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INTRODUCTION  

Qualifications and Experience 

1. My name is Joanna Jane McDonald.  I am a Development Manager with 

Kiwi Property Management Limited, the management company of Kiwi 

Income Property Trust, New Zealand’s largest listed diversified 

property trust. I am also the President of the Property Council of New 

Zealand Incorporate (Property Council) South Island branch.  

2. I hold a Bachelor of Property degree from the University of Auckland 

and I have been working in the property industry for 13 years. 

3. Property Council is a member-led, not-for-profit organisation offering a 

collective voice for the commercial property industry.  Our members 

include the owners, investors, managers and developers of office, 

retail, industrial and multi-unit residential property; as well as 

planners, policy makers, engineers, lawyers, architects and other 

property professionals. Our broad membership requires us to consider 

all aspects of the built environment, and we promote sound policies 

and requirements which benefit New Zealand as a whole.   

4. Property Council’s members want to live and work in a built 

environment which is economically viable, sustainable, vibrant, and a 

desirable place to be.  We advocate for quality urban growth that 

supports strong national and local economies.  We strive to serve our 

members through research, policy development, education and 

networking event programmes nationally and regionally, raising the 

industry profile as we go. 

5. In preparing my evidence I have reviewed: 

(a) The evidence of Matthew Bonis for the Property Council; 

(b) The Joint Statement of Evidence of Jason Jones and Dean 

Chrystal for Ngai Tahu Property Limited and Property Council; 

(c) The evidence of Kieran Murray for the Property Council. 



 

 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

6. I have been asked by Property Council to outline the matters of 

concern to Property Council members with respect to the proposed 

Replacement District Plan (pRDP), the steps Property Council has taken 

to share those concerns with the Council, the role Property Council has 

played in seeking to support other submitters and provide some 

leadership within the development sector and the position that the 

Property Council has reached with respect to the revised Strategic 

Directions chapter.  

7. I also outline issues relevant to investment decisions within 

Christchurch and the impact that the District Plan provisions have on 

such decisions.   

Strategic Directions 

8. The Property Council first met with Council staff to discuss concerns 

with a discussion draft of the pRDP in late March 2014.  This meeting 

was at the request of the Property Council and came about as a result 

of concerns members held that the plan did not adequately reflect the 

commercial realities of doing business in Christchurch.  

Representatives from the Property Council Executive, development 

interests and a number of planners attended the meeting.  I was also 

in attendance. 

9. Council staff were receptive to hearing about our concerns but were 

generally looking to the Property Council to provide solutions by way of 

specific track changes to the pRDP.  The Property Council 

representatives pointed out that a few tweaks to the wording were 

unlikely to resolve the issues, the plan needing a more fundamental 

review than could be achieved in that manner.  A copy of the 

submission made by Property Council at this preliminary stage is 

attached as Appendix 1. 

10. On 2 April 2014 the Property Council wrote to Christchurch City Council 

councillors seeking a meeting to discuss the concerns of its members 



 

 

with respect to the pRDP.  That meeting was held on Monday 6 April 

2014 and was again attended by representatives of the Property 

Council Executive as well as the Chief Executive of the Property Council 

of New Zealand Mr Connal Townsend.  I also attended that meeting.  A 

representative from the Executive also met with the Acting CEO of the 

Council, Ms J Parfitt and Mr M Theelan, to brief them on the matters 

discussed with Councillors.  A letter setting out the matters of concern 

was subsequently sent to both Councillors and Ms Parfitt and Mr 

Theelan and is attached as Appendix 2. 

11. As a result of the Property Council’s approaches, and the meetings that 

were held, Council staff invited Property Council representatives to a 

workshop to further discuss the pRDP on 29 April 2014.  Again, 

members of the Property Council Executive, other members and a 

number of planners attended this discussion. 

