market.  

This is to ensure that by the end of the life of the pRDP, there is 

still some ‘pipeline potential’ land available, so that developers can 

continue to find sites to develop and there is a competitive supply 

of new building space.  Accounting for the need for a supply 

buffer would bring the total shortfall to 145 hectares.  This 

is a significant quantity of land demand and raises serious 

questions about the commercial implications of Mr Stevenson’s 

proposal that “Growth in demand for commercial activity is 

accommodated principally within existing commercial centres” 

(Policy 5).    

(e) Council has not provided any information on the quantity of vacant 

land or land that has redevelopment potential.  I have made 

several enquiries to Council and its economic consultants 

regarding whether this information is available however no 

information has been provided.   

7.5 The second analysis looks at supply and demand for individual catchments 

for the City.  This is supported by several tables and maps on the 

subsequent page.  It shows the quantity of zoned land, current and 

forecast population, and current and forecast retail floorspace demand.  

The basic conclusions that can be made from this analysis are as follows:   

(a) The southwest catchment, in which Halswell KAC is located, has 

the lowest floorspace per capita ratio of all catchments, at 0.4m2 

per capita, well below the city average of 2.4m2 per capita (see 

the table at bottom left hand corner of the map). 

(b) The southwest (Halswell KAC) catchment has 12,000m2 of retail 

space at present, however could support a total of 70,000m2 if it 

achieved the city wide average of 2.4m2 per capita. 
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(c) By 2025, the southwest (Halswell KAC) catchment could 

support 97,000m2 of retail space if it achieved the city wide 

average of 2.4m2 per capita.  These demand growth 

estimates are similar to the Councils estimates undertaken 

by Mr Heath and Osborne the southwest in 20126.   

(d) Both of these forecasts assume that latent demand for the CBD 

still exists, for 150,000m2.  This was the size of the CBD before 

2010.  A review of the pre and post 2010 retail building consent 

data, shows that the rate of retail development increased only 

marginally post 2010, to present, and based on the average rate 

of new construction, there has only been a net increase of 

15,000m2 of retail space across the City.  It is my interpretation 

that the latent demand for the CBD, of 150,000m2, still in large 

part exists in the City (as there has not been any significant 

increase in new construction above historic rates).  If the CBD can 

re-establish its primary market of office employees, this level of 

retail demand will return.  Mr Heath and Mr Osborne assume that 

this demand has dissipated and that redevelopment will only 

happen if future growth is channeled into the CBD.  I believe that 

Mr Heath and Mr Osborne are incorrect on this important matter 

and they have not presented empirical evidence to support this 

claim.  The implications of getting this wrong would be significant 

for communities such as Halswell, where the centre-zone land has 

been substantially restricted on the basis of this assumption.     

(e) The southwest catchment will have 42,300 people by 2030.  This 

is a significant population and it requires its own town centre.  I 

support Councils proposal for a KAC at Halswell.   

(f) There is demand for an additional 134,000m2 of retail floorspace in 

the City over the next decade.  This is in addition to the latent 

demand that still exists for CBD retail for 150,000m2 (i.e. 

134,000m2 built across the City in additional to 150,000m2 in the 

CBD, over the next decade). 

                                            
6 Mr Heath and Mr Osborne estimate the southwest can support a 60,000m2 KAC in their report, SWAP 
Catchment Retail Assessment, November 2012. 
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(g) I note that 150,000m2 is the normal size for a large CBD in NZ, 

and there is no reason to expect that Christchurch cannot rebuild 

this quantity of floorspace.  Further, if the new buildings are 

designed to meet the requirements of modern retail firms, it would 

be a relatively easy task to rebuild this level of floorspace in the 

CBD, particularly if the office employees return to the former 

levels.    

(h) I estimate there is a total of 852,000m2 of retail space in 

Christchurch.  This is significantly less than the estimate prepared 

by Council’s economic consultants, with the difference attributed 

to the quantity of out-of-centre retail space.    

(i) Several catchments have a strong supply of retail space, including 

Northwest 1 (Riccarton) which is in large part due to retail on 

Blenheim Road, Southwest (Hornby) which is due to this centre 

attracting shoppers from the rural catchments, and South 

(Barrington) which is due to the retail near the southern part of 

the CBD, which fall in this catchment. These catchments have a 

strong supply of retail, so in respect of equitable distribution, are 

well provided for.    
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Demand for Retail Floorspace for Catchments of Christchurch 

7.6 The following Map and Tables provide an analysis of the demand for retail 

floorspace and land across the City.  I note that Mr Heath and Mr Osborne 

have not prepared a similar analysis and it is not clear what they have 

relied upon for their recommendations.  The yellow dots represent the 

main retail centres and are to scale.  The blue centre is the Halswell KAC 

and is shown at 40,000m2.  The CBD (150,000m2) is not shown. 
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Table 2: Retail Floorspace and Land Demand Data and Forecasts 
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Demand for Centre-Zone Land at Halswell KAC 

7.7 The Halswell KAC will accommodate a wide range of activities, including 

retail, commercial services, office, light industry, recreation and 

community.  Land needs to be allocated for this wide range of activities so 

that they can occur at this single location.   

7.8 I have undertaken a number of analyses to estimate the demand for land 

at the Halswell KAC.  These are as follows.  

7.9 A retail floorspace demand analysis has been undertaken.  This shows 

that in the order of 50,000m2 of retail can be supported immediately in 

Halswell (southwest).  This includes a diverse range of retail types, for 

example hardware, floor coverings and furniture, so cannot be compared 

directly to a shopping mall, such as Riccarton Mall.  Rather, Rangiora town 

centre would be a closer representation.  A retail centre of this size would 

require approximately 13 ha net of centre-zone land, exactly the same 

amount estimated by Mr Heath in his report into retail land requirements 

of the Southwest7.  There would in addition be a requirement for the wide 

range of other commercial, residential and public activities that are 

envisaged for a KAC, and this would be approximately the same, in terms 

of the land requirement, as the retail component.   

7.10 Appendix 3 provides an indicative activity table for the Halswell KAC.  

The findings of this analysis are outlined in Section 6.6 and concludes that 

a full cross section of activities, as envisaged in the pRDP, would utilise 

44.9 ha gross land (i.e. including areas for roads, parks, squares, etc).  It 

should be noted that the southwest (Halswell) catchment does not have 

any light industrial land, so the activities that often use this type of land 

would by default go into the Halswell KAC (e.g. vehicle maintenance, 

printing, car yards, etc).    

  

                                            
7 report 
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7.11 An analysis of town centre size vs population for all towns in NZ with 

20,000 – 80,000 people is shown in the figure below.  The following figure 

shows that there is a strong correlation between catchment population 

and town centre size.  Catchments with populations of approximately 

40,000 tend to have town centres with 40-50 hectares of land (net).  This 

demonstrates that the southwest catchment can easily support the 

proposed KAC of 26.7 ha.   

Figure 1: Town Centre Size vs Population (2015) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7.12 Finally, an analysis of the size of the existing KACs is provided in 

Appendix 4.  This shows an overlay of 20 ha and 30 ha (gross) area.  This 

suggests that the proposed 30 ha KAC at Halswell would be utilised by the 

market, especially if a wide range of activities, as anticipated in the pRDP, 

are accounted for (note that the existing KACs that are predominantly 

comprised of a shopping mall do not illustrate the full range of uses in a 

KAC).   

7.13 Having considered the demand for retail, office, commercial service, 

recreation, community and light industry, in my opinion the proposal for a 
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KAC of 26.7 ha (gross) is in line with the commercial needs of the 

community.   

8. WAS THE CITY ‘DECENTRALISING’ LEADING TO A DECLINE IN THE 

CBD PRIOR TO 2010? 

8.1 There has been a long-held misconception that the CBD has been in 

decline for the two decades prior to 2010 and that this was caused by the 

development of suburban shopping malls and out-of-centre retail.  This is 

incorrect and raises questions about policies that attempt to reverse this 

perceived trend, primarily the policies recommended by Mr Heath and Mr 

Stevenson to substantially restriction the supply of commercial land, both 

in the CBD and the suburbs.      

1.1 In this section I outline the main commercial trends that have occurred in 

Christchurch’s over the past two decades and their implications for 

commercial land-use policy.   

The Distribution of Retail and Office Activity 2000-2015 

8.2 The s32 economic report8 concludes that of the City’s 1,017,000m2 of 

retail space, of which 430,000m2 or 42% is ‘out-of-centre’.  This is 

identified as Issue 1 in the s32 report (Commercial Chapter) and appears 

to be the basis for the proposed restrictive approach to centre-zone policy 

- most notably the negligible 17 ha or 5% increase in the total centre-

zone land and Policy 5: “Growth in demand for commercial activity is 

accommodated principally within existing commercial centres”.  This 

approach is supported by Mr Heath and Mr Osborne:  

“The proposed District Plan should be unashamedly firm in Property 

Economics view about non-centre retail development over the 

short-medium term to ensure any such development is not 

undermining the rebuild of the CBD or the existing centre network.  

A ‘relaxed’ planning regime is likely to continue to spread retail 

activity across other zones to the detriment of the higher order 

                                            
8 Proposed Christchurch City District Plan Commercial and Industrial Chapters Economic Analysis, Property 
Economics, November 2013. 
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goals and objective of the proposed District Plan.” (Property 

Economics, 2013 p page 56).      

8.3 My analysis finds that 32%9 of retail employees occur out-of-centre and 

that the majority of this retail is in fact in edge-of-centre locations or 

formed as part of legitimate centres (Appendix 5 illustrates the location of 

this activity, relative to the zoned centres).  This is based on an analysis 

of Meshblock level employee location that make up the centre-zones (the 

same methodology that Council’s economists use).   