12. Despite these attempts to articulate the concerns of our members and 

to engage in and contribute to the development of the pRDP the 

Property Council has generally felt that their concerns have not 

resulted in any meaningful amendment to the provisions of the plan.   

13. Specifically, our members have consistently raised concerns that CCC 

has not focused on creating a planning framework that encourages and 

enables investment into Christchurch. This is particularly concerning 

given the significant investment the private sector is expected to make 

in the rebuild of greater Christchurch.   

14. In the Budget Speech of 2014 the Minister of Finance estimated the 

total rebuild expenditure to be in the region of $40B.  The Crown 

indicated in that same speech that its contribution would amount to 

$15.4B.  The Cost Sharing Agreement between the Crown and the 

Council indicates that the Council will contribute $1.1B to infrastructure 

rebuild and a further $1.9B to anchor projects.  That puts the Crown 

and Council share at approx. $18.4bn. This leaves the balance of the 

investment, some $21.6B or 54% to the private sector.  This figure is 

increased if the rebuild estimate quoted by Mr Townsend from the 

Canterbury Chamber of Commerce is used.  His figures show the 



 

 

rebuild cost at up to $50B which would put the private sector’s share 

at around 63% of the total ($31.6B).  It is noted that the LURP sits 

somewhere in the middle indicating 60% of the contribution will be 

from the private sector (page 43). 

15. Whichever numbers are used, it is clear that the private sector has a 

critical stake in the future of the city and the pRDP is a critical 

component in that.  For that reason the Property Council is both 

disappointed and frustrated that the Council has not engaged more 

proactively with the development sector and/or reflected its concerns 

in the plan provisions.   

16. The fact that the private sector’s role is not referenced within the 

Strategic Directions Chapter is considered to be symptomatic of the 

Council’s failure to recognise the partnerships that must establish 

between the private and public sector if the city is to be rebuilt.  While 

there may be argument about short term versus long term goals and 

whether building back better should win out over building back quickly, 

the reality is that without the private sector a significant portion of the 

rebuild would not happen at all, either now or in the future.   

17. The concerns our members express are strongly informed by the 

development and investment environment they find themselves in in 

Christchurch.  Put simply it is not easy to do business in this city.   

18. Since the earthquakes we have seen the property investment 

pressures in Christchurch increase. One of the key indicators that 

investors look at are Cap rates. Cap rates are a number which is 

applied by a valuer to reflect risk.  The lower the cap rate the safer the 

investment and conversely the higher the cap rate the more risky the 

investment. Following the earthquakes many valuers increased the cap 

rate by up to 1%. For our members this has literally reduced the value 

of their properties overnight.  In addition, lump sum cash insurance 

payouts have resulted in capital flight and nervousness about the 

security of investments particularly from overseas investors which has 

resulted in a reluctance to invest into Christchurch.   



 

 

19. While many of these issues are outside of our control, Property Council 

members do want to try and influence those matters that might be 

within our control – namely the extent of additional regulation and 

prescription in the pRDP.   

20. The analyses that have been undertaken by our members and their 

consultants indicate serious concerns about the plan and whether or 

not it enables or encourages investment into the city or creates an 

additional barrier for investment.  It is our overwhelming view that it 

results in the latter.  This is borne out by analysis undertaken by Mr 

Jones and Mr Chrystal –which shows that the pRDP will result in more 

consenting requirements rather than less.  I note that the evidence of 

Mr Murray, commissioned by Property Council, tends to indicate the 

same thing and outlines the investment risks as a result.  This analysis 

provides little comfort to Property Council members whose livelihoods 

are inextricably linked to development in the city. 

21. The council has noted in prior meetings with the Property Council that 

the current plan is ‘unfriendly’ and ‘clunky’ and ‘not liked’ by the 

development community. While this may be true, the feedback from 

the development community is that the operative plan is in fact more 

predictable and in general allowed development to obtain consents 

provided certain elements such as traffic were ‘sorted’ under the catch 

all high traffic generator rule. It seems an indictment on the process 

that many of our members have indicated that they would prefer to 

retain the current plan in preference to the pRDP. 