8.4 I have mapped the location of the Meshblocks that have a high count of 

retail employees that do not correspond to a centre-zone.  The large 

majority of these retail employees (i.e. stores) occur on the periphery of a 

large retail centre.  The practical implication is that while these retail 

employees are not in a centre-zone, they are immediately adjacent to a 

centre-zone, and therefore are likely to operate from stores that do 

actually function as part of the centre.  Overall this analysis supports 

the conclusion that the large majority, in the order of 80-90%, of 

the City’s retail stores, occur as part of a centre.  In addition, if the 

portion of the out-of-centre retail that is in fact formed in legitimate 

centres, is excluded from the 32% (e.g. the retail at the Airport) then only 

a small fraction of retail could be said to be out-of-centre or dispersed.  In 

my opinion Council should provide practical descriptions of the out-of-

centre retail to ground-proof the claim that such a large portion of all 

retail (43% or 430,000m2) is not well located.   

8.5 It is likely that of the majority of out-of-centre retail is Large Format 

Retail (LFR) on transport corridors.  This would not be an unusual 

distribution of retail.  For example, Auckland has five key transport 

corridors that have become popular locations for LFR stores that could not 

otherwise find suitable premises. In recognition of this pattern of 

development, the Auckland IHP has supported retail on “transport 

corridors”.  It could be the case that a similar pattern of development 

                                            
9 My analysis finds that 9,100 out of 13,000 retail employees occur in centre-zones.  Note: this analysis excludes 
hardware, garden, floor coverings and marine retailing as these are generally not located in commercial centres. 
Appendix 8 provides the list of Meshblocks and ECs.     
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would be optimal in Christchurch, if it can be demonstrated that there is 

insufficient centre-zone land in some localities.   

8.6 The implication of this is that Mr Heath estimates that 430,000m2 of retail 

is out-of-centre whereas I estimate that 275,000m2 is out-of-centre.  This 

brings the total supply of retail to 852,000m2, significantly lower than the 

1,017,000m2 estimated by the Council’s economists.  Based on this 

estimate, the City would not have an oversupply of retail 

(estimated by Council at 82,000m2) rather it would have an 

undersupply of retail, estimated at 83,000m2 (using Mr Heath’s 

“sustainable retail demand” estimate of 935,000m2 – note that I estimate 

a higher level of retail demand of 1,002,000m2).     

8.7 In addition, there is latent demand for a 150,000m2 CBD based on the 

fact that here has not been a significant spike in growth of retail post 

2010 (only 4,000m2 per annum above the historic rate for the 5 year 

period).  Based on these figures, I estimate the City presently has 

unmet demand of approximately 230,000m2 for retail floorspace, 

and that by 2025 this would have increased to 370,000m2.       

8.8 This leads to the conclusion that, over the next decade, the City will need 

92 ha of centre-zone land for retail demand growth alone.  This raises 

serious questions about where Mr Heath and Mr Stevenson expect these 

retailers to go, given the pRDP only increases net centre-zone land by 17 

ha or 5%.     

8.9 Mr Heath claims that the CBD was in economic decline prior to 2010.  In 

particular he claims that the CBD was experiencing a “proportional 

decline” in retail employment.  This statement in itself is uninformative 

and I would suggest the following statistics present a more complete 

picture: 

 The quantity of retail employment in the CBD and the total City for 

the decade leading up to 2010, and 

 The quantity of office based employment in the CBD and total City 

for the decade leading up to 2010.   
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8.10 The main trend is that the CBD has been largely static (when adjusted for 

growth), both in terms of office based and retail employment.  The 

following figure shows this change in the distribution of retail employment 

over time (i.e. 1% means a 1% increase in retail employees over the 

2000-2010 period, adjusted for growth over that time).   
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Figure 2: Percentage Change in Core Retail Employees 2000 – 2010 (Growth 

Adjusted) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Percentage Change in Core Office Employees 2000 -2010 (Growth 

Adjusted) 
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Table 3: Core Retail and Office Employees 2000 - 2010 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8.11 The CBD retail market was stable prior to 2010, and the most likely 

explanation for this, other than a modest office sector growth:  

 The land supply or redevelopment potential was too restricted and 

this created an incentive for office developers to look outside the 

CBD.  Consequently, the office based workforce stopped expanding, 

and correspondingly the retail supply remained static.  

 The CBD retail offer was in the order of 150,000m2 of retail space.  

At this scale there becomes very little opportunity for new retail 

firms, i.e. it is a very large centre at this scale. 

8.12 Future growth can be extrapolated at the present floorspace per capita 

ratio.  In my opinion this is a robust methodology for estimating future 

demand.  I do however note that over the past 20 years there has been a 

structural change in the retail market, from smaller specialty stores to LFR 

stores, and today LFR stores account for 60-70% of all floorspace in most 
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towns and cities.  This structural shift has seen an increase in the 

floorspace per capita ratios, due simply to the larger size of the LFR stores 

and the economies of scale that the larger size offers the retailers.  At 

present LFR accounts for 60% of all retail floorspace in Christchurch.  

Based on other international cities, this appears to be near the upper limit 

of the market share that LFR can achieve (65-70%).  The important point 

to note here is that the floorspace per capita ratios are unlikely increase 

significantly, and that additional retail floorspace demand growth will be, 

beyond this point, in large part in proportion to population growth.  Mr 

Heath projects the City’s retail floorspace per capita ratios to increase 

from 2.6m2 today to 3.0m2 by 2033.  The reason for this is not given, 

however it may be that the projections assume that the rate of growth 

that has occurred over the previous two decades will continue indefinitely.  

I believe this is unlikely, and it would result in Christchurch having one of 

the highest quantities of retail relative to its population in the World (the 

normal rate is 2.0m2 – 2.5m2 per capita).  It also seems to contrary to 

their objective of restricting retail floorspace supply through the concept 

of “sustainable retail floorspace”.   

8.13 Having considered data on retail distribution and growth trends, the 

evidence supports the conclusion that retail is in large part formed in 

legitimate centres and that the City does not have an issue in respect of 

out-of-centre retail.  I therefore do not believe there is any need to 

implement a restrictive retail policy, of the kind recommended in the s32 

report and by Mr Heath and Mr Osborne.  Further, I believe that a 

restrictive policy of this type would diminish economic efficiency, in large 

part because it would artificially constrain the supply of retail premises, 

resulting in a degree of monopoly or regulatory tax costs (or 

artificially high rents in other words).  With regard to the proposed KAC, 

there is no economic basis, in my opinion, to restrict its size in order to 

“protect” other centres.        
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9. WHO ARE THE MAIN SHOPPER MARKETS FOR A CBD? 

9.1 The pRDP proposes to support the rebuild of the CBD by restricting new 

retail development in the periphery of the City.  The assumption is that 

the CBD is the primary destination of retail shopping in the City.  No 

evidence has been presented that confirms that this is correct or that 

proposal would work, however appealing the idea may be.   

9.2 In my opinion the evidence shows that the proposed restrictions would 

only lead to a minor increase in retail shoppers using the CBD, however 

would significantly reduce access to retail for some peripheral 

communities.  This is confirmed by Mr Colegrave’s ‘retail gravity model’ 

which shows that a 50,000m2 retail centre at Halswell would only divert 

$29m from the CBD, equivalent to only 0.6% of the City’s total retail 

market.   

9.3 There is practical reason for this - peripheral communities have many 

retail centres to choose from that are closer than the CBD.  For the 

Halswell community, for example, residents presently have the choice of 

Hornby, Riccarton, Barrington and Tower Junction centres, all of which are 

large diverse centres, and are closer than the CBD.  The proposed 

Halswell KAC would therefore in large part redirect shoppers from these 

three KACs, rather than from the CBD.   This is evident in Councils ‘retail 

gravity modelling’ of the Halswell KAC, which shows that retail 

expenditure is largely redirected from these surrounding suburban 

centres, and only a small fraction is redirected from the CBD.   

9.4 This nevertheless raises the important question of - who the main shopper 

markets are for a CBD?  There are several studies that examine the 

purpose of visits to the Central City or CBD10.  One study was conducted 

by the Department of Transport and Main Roads in Queensland, Australia 

in May 2012.  This study provided a summary of travel to and from 

Brisbane CBD and the surrounding areas.  The study found that only 6% 

of trips to the CBD were for shopping (59% of trips to the CBD were 

                                            
10 Central Business District Travel. May 2012. Department of Transport and Main Roads.  Downtown Palo Alto 
Parking and Travel Trend Survey. February 2014. City of Palo Alto. 
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for work, 10% were for social / recreation, 8% were for education, 5% 

were for personal business, and 11% were to serve their passenger (i.e. 

drive them to the CBD).  

9.5 The City of Palo Alto, California conducted a street intercept survey in 

December 2013 and January 2014 to evaluate parking, travel and trip 

purpose trends.  45% of respondents were there for work, 17% for 

shopping, 10% said they lived in the downtown area, 10% were there for 

dining, 5% for social or recreation, 5% for other non-business, 4% for 

medical purposes and 3% did not answer. 

9.6 The surveys of CBD shoppers suggest that they are predominantly office 

workers, visitors and apartment residents, and only a small fraction have 

come from a suburban location specifically for shopping.  The implication 

is that the rebuild of the CBD would not be supported by restricting retail 

development in other part of the City.   

9.7 In my opinion the evidence suggests that the objectives and policies that 

aim to restrict retail activity in suburban locations would not have the 

intended effect of supporting the rebuild of the CBD, and would present a 

significant cost to those communities that have little access to retail at 

present.  I would expect that any restriction on retail in suburban 

locations would result in shoppers travelling further to other suburban 

centers, which on balance would diminish social welfare given the high 

cost of transport.   

9.8 There is a further unintended consequence of restricting the size of 

centres such as Halswell KAC, as proposed by Mr Stevenson.  It would 

create an artificial shortage from day one in these centres (i.e. below 

normal market demand) and this would lead to developers looking for 

other non-centre locations to meet the growth in demand.  This would 

lead to an outcome that is contrary to the centres-based policy (e.g. 