22. The feedback we have provided and continue to provide is that the 

pRDP is not cohesive, lacks an overarching vision for the city and does 

not provide certainty, particularly because with no hierarchy of the 

chapters it is hard to know if you fail one test for notification does the 

whole application get notified or just the aspect that failed i.e. flood 

planes. It is this kind of grey area that discourages further investment 

into the City. 

23. With very few specific provisions around recovery and rebuild, we are 

concerned that the plan appears to be developed in a ‘business as 



 

 

usual’ mode instead of a long term vision with the upfront 

acknowledgement of the first phase of recovery and rebuild and the 

long term cohesive easy to use enabling planning framework 

document. Our members consider that these dedicated recovery 

provisions are important in the context of the District Plan which is 

being prepared under such extraordinary statutory circumstances.   

CONCLUSIONS 

24. In conclusion our members support the inclusion of a Strategic 

Direction chapter but consider that the framework provided by the 

Property Council version of that chapter establishes a more appropriate 

balance from a recovery and commercial perspective which will help 

inform the approach to be taken to the relevant provisions which 

follow.  

 

 

 
Joanna Jane McDonald 

25 November 2014 
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SUBMISSION ON THE DISTRICT PLAN REVIEW 

 

To: Christchurch City Council 

From: Property Council New Zealand (“Property Council”) 

 

PROPERTY COUNCIL (at the address for service given below) makes the following submission on the 

District Plan Review. 

 

1.0 BACKGROUND 

1.1 Property Council is a not-for-profit organisation representing the country’s commercial, 

industrial, retail, listed and unlisted property funds and multi-unit residential property owners, 

managers and investors, as well as thousands of New Zealanders with retirement savings in 

listed property entities, unlisted funds and KiwiSaver.  Nationally, our 600 member companies 

have billions of dollars invested in commercial property and range from leading institutional 

investors, listed and unlisted property entities and financial organisations, to private investors 

and developers. 

 

1.2 Property Council’s primary goal is the creation of well designed, functional, and economically 

sustainable built environments in New Zealand.  As building owners, developers, consumers, 

taxpayers and ratepayers, Property Council’s members want to live and work in a built 

environment which is economically viable, sustainable, vibrant, a desirable place to be and 

one that is conducive to investment.  A vibrant and prosperous built environment, which 

evolves through better urban design, will attract more economic activity and investment 

(domestic and foreign), which in turn improves financial returns. 

 

2.0 OVERVIEW 

2.1 Within the context of a District Plan review such as that being undertaken by Christchurch City 

Council (“the Council”) Property Council is cognisant of the diversity of its membership and as 

such the diversity of views on the proposed amendments. 
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2.2 Property Council respects that diversity and encourages members to consider and submit 

individually on matters that specifically affect their business interests and aspirations. 

 

2.3 Property Council has therefore confined its own comment to more global matters including: 

(a) the tenor and intent of the amended chapters; 

(b) the necessity for supporting material to robustly assess and justify the amendments 

proposed; and 

(c) the process and timelines within which the District Plan Review is to be completed. 

 

3.0 TENOR AND INTENT OF AMENDMENTS 

3.1 The draft Strategic Directions Chapter seeks to ensure that the “District is a good place to do 

business….making sure that regulatory requirements make sense, and are easy to follow” and 

that “diverse opportunities are provided for business to establish and prosper”. 

 

3.2 These objectives are applauded by Property Council as are the Council’s espoused intentions 

to increase the number of permitted activities, decrease the number of unnecessary resource 

consents, provide greater certainty of outcome and process and reduce delay. 

 

3.3 Property Council is, however, yet to be convinced that the amendments proposed in the draft 

plan will deliver these stated outcomes. 