Policy 5).  As mentioned earlier, in my opinion the only effective 

regulatory approach to achieve a centres-based retail network is to 

provide sufficient potential for centres to accommodate new development.  

The underlying reason for this is that once a centre is at capacity or ‘full’, 



35 

 

applications for out-of-centre retail are generally supportable in respect of 

economic efficiency and this appears to be confirmed by the track record 

of Council’s economic advisors for such applications.         

10. TRADE COMPETITION IMPACTS OF HALSWELL KAC ON EXISTING 

CENTRES (MR COLEGRAVE’S RETAIL GRAVITY MODEL) 

10.1 The Council have commissioned a Retail Gravity Model analysis to 

evaluate the impact of the Halswell KAC on other existing centres, 

including the CBD11.  This forms part of the s32 analysis.   

10.2 Mr Colegrave’s report analyses the trade competition effects of a 

25,000m2 retail centre at Halswell, for 2018.  I have requested that Mr 

Colegrave test subsequent scenarios for 30,000m2, 40,000m2 and 

50,000m2 centres, which he has done.  This is to align the assessment 

with the findings of Mr Heath’s and Mr McInnes’ reports that evaluate the 

demand for retail at Halswell of 50-60,000m2 (12).  It is also to provide a 

‘sensitivity analysis’ of the range of possible centre sizes that the market 

could support and evaluate their trade competition effects. 

10.3 The centre scenario that I have requested Mr Colegrave to provide is for a 

‘mainstreet focused centre’ as required by the pRDP.  It is not possible to 

build a shopping mall at Halswell, such as Riccarton Mall, as this type of 

centre would not comply with the design rules in the pRDP.  Shopping 

malls have a much higher proportion of apparel, footwear and department 

stores than other centres, and therefore a ‘shopping mall scenario’ at 

Halswell would show much high trade competition impacts in these 

sectors, for example it would show greater impacts on these sectors 

Riccarton Mall.   

10.4 The ‘mainstreet scenario’ has been derived by taking the ‘average retail 

tenant mix’ of all existing centres in Mr Colegrave’s centre impact tables 

(excludes ‘Other’ centres).  This in my opinion would be most 

representative of the mix of retail tenants that would establish in the 

                                            
11 Economic Impacts of the Halswell Key Activity Centre, Insight Economics, 2014.  
12 SWAP Catchment Retail Assessment, Property Economics, November 2012.  South West Christchurch Retail 
Scoping Study, Harrison Grierson, February 2013. 
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Halswell KAC.  For example, there would be some apparel, but not as 

much as Riccarton Mall, there would be a wide range of convenience 

retail, and there would be a wide range homewares, hardware, garden, 

floorcoverings.   

10.5 The main points to note from the following table are: 

 The impacts of the proposed KAC are shown for 2015 (left table) 

and 2020 (right table). 

 If a 50,000m2 centre was built in Halswell in 2015 (column 3 in the 

first table), the largest impact would be -12% on Barrington.  The 

impact on the CBD would be only -5% (assuming it is rebuilt and 

operating) and the average impact on other centres would be -5%.  

These are all minor impacts are not “…beyond those effects 

ordinarily associated with trade effects or trade competition”.    

 A more realistic scenario however would be that a 50,000m2 centre 

was built in Halswell in 2020, as it would take 3-4 years for the 

centre to be physically built (shown in column 3 in the second table, 

in bold text).  Under this scenario the largest impact would be -7% 

on Barrington.  The impact on the CBD at this time would be only 

0%, i.e. no change to the total nominal sales from 2015, and the 

average impact on other centres would be +5%, i.e. all centres 

would, on average, at this time have an increase in sales of 5%.  

These are all minor or positive impacts and are not “…beyond those 

effects ordinarily associated with trade effects or trade 

competition”.    

 As a technical note, the analysis supplied by Mr Colegrave have 

estimated the future percentage trade competition impacts (for 

2020) incorrectly, as he calculated the 2020 impacts by comparing 

the new Halswell centre scenario against the 2020 Base Case rather 

than the 2015 Base Case.  If the new centre is introduced to the 

market, it is important to account for the general increase in retail 

expenditure over time, as this offsets competitive impacts, and 

eventually brings other centres’ turnover back to the level before 
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2015
North 

Halswell @ 

30,000sqm

North 

Halswell @ 

40,000sqm

North 

Halswell @ 

50,000sqm
2020

North 

Halswell @ 

30,000sqm

North 

Halswell @ 

40,000sqm

North 

Halswell @ 

50,000sqm

Key Activity Centres Key Activity Centres

Barrington -7% -10% -12% Barrington -2% -5% -7%

Belfast Supa Centre -2% -3% -4% Belfast Supa Centre 6% 5% 4%

Eastgate/Linwood -3% -4% -5% Eastgate/Linwood 1% 0% -1%

Hornby -3% -4% -5% Hornby 6% 5% 4%

New Brighton -2% -3% -4% New Brighton 1% 0% -1%

Papanui/Northlands -2% -3% -4% Papanui/Northlands 3% 2% 1%

Riccarton -3% -4% -5% Riccarton 3% 1% 0%

Shirley/The Palms -2% -3% -4% Shirley/The Palms 2% 1% 0%

Neighbourhood Centres Neighbourhood Centres

Addington -2% -3% -4% Addington 3% 2% 1%

Avonhead -2% -3% -4% Avonhead 2% 1% 0%

Bishopdale -2% -3% -4% Bishopdale 2% 1% 0%

Bush Inn/Church Corner -3% -4% -5% Bush Inn/Church Corner 3% 2% 1%

Edgeware -2% -3% -3% Edgeware 2% 1% 0%

Fendalton -3% -4% -5% Fendalton 2% 0% -1%

Ferrymead -3% -4% -5% Ferrymead 1% 0% -2%

Halswell (Existing) -4% -6% -7% Halswell (Existing) 4% 2% 1%

Ilam/Clyde -2% -3% -4% Ilam/Clyde 2% 1% 0%

Merivale -2% -3% -4% Merivale 2% 1% 0%

Parklands -2% -3% -4% Parklands 0% -1% -2%

Prestons -2% -3% -5% Prestons 3% 2% 1%

Richmond -3% -4% -5% Richmond 1% -1% -2%

St Martins -5% -7% -9% St Martins -2% -4% -6%

Stanmore / Worcester -2% -3% -5% Stanmore / Worcester 1% -1% -2%

Sydenham -2% -3% -3% Sydenham 3% 2% 2%

Wainoni -2% -3% -3% Wainoni 2% 1% 1%

Wairakei / Greers Road -2% -3% -3% Wairakei / Greers Road 2% 2% 1%

Wigram -3% -5% -6% Wigram 8% 6% 5%

Woolston -3% -5% -6% Woolston 0% -1% -2%

Retail Parks Retail Parks

Homebase Shirley -1% -2% -2% Homebase Shirley 5% 4% 4%

Moorhouse Avenue -2% -3% -5% Moorhouse Avenue 3% 2% 1%

Tower Junction -2% -3% -4% Tower Junction 4% 3% 2%

Other Other

CBD -3% -4% -5% CBD 2% 1% 0%

Hillmorton -5% -7% -9% Hillmorton 1% -1% -3%

Spitfire Square -2% -4% -5% Spitfire Square 4% 3% 2%

Out of Centre -2% -3% -4% Out of Centre 3% 2% 1%

Total -3% -4% -5% Total 6% 6% 6%

Impact Based on 2015 Base Case Impact Based on 2015 Base Case

the new centre entered the market.  To illustrate this point, Mr 

Colegrave’s estimates show that the trade competition impacts 

increase in the future, rather than decrease, which is contrary to 

the way growing retail market functions.   

Table 4: ‘Retail Gravity Model’ Outputs for Halswell KAC  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10.6 In any case, the results of Mr Colegrave’s model show that the trade 

competition impacts of the proposed KAC (of 50,000m2) are insignificant, 

and are not “…beyond those effects ordinarily associated with trade effects 
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or trade competition”.   This would mean that the benefits of the proposed 

KAC for the Halswell community could be enabled, without any other 

adverse effects to the wider Christchurch community.   

10.7 The results of Mr Colegrave’s ‘gravity model’ confirm my analysis, which 

shows that the Halswell community is significantly under-provided for in 

respect of retail and other commercial and public uses.  In other words, 

the strong demand estimates, and the low level of supply, are market 

fundamentals that lead to very low trade competition impacts that are 

estimated in Mr Colegrave’s gravity model.  This is because the proposed 

KAC is in large part supported by the Halswell community, and that other 

centres in Christchurch have their own primary catchments and only rely 

on the Halswell catchment to a small degree, as a secondary or tertiary 

catchment, for their commercial viability.   

10.8 Mr Colegrave estimates that a 50,000m2 centre at Halswell would achieve a 

turnover of $220m if built in 2015.  This would be higher than the Palms 

($140m) and Eastgate ($90m) and only slightly below Hornby ($270m). 

10.9 To consider the implications of a turnover of $220m, I have matched Mr 

Colegrave’s estimated turnover for each centre against the size of each centre 

(floorarea in m2).  From here I have calculated the ‘turnover per m2 for every 

centre.  The results are shown in the table below, and the key points to note 

are: 

 There is 580,000m2 of retail space in the main centres. 

 Mr Colegrave estimates that these centres have a combined turnover of 

$2.6b (out of the total city turnover of $4.6b). 

 This results in an average turnover across all centres of retail floorspace 

of $4,480/m2. 

 Mr Colegrave estimates that a 50,000m2 retail centre at Halswell would 

achieve sales of $220m, using his ‘retail gravity model’.  Based on the 

average turnover across all centres, $220m in turnover would support a 

retail centre of 49,000m2, as at 2015.   
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Total retail floorspace of centres (Mr Heath's retail survey) 580,000 sqms

Total turnover of centres (Mr Colegrave's 'gravity model') $2.6b

Average turnover per sqm for all centres ($m/sqm) $4,480/sqm

Estimated sales at Halswell KAC (Mr Colegrave) $220m

Supportable Floorspace (based on average centre turnover/sqm) 49,000 sqms

Table 5: Total Supportable Retail Floorspace Based on Mr Colegrave’s 

Centre Turnover Estimate 

 

 

 

10.10 Mr Colegrave’s estimated turnover at Halswell would therefore support a large 

retail centre of approximately 50,000m2, as at 2015.  This is consistent with 

my demand estimate, and also is broadly consistent with the estimates 

prepared by Mr Heath and Mr McInnes, albeit their estimates show that this 

level of demand is achieved over the medium-term (2026).     

10.11 A turnover of $220m, as estimated by Mr Colegrave, equates to 5% of the 

City’s total retail expenditure ($4.6b) so, while a large centre per se, it 

would represent a small fraction of the total market.   

10.12 Based on Mr Colegrave’s ‘retail gravity model’ outputs for a 30,000m2, 

40,000m2 and 50,000m2 retail centre at Halswell, I conclude that the trade 

competition effects would be insignificant for the largest centre 

(50,000m2) and would be lower for a 30,000m2 and 40,000m2 provision.  

As these impacts are all less than 10%, and mostly less than 5% as at 

2020, with most centres by 2020 showing a positive impact (i.e. an 

increase in sales from 2015, even with the introduction of the Halswell 

KAC), there is no apparent reason to restrict the Halswell KAC to 

25,000m2, and further, if this restriction was imposed, it would artificially 

restrict access to retail for the Halswell community, and would reduce 

economic efficiency.   

10.13 The estimated trade impacts are small and would be quickly offset by 

market growth.  Mr Colegrave estimates that retail expenditure in the city 

will increase from $4.6b in 2013 to 5.4b in 2023 and $6.5b in 2033.  This 

is an increase of around 20% per decade, or 2% per annum.  This is a fast 

rate of market growth, and would offset the estimated trade competition 

impacts with a few years.   
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10.14 Mr Colegrave has also used a retail gravity model to assess the impact of 

a 35,000m2 retail development on the corner of Russley Road and 

Memorial Avenue in Christchurch.  The scenarios used for the model were 

based on several existing centres in Christchurch.  The analysis found that 

single largest trade impact was 11.7% which was considered by Mr 

Colegrave to be “well below the levels at which significant trade impacts 

are likely to occur”. (page 24).   

10.15 With regard to the impact on the CBD 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.  This suggests that the proposed development at 

Halswell is also unlikely to attract retailers that would otherwise have 

located within the Christchurch CBD.     

10.16 Even if the proposed Halswell KAC resulted in vacancies in existing 

centers, such as 20% vacancies for a period of 3-4 years, this would be a 

small cost to bear for these communities when the Halswell community 

receives the substantial benefit of a KAC with a wide range of activities 

available locally.   

10.17 It should be noted that a gravity model is not in itself an economic 

assessment, rather it provides information to assist with an assessment of 

economic efficiency.  In his report Mr Colegrave estimates the trade 

competition effects of the Halswell KAC and then refers to RMA case law to 

interpret whether these effects are significant (section 8).  Mr Colegrave 

expresses the view: 

“…retail distribution effects may arise if trade impacts are so severe 

that they cause competing stores to close, and that those closures 

then cause the centres of which the failed stores formed part to 

significantly decline overall.  This is very high threshold indeed, and 

must be kept in mind through the discussion below.” (page26 
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“…adverse flow-on effects may not arise if closed stores are 

replaced by other tenancies with similar attractiveness.  For 

instance, the closure of an in-centre supermarket could pave the 

way for a more valuable anchor tenant to open, such as a new 

department store.” (page 26) 

Consideration of economic efficiency and market failures 

10.18 In his Halswell KAC report, Mr Colegrave only considers the market 

failures that relate to the external public costs.  He does not consider 

any other market failures, most importantly the degree of monopoly or 

regulatory tax costs.  These could be quite considerable, because a 

shortage of land at the Halswell KAC would increase rents, leading to 

higher prices for consumers, or could result in fewer firms being 

established, leading to higher transportation costs for this catchment.   

10.19 In contrast, for the consideration of office distribution (see section 11.3) 

Mr Colegrave only considers the degree of monopoly or regulatory tax 

costs and does not consider the external public costs (i.e. he supports 

office activity in industrial zones on the basis that this would produce 

lower rents and additional business, and does not in this instance consider 

the external public costs).   

10.20 In my opinion it is a basic requirement that all possible market failures are 

considered for every proposal, so that all benefits and costs are 

considered. I would suggest that a wider scope of market failures should 

be considered when evaluating the Halswell KAC in respect of economic 

efficiency.   
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11. REBUILD OF THE CBD 

11.1 The main two questions regarding the feasibility of the rebuild of the CBD 

is whether the office and retail firms have re-established elsewhere in the 

City and whether they will return.  The following graphs show the rate of 

construction, pre and post 2010, for these two sectors. The following 

points are worth noting: 

 The average annual rate of growth in retail sector, leading up to 

2010, was 25,500m2 per annum.  After 2010 this increased only 

marginally to 30,800m2 per annum, suggesting a 21,200m2 

increase above the average over a four year period.  This confirms 

that there was not a large surge of new retail development in the 

suburbs, post 2010.  The main implication of this is that the 

demand for retail floorspace in the CBD has not been 

replaced with new buildings in other locations, indicating 

that the CBD could support its historic level of retail 

floorspace of 150,000m2, if it was developed in the CBD.  

 The office market shows a significant spike in the rate of growth 

post 2010.  In the years leading up to 2010, office construction was 

28,000m2 per annum.  After 2010 this increased significantly to 

67,000m2 per annum, suggesting a 39,000m2 increase above the 

average over a four year period.  This indicates that there has 

been 156,000m2 of office space built outside the CBD, over 

and above the historic rate of growth.  The main challenge for 

the CBD, and the City in general in my opinion, is therefore to 

provide an attractive and feasible market for office development 

within the CBD.  To a large extent this requires inexpensive land, in 

order for the CBD to be competitive with other established locations 

(i.e. there is in excess of 156,000m2 of new inexpensive office 

space in the City, and the CBD will be in large part competing with 

this).  The proposal to restrict the size of the CBD to 40 hectares 

would artificially increase land prices from day one and diminish its 

ability to be competitive in the office market.   
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11.2 The conclusions that I reach, in respect of regulation that would support 

the rebuild of the CBD, are: 

 It is likely that there is some merit in restricting the quantity (or 

type) of office space that occurs outside the CBD, given it has 

dispersed post 2010.  Any regulatory restriction (and its external 

public benefits) would nevertheless need to be weighed against the 

extent that this may create significant degree of monopoly or 

regulatory tax costs to confirm this is good policy. 

 It is unlikely that there are any merits in restricting the quantity of 

retail that occurs outside the CBD, as there is no evidence of a 

dispersal post 2010, and it can therefore be assumed that the 

demand for CBD still exists.  The demand for retail in the CBD is 

however largely dependent on office development occurring in the 

CBD. 

 The rebuild of the CBD will depend in large part on the availability 

of inexpensive land so that office developers can compete against 

lower cost new office space outside the CBD.   
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Figure 4: Retail Floorspace Consented 2000-2014 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5: Office Floorspace Consented 2000-2014 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Economic Expert’s views on the Distribution of Office 

11.3 At the economic expert conference, six people expressed the view that the 

monopoly or regulatory tax costs of restricting office development to the 

CBD were significant, and on this basis conclude that office should be 

permitted on all business land, including industrial land: 

Marginal Increase 

above Historic Growth 
Rate  

Significant 

Increase above 

Historic Growth 

Rate  
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“9. Some parties are seeking greater flexibility than proposed in the 

RP to allow office activities to occur in centres, commercial and 

industrial areas, rather than this being directed through planning 

provisions towards the CBD. The proposed Plan provisions to 

this effect are considered to be costly and ineffective, and have 

negative externalities. These parties believe there are more 

effective tools for restoring the vitality of the CBD. (Mike Copeland, 

Phil McDermott, David Harris, Martin Winder, Fraser Colegrave, and 

Tony Dimasi).” Emphasis added. Economic Expert Conference 

Statement, paragraph 9 

11.4 It is worth quoting the statement point in full as its implications are 

significant for urban policy and the pRDP.  The view of these economists is 

that the pRDP should “allow office activities to occur in…industrial areas”, 

for example, office would be allowed to develop at any rate on the 

Memorial Avenue Investments Limited (MAIL) site or in existing heavy 

industrial areas.  Their suggestion is that the office market will optimise 

economic efficiency, i.e. will not produce any market failures, when it is 

entirely unregulated.  For most planners this proposal would raise an 

immediate concern, as they will be aware of the wide range of external 

public costs or effects, such as noise effects on office activities (what 

planners call reverse sensitivity) and reduced clustering of office firms in 

commercial centres.   

11.5 The recommendation appears to be based on the idea that if the pRDP 

does not allow office in industrial areas, it would impose costs to the 

community, namely high prices for office rents, leading to fewer new 

businesses establishing in the City and reducing the total production in the 

City.  In other words, the concern appears to be about a degree of 

monopoly costs or regulatory tax costs.  The concern for these costs is 

justified, however must be balanced against other costs (or forgone 

benefits) in respect of economic efficiency.  In particular the private and 

public costs as outlined in section 13 must also be evaluated.  I believe it 

is a matter of fact that for these economists view to reach a conclusion, 
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would require that they first demonstrate that there are no other market 

failures of significance.       