 

3.4 Rather, accepting that the Plan is still in draft form, it is our assessment that: 

(a) The regulatory framework remains fragmented, complex and difficult to navigate. 

(b) The intent to permit particular activities in specified locations is frequently undermined 

by rule provisions and thresholds that are poorly considered and/or inappropriate.  This 

is expected to result in a need for consent to undertake activities that are of a size, scale 

and nature encouraged within the relevant zone.  This outcome is entirely inconsistent 

with stated intention of reducing unnecessary consent requirements. 

(c) The objectives and policies are frequently so neutral as to render them meaningless, 

thus failing to provide a robust policy framework for decision-making that is consistent 

with the strategic direction of the draft Plan.  This issue is of particular concern given 

the operation of the Resource Management Act accords weight to the objectives and 

policies of a proposed plan from the time of notification. 
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3.5 Fundamentally, there is considerable concern that significant parts of the draft plan are a 

confused hybrid between an activities based plan (the stated intent) and an effects based plan 

(the basis of the current plan) which serves neither approach well, and will inevitably result in 

increased complexity and consenting requirements.  This is contrary to the stated intention of 

the draft Plan and fails to create an environment in which businesses can confidently plan for, 

and implement, further investment with certainty. 

 

3.6 Property Council is concerned that these identified failings will result in a further loss of 

confidence within the development sector. 

 

3.7 Property Council also records its disappointment that the business sector has not been invited 

to discuss these matters sooner with the Council.  Inadequate engagement with the business 

sector has been a consistent message to Council over the past few years and it is 

disappointing that opportunities have not been taken to resolve this in the context of the draft 

plan preparation. 

 

3.8 The tenor and intent of the District Plan sets the environment within which investment 

decisions will (or will not) be made. 

 

3.9 Christchurch is in the unprecedented position of having highly liquid and portable capital 

markets post-quake.  The preparation of the new Plan provides the Council with an 

opportunity to demonstrate its leadership and commitment to providing a regulatory 

environment within which investment is retained and enhanced.  

 

3.10 Despite its stated intention to do so, Property Council does not consider that the Council has 

prepared a plan that provides the platform for business to “establish and prosper’ within a 

clear, concise and commercially sensible regulatory environment. 

 

3.11 In reaching this preliminary assessment, it is accepted that PCNZC does not have the benefit of 

supporting material or analyses that may have been undertaken by the Council to test and 

support its draft provisions. 

 

3.12 Accepting that the Council is not obliged to provide its section 32 evaluation until formal 
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notification of the proposed plan, it is nonetheless considered a critical document in providing 

informed comment on the draft provisions. 

 

3.13 An understanding of the costs and benefits anticipated as a result of the implementation of 

the proposed provisions, particularly in relation to economic growth and employment as 

required by the RMA, is a matter of critical importance to the business and investment 

communities. 

 

3.14 Assuming that the required section 32 evaluation has been undertaken and has informed the 

draft provisions, Property Council would urge the Council to release this assessment prior to 

formal notification.  This will enable the assessment to be given due consideration by the 

business and development community. 

 

3.15 With respect to additional material with which to understand and assess the plan, it is noted 

that considerable concern has also been expressed by members regarding the urban design 

assessment matters proposed.  It is understood that the plan is to be supplemented in this 

area by a set of urban design guidelines.  

 

3.16 The subjective nature of urban design assessment often renders it an area of dispute and 

Property Council would urge the Council to make any such design guidelines available to the 

community as soon as possible to facilitate robust assessment and discussion. 

 

3.17 Despite considerable reservations as to the practical and legal difficulties in implementing 

such guidelines, their content is expected to assist in understanding the relative importance of 

the assessment matters proposed.  As the draft plan provides limited guidance as to how the 

assessment matters should be interpreted and weighted, a better understanding of the 

Council’s intentions in this regard is critical to an informed assessment of the ease of 

implementation of the draft plan. 