11.6 The proposal to permit office activity in all industrial zones raises an ironic 

practical problem.  If a new industrial area is being master-planned, and 

office was permitted, it would be entirely logical for the developer to 

identify a locality for the office activity on the site, and a locality for the 

industrial activity, and retail also, because this would increase the total 

land value (by minimising reverse sensitivity costs and using individual 

sites for their best uses) and thereby reduce any possible public and 

private external costs.  The obvious next step would be to ‘lock in’ the 

respective areas for the office and industrial activities, and the best way to 

do this would be with separate zones for each.  The inference is therefore 

that it would be better to structure industrial areas as mixed use 

developments, within which office would not be permitted in industrial 

zones.     

11.7 For the proposed KAC, the office competent would be identified in the 

concept plan to ensure the co-location efficiencies are optimised (e.g. in 

walking distance to retail).     

11.8 In my opinion, the main structural elements of a city are office and high 

density residential, as these uses create the basis for high intensity 

centres.  Retail follows the population and workforce because it is very 

‘location based’.  Supporting office and high density residential in the CBD 

and other large centres is one of the key ways that the economic 

efficiency of a city can be improved (transport being another).  For an 

economist, cities exist for only one reason - to bring people in close 

proximity.  Within this context the distribution and clustering of high 

intensity activities (i.e. in multiple level buildings) is supported.   

12. WEIGHING THE ECONOMIC COSTS AND BENEFITS  

12.1 Appendix 7 includes a detailed summary of the costs and benefits of the 

proposal.   
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13. MR TIM HEATH EVIDENCE RESPONSE 

13.1 Mr Heath estimates that Christchurch will generate demand for an 

additional 160,000m2 of retail floorspace over the next decade, and 

215,000m2 by 2028 (paragraph 16.6).  This is a substantial rate of 

demand growth, equivalent to one new large KAC every 3-4 years.  Given 

the City’s low vacancy rate, which has been in the order of 3-6% for the 

past 15 years, it can be concluded that Christchurch has a robust and 

rapidly growing retail market.      

13.2 Based on his analysis of supply and demand, Mr Heath estimates that the 

City has on over-supply of retail space of 81,600m2 and that no additional 

retail space is required until 2019/2020 (paragraph 18.6).   

13.3 Mr Heath has measured retail floorspace in the main centres.  However for 

the out-of-centre retail floorspace, he relies on an analysis of the 

distribution of retail employees.  Using this methodology he estimates that 

there is 430,400m2 of out-of-centre retail (paragraph 18.4).  I have 

undertaken a similar analysis and find that there is significantly less out-

of-centre retail floorspace, only 275,000m2 (see section 8).  I conclude 

that the city does not have on oversupply, rather has a shortage of 

approximately 150,000m2.   

13.4 If the City had an oversupply, as concluded by Mr Heath, the practical 

implication would be that the Council would improve social welfare by 

declining all new applications for retail for the period out to 2019/2020 

(paragraph 18.6).  It would also follow, if Mr Heath’s logic is applied, that 

closing 81,600m2 would improve economic efficiency.  This raises the 

question of which stores should close.    

13.5 Mr Heath’s proposed policy presents a significant risk to social welfare as 

it has the stated objective of restricting the number of retail firms in the 

marketplace.  It is based on the misconception that this would lead to 

improvements in the retail market.   

13.6 A practical challenge for Mr Heath’s policy recommendation is that it would 

require a high degree of accuracy when assessing supply and demand.  
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Year 2012 2016 2021 2026 2031 2036 2041

Sustainable GFA (sqm) 74000 81600 93700 109400 120600 134400 148600

Existing GFA Supply (sqm) 59700 59700 59700 59700 59700 59700 59700

Differential sqm (Unmet Demand) 14400 21900 34000 49700 61000 74700 88900

Paragraphs 8.2-8.3 of my evidence finds an error in the estimate of out-

of-centre retail floorspace.  With regard to demand, Mr Heath’s estimates 

of demand, as at 2015, vary significantly between his various reports13.  

This raises the question of whether such analyses are sufficiently reliable 

for a ‘fine tuning’ highly interventionist approach to land-use planning.   

13.7 This suggests that it would be practically impossible for the Council to 

prescribe the exact amount of retail space that would optimise economic 

efficiency.  For this reason, it is my opinion the approach of Council should 

be the opposite, that is, to provide abundant capacity within all centres to 

provide flexibility for the market to meet the needs of consumers.  I 

prefer this approach as it would achieve the public benefits of a 

centres-based approach while avoiding the significant degrees of 

monopoly of regulatory tax costs.        

13.8 Mr Heath concludes that the proposal for 50,000m2 “…goes well beyond 

the retail market requirements…” for Halswell.  He does not present any 

empirical evidence to support this conclusion.  This raises the question – 

what has his conclusion been based on?   

13.9 Mr Heath concludes that Halswell requires a KAC with 60,000m2 of retail 

floorspace (SWAP Catchment Retail Assessment, November 2012).  This 

comes from his Council commissioned report on Halswell.  In this report 

he presents the following estimates of retail demand.   

Table 6: South West Retail Floorspace Demand Estimates (Mr 

Heath, 2012) 

 

 

13.10 The figures in yellow show the quantity of unmet and future demand for 

retail floorspace.  Mr Heath estimates that there is 14,400m2 of unmet or 

latent demand (i.e. a shortfall) in 2012.  By 2016 (approximately the 

                                            
13 South-West Economic Report, Property Economics, April 2005, 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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present time), Mr Heath estimates that there will be demand for an 

additional 21,900m2.  On these figures, Mr Heath would considers that at 

the start of the pRDP, the south-west could support 21,900m2 of its total 

25,000m2 cap.  One decade after this, by 2026 (the approximate end of 

the pRDP), Mr Heath estimates that the south-west could support an 

additional 49,700m2 of retail floorspace.  Beyond this point, Mr Heath 

forecasts demand to increase by 88,900m2.  Given these forecasts, it 

would seem that the estimates support a larger KAC of 50,000m2, and it is 

not clear why the 25,000m2 size restriction has been applied. 

13.11 I agree with Mr Heath that there is demand for 50,000m2 of retail at 

Halswell, however where I disagree with Mr Heath is on timing.  I believe 

that this demand exists immediately, rather than in ten years’ time.  I 

also believe it is common place for retailers to establish slightly before 

market demand exists (e.g. 5 years) to get an early commercial 

advantage in the marketplace.  This is particularly true for fast growth 

locations such as Halswell.   

13.12 It should be noted, that the retail floorspace and land demand estimates 

presented by Mr Heath for the southwest, assume only 50% of retail 

expenditure is generated in the southwest is retained locally.  In my 

opinion this is very conservative, as supermarkets for example, account 

for around 30% of all retail expenditure.  I would expect in the order of 

80% (net) would be retained within the Halswell catchment under a 

normal market scenario.   

13.13 Mr Heath concludes, in this report14, that  

“Based on the retail analysis and land requirement assessed earlier 

in this report, 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 12-13ha.  (page 52) 

This is qualified with the following: 

                                            
14 SWAP Catchment Retail Assessment, Property Economics, November 2012. 
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“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) 

13.14 Mr Heath states in his evidence that the TDS proposal for 50,000m2 at the 

Halswell KAC:  

“…goes well beyond the retail market requirements over the life of 

the pRDP, and development of such could compromise other KACs”.  

(27.2) 

“More importantly a centre of such scale could potentially 

compromise the retail recovery of the CBD from a retail 

perspective…”   (27.2) 

“It is important to bear in mind the required residential base within 

the south-west sector of Christchurch to support such a proposition 

is not yet there, and would not be achieved for another 20-30 

years.  The Terrace Development Services submission appears to 

have its basis on a set of projections that are decades from being 

realized…” (27.3)   

13.15 Based on the foregoing, it appears reasonable to conclude that Mr Heath 

estimates demand for the Halswell KAC for 12-13 hectares of land for 

retail activity (which enables a large retail centre of 50,000m2), plus 

approximately this quantity of land again for other centre activities, 

bringing the total land requirement to 24-26 hectares.  His demand 

estimates suggest that the large majority of the retail part of the centre 

could be supported by 2026, which is the approximate timeframe for the 

pRDP (ie. 49,700m2 of retail by 2026).   
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13.16 It therefore appears to be the case that Mr Heath’s recommendations in 

his evidence-in-chief contradict the analysis and recommendations he 

presents in his 2012 report.  This is important, as recommendations 

relating to the allocation for land for important centres such as the 

Halswell KAC, should be based on clearly outlined research an analysis.  

Impacts on Selwyn District Centres  

13.17 Mr Heath does not expect that a 25,000m2 retail centre at Halswell would 

impact on the centres in the Selwyn District (paragraph 26.8 of his 

evidence).  He does not present any analysis to support this claim and he 

does not consider the impacts of a larger centre. 

13.18 In my opinion the main centres in Selwyn (Rolleston and Lincoln) would 

not be affected by the Halswell KAC, irrespective of its size.  This is 

because both Rolleston and Lincoln are self-contained satellite towns and 

are some distance from Halswell.  Residents in these towns would have 

little incentive to drive to Halswell or any other centre for retail goods and 

services, unless it was not provided locally.  As soon as sufficient market 

demand exists in one of these towns for a specific retail category, such as 

a department store, it would be provided, and any ‘leakage’ of retail 

expenditure up to that point, to Hornby for example, would be reversed.  

In this respect, there is no potential gain in economic efficiency, to Selwyn 

residents or any other locality, from restricting the size of a retail centre 

at Halswell.   

Competition with the CBD  

13.19 In 27.2 of his evidence, Mr Heath says “a centre of such scale could 

potentially compromise the recovery of the Central City from a retail 

perspective (which by default could compromise the recovery of other 

sectors of the Central City as well)”.   With regard to the first part of this 

comment, Mr Heath does not present an analysis (nor I am aware that he 

has undertaken such an analysis) to support his conclusion.  It is my 

understanding that Mr Colegrave is the only person that has undertaken 

an analysis on this particular matter for the Council.   With regard to the 

second part of this comment, Mr Heath is suggesting that retail is a 
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formative element of a CBD, and that other uses will occur after retail 

establishes.  This is incorrect.  Retail follows markets, an in the case of 

CBDs retail occurs primarily to serve the office employee and visitor 

market, and only to a small extent the immediate residential market.  This 

is confirmed in Mr Colegrave’s ‘retail gravity model’, which estimates that 

if a 50,000m2 KAC is built in Halswell, it would only divert $29m from the 

CBD, which is only 5% of its total turnover of $563m.  This clearly shows 

that even a large KAC at Halswell would have a negligible effect.     

14. MR PHIL OSBORNE EVIDENCE RESPONSE 

14.1 Mr Osborne puts forward the stock arguments for the centres-based 

planning approach, which in large part I agree with.  The primary area 

that I disagree with Mr Osborne, and it takes the form of an omission in 

his theoretical premise, is he fails to consider the degree of monopoly of 

regulatory tax.  The issue of monopoly as a form of market failure is a 

standard across many policy areas, however for land-use economics or 

planning, it is particularly important, as planning inherently imposes limits 

on the supply of land and buildings, in the form of zones or regulations.  

As mentioned earlier many economists have become increasingly aware of 

the repercussions of excessive planning regulations on land markets.  In 

my opinion, heavy restrictions on land markets, both in terms of land and 

intensity of development, is the single biggest issue facing cities in New 

Zealand.  Auckland’s residential land market is a timely and significant 

example of the impact that planning can have on land markets and 

consequently on social welfare.   

14.2 By failing to consider the degree of monopoly or regulatory tax, Mr 

Osbourne has unintentionally provided regulatory support the viability of 

existing centres, and would reduce economic efficiency.   

14.3 Due to the significance of this particular market failure, most councils 

undertake assessments of the supply of land and compare this against 

demand.  It is not insignificant that the pRDP is not based on any analysis 

of centre-zone land supply and demand (refer to paragraph 7.1 of my 

evidence).  The potential implication of this omission, both in the theory 
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and research, is serious as there can be no way of knowing whether the 

pRDP will create costs of this type.    

14.4 As stated previously, the Council proposes to increase centre-zone land by 

only 5% or 17 hectares, against a background of strong demand forecast.  

Mr Osborne supports this restrictive approach, both in his theoretical 

premise and his general support of the pRDP as Council’s economic 

advisor.  I do have a concern that Mr Osborne, by failing to consider 

impact of a negligible supply increase, has not provided a sufficiently 

comprehensive analysis of whether the pRDP optimises economic 

efficiency.   

14.5 Mr Osborne’s opinion is that substantial restrictions on the supply of 

centre-zone land will improve the amenity of centres, leading to, on 

balance, the optimization of public benefits.  His evidence is justified on 

the basis that prior to 2010 the CBD has been in decline, the retail market 

has been dispersing to out-of-centre locations, and that restricting retail in 

the periphery of the City would redirect growth to the CBD.  In my opinion 

the evidence presented by Mr Heath does not support these claims and I 

have addressed this in my evidence in detail.    

14.6 There are a number of other specific matters that I would raise with 

regard to Mr Osborne’s evidence, which are as follows: 

(a) Primacy of the CBD will be achieve achieved through sufficient 

zoned land and transportation infrastructure, not through 

restrictive retail policies. 

(b) He has not considered whether there is a current or potential 

shortage of centre-zone land and the impact of this on 

economic efficiency.   

(c) Suggests that businesses do not account for external public 

costs in their location decisions.  This is not entirely true, as 

many businesses will choose to locate in centres to access the 

same benefits that the wider public benefits from, such as a 

agglomeration of uses and attractive public spaces.   
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(d) Mr Osborne refers to statistics in Mr Heath’s evidence that 

show the proportion of the City’s employment has declined in 

the CBD over the decade leading up to 2010.  I believe a more 

relevant metric is that CBD has grown by 30% in the core 

office sectors for this period.   

(e) Mr Osborne has not provided any analysis of why the CBD was 

growing at a slower rate than the rest of the City, or whether 

this is normal for cities of this scale.  There is likely to be 

practical reasons for this, such as access to suitable 

development sites.     

(f) Mr Osborne refers to the wider public benefits of restricting the 

supply of residential land.  I would note that in Auckland, for 

example, there are very few first home buyers that would 

share this view, with $500,000 now considered the ‘entry-

level’ price.  On the other side of the ledger, Auckland has very 

little high density housing built, suggesting that this cannot be 

“regulated for”.   

(g) Mr Osborne says that retail and office activity are “symbiotic” 

and this relationship is important for the CBD.  I would suggest 

that CBD retail is a service industry that relies on office 

employees primarily as its main market.  Conversely, office 

employees can occur without retail, as is the case in many 

office locations.  I therefore conclude that retail will have a 

minor impact on the quantity of office based businesses that 

are viable in the CBD.  In basic terms, for CBDs, office comes 

first and retail follows, not vice versa.   

(h) Mr Osborne has not considered the proposal to reduce the CBD 

from 90 hectares to 40 hectares.  This is the single biggest 

proposal for the City’s office and retail markets.  In regard to 

office, the cost of renting in the CBD relative to other locations 

is a significant economic issue.  The city-wide competitiveness 

or commercial feasibility of office in the CBD is a central factor 
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in its rebuild.  Restricting the supply of land in the CBD has the 

potential to undermine the CBDs competitiveness from day 

one, and this would stifle new office development.  In order for 

the CBD to be competitive, restricting supply to only 40 

hectares would likely lead to an inefficient land market, and 

would not enable developers to purchase land at a rate that 

supports development that is able to compete with suburban 

office development.    

(i) Mr Osborne supports centres-based regulation primarily to 

achieve the identified external public benefits.  His proposal is 

however to restrict the supply of centre-zone land.  This is to a 

large degree contradictory, in that additional centre-zone land 

would be a substantial incentive for in-centre development.  I 

would highlight that market forces are just that, forces, and 

successful urban policy works with rather than against these 

forces.  For the centres-based approach this would involve the 

planned expansion of centres to free-up market feasibile 

development opportunities.  

(j) Mr Osborne considers urban land to be a scarce resource.  This 

is incorrect as urban land can be created without any practical 

limit through the zoning process. 

(k) Mr Osborne presents several planning graphs to illustrate how 

urban policies can improve economic efficiency.  None of these 

graphs account for the potential degree of monopoly or 

regulatory tax costs.  It these were included, it would increase 

the various cost line upwards, and would show a decline in 

‘marginal social benefit’.     

(l) Mr Osborne refers to the agglomeration economies that are 

derived from increased density or intensity of commercial 

activity.  This is correct and supports the establishment of 

larger centres, such as that proposed at Halswell.  I would 

note that city’s exhibit similar agglomeration economies solely 
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from their size, i.e. a larger city has greater agglomeration 

economies, as does a more dense city.  This is important 

because there is a trade-off when seeking agglomeration 

economies, between a denser city (which results in higher 

house prices and stifles population growth) and a larger less 

dense City, which attracts more people overall due to lower 

house prices.   

(m) Mr Osborne claims that “Prior to the earthquakes, Christchurch 

exhibited sign of ‘commercial sprawl’ (paragraph 9.7).  This is 

incorrect, as shown in my evidence, and raises questions 

about the whether his policy recommendations are justified.   

(n) Mr Osborne claims that a larger CBD can lead to specific 

agglomeration economies, including specialization, knowledge 

spillovers, competition and larger labour markets.  It should be 

noted that these agglomeration economies occur at the City 

level, and do not necessarily rely on the CBD.  For example, 

Silicon Valley does not occur in one CBD, as the name implies, 

rather it occurs right across the San Jose and San Francisco 

areas.   I would support a larger CBD, as recommended by Mr 

Osborne, however would note that this should not be regulated 

for ‘at all costs’, and in particular if rents become relatively 

high in the CBD this could on balance reduce economic 

efficiency, if there were no easy and quick ‘release valves’ built 

into the plan (Private Plan Changes are not effective release 

valves as they are too costly).     

(o) Mr Osborne estimates the loss in ‘productivity’ in millions of 

dollars from the decentralisation and dispersal of office and 

retail activity.  This estimate should be weighed against any 

additional costs to businesses from artificially inflated rents 

that come about through restrictive land-use policies, such as 

that promoted in the pRDP.  It is likely that these costs would 

outweigh the benefits.  
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(p) The cost of public infrastructure, such as roads and libraries, 

would not increase significantly if there were additional smaller 

centres in the City.  For example, in some cases a centre will 

not have a library. 

(q) There can be transportation efficiencies with large centres.  

The primacy of the CBD can be supported, in large part, by 

providing sufficient transportation infrastructure.   

(r) Mr Osborne suggests that developers will oversupply 

commercial space if unregulated, due to lower costs in non-

centre locations.  In my opinion, a primary role of a local 

authority is to enable sufficient plan-enabled and market-

feasible capacity in and around centres, to attract commercial 

activity to centres and achieve external public benefits.  The 

majority of commercial firms will prefer a centre-zone location, 

and will only choose a non-location if centres are not 

affordable or have no suitable sites (this is the fundamental 

trade-off in respect of a centres-based planning strategy, and 

is not considered by Mr Osborne).  The best approach 

therefore, is to supply sufficient land or potential in 

centres to enable them to actually be competitive.  The 

pRDP undermines this opportunity for the City’s centres by 

restricting supply.   