 

3.18 It is also expected that the costs and benefits of the increased focus on urban design within 

the draft plan will be the subject of robust assessment within the section 32 evaluation. 

 

3.19 Property Council would also request access to any scenario modelling undertaken by the 

Council which might provide more confidence that the draft provisions will result in the stated 
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outcomes and will not result in unintended consequences. 

 

3.20 Consistent with best practice planning it is assumed that a range of scenarios or actual 

consents have been utilised to test gaps, overlaps or implementation and interpretation 

problems. Confirmation that the draft provisions will not result in unintended or illogical 

outcomes would assist in building confidence within the business and development sectors.  If 

such work has not been undertaken with respect to the draft plan Property Council would 

strongly urge the Council to ensure resources are made available to undertake such work as a 

matter of priority prior to notification of the proposed plan. 

 

3.21 In making these requests, it cannot be stated strongly enough that the business and 

development communities are looking to the Council to provide confirmation that the Plan 

will deliver on the outcomes articulated. 

 

3.22 It is not enough for the Council to simply assert that the plan provisions will enable the 

outcomes sought in the Strategic Directions Chapter.  Neither is it satisfactory for the Council 

to suggest that the business and development sector itself should undertake such testing as is 

necessary to confirm or otherwise challenge that assertion. 

 

3.23 If the Council wishes to show real leadership and instil confidence in the business and 

development sectors it must provide robust evidence that its proposed plan provisions will 

work to make the city a good place in which to do business; will enable businesses to establish 

and prosper; will reduce the requirement for unnecessary consents; will reduce complexity 

and delay; and will ensure that the plan is not inconsistent with either the Recovery Strategy, 

the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan or the Land Use Recovery Plan, all of which look to 

facilitate and ensure a successful and timely rebuild of greater Christchurch. 

 

3.24 Finally, Property Council wishes to convey to both the Christchurch City Council and the 

Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority that it holds grave concerns as to the timeframes 

being indicated for completion of the Review process. 

 

3.25 It is our understanding that the review is to be completed by December 2014.  The issues 

outlined in this commentary identify fundamental structural issues with the draft plan.  Given 

this plan has taken some 7 – 8 months to reach its current iteration it is difficult to have 
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confidence that such fundamental and potentially fatal flaws can be remedied before the 

suggested notification date of mid this year. 

 

3.26 Furthermore, in the absence of a concentrated review and significant redraft of the provisions 

prior to notification , it is equally difficult to see how  a fast tracked submission and hearing 

process will offer any meaningful opportunity for amendment of the plan other than on a site 

specific basis by particular (and generally only well resourced) submitters. 

 

3.27 The new Plan is a fundamental component in the successful rebuild of Christchurch City over 

the next decade and beyond. 

 

3.28 Property Council understands the necessity to have the new Plan confirmed and operative as 

a matter of urgency to support the recovery.  Equally importantly, however, the Plan must 

provide the appropriate regulatory environment to catalyse and support such recovery both 

now and in the longer term. 

 

3.29 If a fast tracked process is to be adopted and appeal rights foregone, there is only one 

opportunity to get this plan right.  Given the identified failings of the draft plan 

Property Council has considerable concern that if further time and appropriate resource are 

not dedicated to Plan development now, the operative plan will ultimately stymie and 

frustrate development with significant consequences for the greater Christchurch community. 

 

3.30 Property Council confirms it is committed to working with Council to address the matters 

raised in this commentary and will look to make resources available to assist with that process 

as required. 

 

 

DATED 28 March 2014 

    

Glenn Taylor, South Island Branch President 
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On behalf of Property Council New Zealand 

 

ADDRESS FOR SERVICE: Property Council New Zealand – South Island Branch 

   c/- Greenwood Roche Chisnall 

   PO Box 139 

   Christchurch 8140 

   For: Lauren Semple 

   Phone: 03-353-0574 

   Email: lauren@grclegal.com 
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