(s) Mr Osborne refers to the impact of declining CBDs on a City 

international market perception.  It should be highlighted that 

the record of history is clear, Christchurch CBD has not 

experienced a decline prior to 2010, and in the decade leading 

up to 2010 the CBD increased its total employment from 

45,700 to 51,300, a 12% increase in one decade.  

Christchurch had a strong and rapidly growing CBD prior to 

2010 and any urban policy that is based on the assumption 

that the CBD was in decline could have significant adverse 

unintended consequences. 
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(t) Mr Osborne states that “Over the past 15 years there has been 

a proliferation of development models fundamentally 

structured so as to compete by utilising their ‘destination’ 

status and therefore avail themselves of resources with 

reduced competition” (paragraph 10.15).  I would suggest that 

most retailers would prefer a centre-zone site, however 

suitable sites are not available in centre-zones at the scale and 

price that enables their business to be viable.  Such decisions 

are based on trade-offs, and in many cases, the ultimate 

trade-off for the community to make is between having a store 

in a particular locality, such as a Countdown supermarket on 

the periphery of Rangiora in a non-centre zone, or not having 

the supermarket at all.  Mr Osborne has suggested that there 

is “...no reason to suggest that these development models 

would not work successfully on competition with others…”.  

The hurdle is finding suitable sites, and many of the large 

retail firms that Mr Osborne is referring to employ teams of 

professionals that specialise in finding suitable sites, of which 

there are very few.  Within centre-zones this often involves 

aggregating numerous properties, often more than five, and 

the price premiums and timeframes involved in this are 

significant and most often prohibitive.  To suggest the decision 

is simply between a low cost out-of-centre site and an 

expensive in-centre site is an oversimplification.  A simple 

exercise to illustrate this point would be for Mr Osborne to 

identify some suitable sites for new supermarkets (e.g. one 

hectare sites in centres, for less than $5 million) in the pRDP 

centre-zones.     

(u) Mr Osborne does not outline any academic research that 

demonstrates that restricting retail land results in increases in 

price.  I would refer Mr Osborne to a study completed by 
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Professor Paul Cheshire from the London School of 

Economics15, which concluded that:  

“The results strongly suggest that planning policies – 

in particular Town Centre First (TCF) policies – directly 

cause a significant reduction in both total factor 

productivity and – separately – labour productivity in 

retailing...”.  P. Cheshire, C. A. L. Hilber, I. Kaplanis 

(2014), ‘Land use regulation and productivity - land 

matters: evidence from a UK supermarket chain’, 

Journal of Economic Geography. 

(v) Mr Osborne considers capacity only in terms of plan-enabled 

capacity, and does not consider market-feasibile capacity.  In 

my experience, only a small fraction of plan-enabled 

development sites are also market-feasible (around 20-30%).   

(w) Mr Osborne has not outlined the evidential basis that the cost 

of restricting supply would be minor, raising the question how 

he has determined whether there is sufficient land. 

15. MR MARK STEVENSON EVIDENCE RESPONSE 

15.1 Mr Stevenson’s core policy is that ‘restricting supply will improve quality’ 

and that this will lead to a fast rebuild of the CBD.  He refers to Mr Heath’s 

evidence on three key points as justification for this policy, which are: 

1. the dispersal of retail and office away from the CBD prior to 2010 

2. the decline of the CBD prior to 2010 

3. the potential for existing zoned land to accommodate future growth 

15.2 I have demonstrated that the evidence presented on these three critical 

‘issues’ are not sufficient for policy decisions.  Points one and two are 

incorrect.  Point three does not appear to be based on any empirical 

research.   

                                            
15 P. Cheshire, C. A. L. Hilber, I. Kaplanis (2014), ‘Land use regulation and productivity - land matters: evidence 
from a UK supermarket chain’, Journal of Economic Geography 
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15.3 I am concerned that Mr Stevenson is proposing to substantially restrict 

the supply of commercial land, which is an extreme and unconventional 

policy, based solely on the evidence presented by Mr Heath on the above 

three topics.  This does not in my opinion meet the requirements of a s32 

analysis and appears to be based on theoretical assumptions rather than 

empirical evidence.  This presents a substantial risk to the commercial 

land market and more generally to commercial businesses and the 

economy.   

16. CONCLUSIONS & RECOMENDATIONS 

Mr Heath’s and Mr Osborne’s core theoretical premise - restricting 

supply will improve quality and lead to a faster rebuild of the CBD. 

16.1 The core theoretical premise that underpins the pRDP is that restricting 

supply in both the CBD and suburban centres will improve quality and lead 

to a fast rebuild of the CBD:   

 Centre-zone land has been increased from 335 hectares to 352 

hectares, an increase of only 17 hectares or 5%.   

 The CBD is reduced in size from 90 hectares to 40 hectares.   

 Policy 5: “Growth in demand for commercial activity is 

accommodated principally within existing commercial centres”.  No 

evidence is presented on whether growth will fit.     

 Mr Heath recommends that retail stores with low productivity are 

restricted from the marketplace to create a “good quality retail 

environment”.   

16.2 Mr Heath and Mr Osborne aim to place the city’s commercial land market 

into a ‘pressure cooker’ by restricting supply.  This is an extreme policy 

proposal and should be supported with empirical evidence, as required by 

s32 RMA.  No empirical evidence has been presented that this approach 

would work or that it would provide a net benefit for the community.   

16.3 It is likely that the approach of restricting supply (i.e. by allocating 

insufficient new centre-zone land) will not work as intended, however it 
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will almost certainly lead to higher rents, higher prices of goods, less 

competition, fewer new market entrants, less innovation, and ultimately it 

will diminish economic efficiency.    

16.4 I am increasingly concerned about the repercussions of regulations on 

land-markets, in particular the impact of excessive regulation (either the 

quantity or permitted uses) on the cost of land, and the increase in the 

cost of living or running a business.   

16.5 It appears to be assumed that restricting supply is a conventional land-

use planning approach and therefore it does not require empirical 

research.         

16.6 The s32 report concludes that the “intensification” option is preferred, 

which allows for redevelopment but not for the expansion of centres.  

Policy 5 in the commercial chapter support the “intensification” option.  

The Council’s economists (Mr Heath and Mr Osborne) prefer the 

“consolidation” option, which allows for the expansion of centres.  In my 

opinion the “consolidation” option is ‘best practice’ as it enables centres to 

expand when demand increases, and avoids the need for out-of-centre 

retail.  The economic experts supported the “consolidation” option in the 

Expert Conferencing Statement – Economics, 30 March 2015.       

No evidential basis has been provided to support Council’s core 

policy of “restricting supply” 

16.7 In my opinion urban planning has become a theory driven profession and 

the approach should be empirical.  The RMA does however require that 

social and economic wellbeing is maximised and that this is achieved by 

the weighing costs and benefits of different policy options.   

16.8 The s32 report and supporting economic reports have significant 

omissions in respect of property market research and economic analysis.  

The following research has not completed as a basis for the pRDP: 

 Centre-zone land demand (retail, office, recreation, public, etc) at 

the City and locality level. 
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 The quantity of centre-zone land in the operative and proposed 

plans. 

 The quantity of vacant and vacant potential centre-zone land.  

 Plan-enabled and market-feasible capacity for redevelopment and 

infill development on existing centre zone land. 

16.9 As a consequence of these omissions it appears to be the case that the 

commercial land-use decisions in the pRDP, including the quantity and 

location of centre-zone land, are based on theory rather empirical 

research.   

Some of the key claims made by Mr Heath and Mr Osborne are 

incorrect 

16.10 Mr Heath makes several key claims about trends that are occurring in the 

commercial land markets that are incorrect16.  These are: 

1. The CBD was in decline prior to 2010.  In fact, the CBD achieved 

strong growth for the entire 2000-2010 period.   

2. That retail stores were dispersing throughout the City prior to 

2010.  In fact, there was very little change in the distribution of 

retail activity over the 2000 - 2010 period.   

3. Christchurch has had an oversupply of retail.  Canterbury has in 

the order of 2.0m2 of retail floorspace per capita.  This is a normal 

level of supply by national and international standards. 

4. The decentralisation of retail to suburban centres was 

undermining the CBD prior to 2010.  The main trend that has 

occurred in the retail market is the structural change from smaller 

retail stores to large format retail stores.  Large format stores now 

make up 60% of all retail space and do not easily fit into CBDs and 

                                            
16 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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town centres.  The CBD was therefore not well placed to meet this 

change in the retail market.   

5. Retail has grown rapidly in the suburbs since 2010.  This is 

not correct, there has only been an additional 20,000m2 of retail 

floorspace build, over and above the normal rate of growth, since 

2010.  

6. There is a high proportion of out-of-centre retail.  I estimate 

that 32% of retail is out-of-centre.  A large proportion of this is on 

the periphery of existing centres or formed as legitimate centres.  I 

do not believe this is a significant issue for the City’s retail market. 

7. That the CBD retail market has dissipated since 2010.  I believe 

the construction trend data shows that the demand for a large CBD 

retail centre of 150,000m2 still exists, and would re-establish in the 

CBD when its primary market - the office market – re-establishes 

in the CBD.  

8. The City has an oversupply of retail space of 82,000m2.  I 

estimate the City presently has latent demand of approximately 

150,000m2.   

Mr Osborne has not properly considered the value of an efficient 

the commercial land market to the City 

16.11 The proposed negligible increase to the City’s centre-zone land supply of 

17 ha’s of 5% will lead to higher land prices, higher costs of running a 

business, will be a disincentive for new businesses, will stifle innovation, 

will reduce competition, will reduce employment, with reduce economic 

activity, and will confer a degree of monopoly to existing land owners and 

businesses.  This will reduce social and economic wellbeing.   

16.12 Mr Osborne does not include any assessment of the impact of the 

proposed supply land restrictions on the efficient operation of the 

commercial land market, rather focus in large part of the benefits of 

commercial activity occurring in centres.   
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The rebuild of CBD depends in large part on re-establishment of 

the office market in the CBD 

16.13 The City’s CBD office market has re-established in non-CBD locations 

since 2010.  In the order of 156,000m2 of office floorspace, over and 

above the normal rate of construction, has established in non-CBD 

locations since 2010.  The main challenge for the rebuild of the CBD is 

therefore to provide an attractive and feasible market for office 

development.  To a large extent this requires inexpensive land, in order 

for the CBD to be competitive with other established locations (i.e. there 

is in excess of 156,000m2 of new inexpensive office space in the City, and 

the CBD will be in large part competing with this).  The proposal to restrict 

the size of the CBD to 40 hectares would artificially increase land prices 

from day one and diminish its ability to be competitive in the City’s office 

market. 

16.14 Research shows that CBD retail markets predominantly serve people that 

work in or visit the CBD.  Of all people undertaking shopping in CBDs, it is 

generally the case that only a small fraction (in the order of 20%) are 

residents from the surrounding suburbs that have travelled to the CBD 

just for shopping.  The implication of this is significant – the rebuild of the 

CBD’s retail market is almost entirely dependent on the office workforce 

re-establishing in the CBD, and cannot be supported or expedited by 

policies that aim to “redirect” retail firms to the CBD.   

16.15 In my opinion, the significant challenges that the City faces will be 

exacerbated by the proposed policy to significantly restrict the supply of 

centre-zone land.  I believe that the opposite is required, namely policy 

should aim to provide centres with the flexibility to expand to meet 

demand and to attract growth from non-centre locations.  The approach 

aims to work with market forces rather than to regulate against them.   

16.16 The CCDU policy on the rebuild of the CBD initially proposed to restrict 

new retail development in the suburbs to “redirect” it to the CBD.  The 

CCDU have subsequently retracted this policy, stating that they no longer 

hold the view that retail development in suburban locations would 
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influence the market potential of the CBD.  I agree with this view on the 

basis that suburban retail centres serve their immediate communities, 

whereas CBD retailers predominantly serve the CBD employees, visitors 

and those living in the CBD17.     

The Halswell population can support a large mixed-use town 

centre 

16.17 Christchurch has 2.4m2 of retail per capita which is a normal level of 

supply.  The Halswell KAC primary catchment has 0.3m2 of retail per 

capita, the lowest of any locality in Christchurch.  The catchment presently 

has 29,000 people and is forecast to increase to 42,000 people within 15 

years.  If the city-wide retail per capita average is applied to Halswell, it 

can support 70,000m2 presently and 110,000m2 in 15 years.  This 

approach, although simple, is in my opinion the most robust basis for 

estimating demand.  It is not a ‘black box’ model and is based on one 

simple assumption – that Halswell can support the same level of retail as 

other suburban localities across the City.   

16.18 The proposed size of the Halswell KAC is not consistent with the demand 

estimates given in the reports that Council have commissioned specifically 

to answer this question18.  Both of these reports, by Mr Heath and a peer 

review by Mr McInnes (Harrison Grierson), find that the demand for retail 

for in Halswell to be in the order of 50-60,000m2.  In addition, both 

reports identify demand for a wide range of other activities, including 

commercial services, offices, recreation, public and light industry.   

16.19 The s32 reports provide no explanation for the quantity of land allocated 

for the Halswell KAC in the pRDP.  It appears to be the case that the size 

of the Halswell KAC has been deliberately restricted on the assumption 

that this would “redirect” retail firms to the CBD.  If this is the case, it 

would first, not achieve this objective and second, would present 

significant costs to the Halswell community.  In particular, this community 

                                            
17 Downtown Palo Alto Parking and Travel Trend Survey, City of Palo Alto, February 2014. 
Central Business District Travel, Department of Transport and Main Roads, May 2012. 
18 SWAP Catchment Retail Assessment, Property Economics, November 2012, South West Christchurch Retail 
Scoping Study, Harrison Grierson, February 2013. 
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would, as a result of regulation, have a lower supply of local retail than 

the City-wide average, meaning some residents would continue to drive to 

Hornby, Riccarton and Barrington to meet their day to day needs.   

16.20 The Halswell KAC should not be a shopping mall, rather it is a diverse 

mixed-use town centre.  The pRDP describes a KAC as follows:  

“Major retail destination for shopping and a focal point for 

employment (including offices), community activities (including 

libraries, meeting places), entertainment (including movie theatres, 

restaurants, bars) and residential activity.  

Anchored by large retailers including department store(s) and 

supermarket(s).” 

(pRDP Chapter 15, Table 15.1) 

16.21 I have compiled a detailed list of the range of activities that would 

establish in a KAC, and in my opinion the proposed quantity of land at 

Halswell (26.7 ha’s) would be fully utilised by the market.   

Effects of proposed centre on other centres are minor  

16.22 Council has commissioned a ‘retail gravity model’ to test the impact of a 

50,000m2 KAC at Halswell.  These have shown that the trade competition 

effects of a centre of this size are no greater than -7% (Barrington) in 

2020, and therefore would not raise an issues beyond normal trade 

competition.  Mr Colegrave estimates that the Halswell KAC, at 50,000m2, 

would achieve a turnover of $220m.  This would support a 49,000m2 

centre when the average turnover per sqm of retail space is applied, 

which confirms my estimates that there is sufficient market potential to 

support the proposed KAC.   

16.23 Christchurch has a robust retail market, characterised by strong rates of 

demand growth and historic low vacancies of 3-6%.  Consequently, I 

would not expect that trade competition impacts of up to 11.5% would 

lead to any store closures in this market.  Mr Colegrave states:  
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“…retail distribution effects may arise if trade impacts are so severe 

that they cause competing stores to close, and that those closures 

then cause the centres of which the failed stores formed part to 

significantly decline overall.  This is very high threshold indeed...” 

(source: Economic Impacts of the Halswell Key Activity Centre, 

Insight Economics, July 2014) 

16.24 I agree with Mr Colegrave.  In my opinion, within the context of 

Christchurch, trade competition impacts would need to be above 25% 

before any questions about the significant decline of any centre is raised.  

16.25 In my opinion the main strategic objective should be on ensuring that the 

quantity of centre-zone land (and the activities that use this land) in each 

locality of the City is commensurate with the needs of each community 

and can support a mixed-centre town centre with a wide range of 

activities.  This approach results in an efficient distribution of retail.  If 

size of a centre in one locality is restricted in order to support retail 

centres in other localities, this would distort the market and benefit one 

community in favour of another.        

16.26 Proposals for new centres tend to be considered in terms of the trade 

competition effects on other centres.  There is however another important 

risk or cost to consider.  Developers have a financial incentive to develop 

land as quickly as possible to maximise their return.  Any obstacle, such 

as staging, would result in other development options being considered, 

such as housing.  There is a substantial risk therefore that land set aside 

for the KAC would not be retained in the medium-long term for 

development of the KAC, and this would diminish the benefits to the 

community.  In other words, the risk is that concerns about protecting 

other centres in the short term may result in an inferior or smaller centre 

at Halswell in the long term.            

Benefits of proposed centre are significant 

16.27 The proposal will create significant benefits for the Halswell community.  

Having access to a full range of retail, commercial services, office, 

recreation, public and light industrial uses in one central location will 
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create a wide range   of benefits.  Most notably these include local 

employment, reduced transportation costs and a community meeting 

place.  I believe Halswell residents would prefer to have a centre with a 

wide range of activities rather than a centre that has been constrained by 

a small allocation of land.   

16.28 The proposal would support the network of retail centres, or the centres-

based approach as it is often called (Policy 5 for example).  It would 

provide greater opportunity for a diverse range of private and public 

activities to cluster and would in the medium-long run reduce the 

likelihood of retail in out-of-centre locations or new centres occurring in 

the Halswell area to meet total demand.    

16.29 The only potential cost of the centre relates to the office component.  The 

proposal does however restrict the maximum office component to 

10,000m2.  Within the context to the City’s office market, this is a small 

allocation, and would be utilised by a diverse range of private and public 

organisations that predominantly serve the local market.  

Central location within PC68 block has significant benefits  

16.30 The proposal would situate the KAC centrally within the wider (PC68) 

development block.  The main benefit of this is it would enable more high 

density residential to surround the centre, increasing the number of 

people that could walk to the centre, and it would reduce transportation 

costs.  This concept is fundamental to land-use economics and is evident 

in most District Plans which locate high density residential around the 

commercial centres.  
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17. APPENDIX 1 – URBAN ECONOMICS SUBMISSION REPORT: 

HALSWELL KEY ACTIVITY CENTRE, CHRISTCHURCH, 2014 
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18. APPENDIX 2 – URBAN ECONOMICS REPORT: ECONOMIC CAPACITY 

FOR GROWTH STUDY, PROPERTY COUNCIL OF NZ, 2015 
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19. APPENDIX 3 – CENTRE ACTIVITY MIX SCENARIO AND LAND 

REQUIREMENTS 
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20. APPENDIX 4 – KAC 20 HA AND 30 HA AREA MAPS 
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21. APPENDIX 5 – NEW RETAIL EMPLOYEE LOCATIONS COMPARED TO 

CENTRE-ZONE LAND 

21.1 An analysis of retail employee counts (shades of red represent number of 

employees) compared with Operative Plan and pRDP commercial zones 

(green) shows that the majority of “out-of-centre” retail employment is 

located on the periphery of the main centres in Christchurch.  These 

include Hornby, Tower Junction, Riccarton, Church Corner, Papanui / 

Northlands, Bishopdale, Northwood Supa Centa and Ferrymead.  There is 

also some retail employment located at Christchurch airport which is not 

zoned as part of a centre. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
Source: CCC, Statistics NZ  
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22. APPENDIX 6 – MESHBLOCKS FOR IN-CENTRE RETAIL  EMPLOYEE 

COUNTS 

 


