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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Timothy James Heath.   

 

1.2 I am a Property Consultant, Retail Analyst and Urban 

Demographer for Property Economics Limited, based in Auckland.  

I hold a double degree from the University of Auckland: 

 

(a) Bachelor of Arts 1991 (Geography); and 

(b) Bachelor of Planning 1993. 

 

1.3 I am also a member of the Property Council of New Zealand and 

proprietor and founding director of Property Economics Limited, a 

consultancy providing property research services to both the 

private and public sectors throughout New Zealand.  I have 

undertaken such work for eighteen years, with the last twelve 

years of these as director of Property Economics Limited.  

 

1.4 I advise local and regional councils throughout New Zealand in 

relation to retail, industrial and business land use issues as well as 

strategic forward planning.  I also provide consultancy services to 

a number of private sector clients in respect of a wide range of 

property issues, including retail economic impact assessments, 

commercial and industrial market assessments, and forecasting 

market growth and land requirements across all property sectors.  

 

1.5 I have been involved in undertaking an extensive range of 

background retail research and analysis throughout Christchurch 

over the past three years that assisted Christchurch City Council 

(Council) in the formulation of the Commercial and Industrial 

Chapters of the proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP).  

Earlier this year I presented evidence to the Independent Hearing 

Panel (IHP) for Council on the Strategic Directions proposal, and 

Commercial and Industrial proposals as part of Stage 1 of the 

pRDP hearing process in relation to retail and centre matters.  
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1.6 This evidence was based on research and analysis I had 

undertaken to provide a robust platform for the development of an 

appropriate retail planning framework and suite of provisions in the 

context of the RMA and other relevant planning documents 

including the CRPS, LURP and aspirations of the city in the 

CCRP.   

 
2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

 

2.1 I have read and am familiar with the Environment Court's Code of 

Conduct for Expert Witnesses, contained in the Environment Court 

Practice Note 2014, and agree to comply with it.  Other than where 

I state that I am relying on the advice of another person, I confirm 

that the issues addressed in this statement of evidence are within 

my area of expertise.  I have not omitted to consider material facts 

known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions that I 

express.  

 

3. SCOPE 

 

3.1 I have been engaged by the Council to provide retail evidence in 

relation to the proposed Memorial Business Park Private Plan 

Change Request (PPPC) by Memorial Avenue Investments 

Limited (MAIL) for their vacant land holding on the south-eastern 

corner of the Russley Road and Memorial Avenue intersection.  

The subject land is bounded by Memorial Avenue to the north, 

Russley Road to the west, Avonhead Road to the south, and 

commercial and residential activities to the east.  The land is 

demarcated on the aerial photograph in Appendix 1, along with 

commercial and retail nodes. 

 

3.2 The specific parts of the PPPC that my evidence relates to is the 

proposed level of retail enablement within the PPPC, and whether 

this is appropriate in the context of the pRDP (and other higher 

order planning documents), and the Industrial Park Zone the 

applicant seeks.  
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3.3 I confirm I have visited the PPPC land and viewed the surrounding 

retail centres. 

 

4. EVIDENCE PROVIDED AT EARLIER HEARINGS 

 

4.1 As indicated in paragraph 1.5 I have previously provided written 

and oral evidence to the IHP during Stage 1 of the pRDP hearings.   

 

4.2 In accordance with the Panel's direction at paragraph 15 of the 

Pre-hearing Report and Directions dated 7 August 2015, I confirm 

that I continue to rely on the evidence and analysis that I provided 

at the hearings on the proposals identified in paragraph 1.5 to the 

extent that it is relevant to the current proposal before the 

Hearings Panel, and do not intend to repeat that evidence.  The 

focus of this evidence will be on the site-specific issues and 

considerations which arise for this proposal, considered against 

the context of the wider pRDP framework and my evidence on and 

analysis of those wider issues. 

 

5. BACKGROUND 

 

5.1 The Christchurch Central City and suburban centre network is to 

face numerous challenges over the next 20 years as it recovers 

from the devastating earthquakes that struck the city during 

2010/11.  Whilst some suburban centres benefited from the post-

earthquake redistribution of retail spend around the city (e.g. 

Riccarton), most suburban centres suffered adverse impacts on 

either their physical built form, amenity, scope of offer, quality of 

environment, and their subsequent ability to play their pre-

earthquake role and function in the market successfully.   

 

5.2 As a result of the earthquakes and removal of damaged building 

stock, there has been significant development capacity 

materialising within suburban centres, that, when considered in 

aggregate across the City, has the ability to accommodate the 

retail (and commercial office) growth requirements of the city out 

to 2033. 
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5.3 Centre capacity is well distributed around the city’s centre network 

(including the planned new centres such as North Halswell), with 

the Central City providing the highest level of development 

potential in a single centre destination.   

 

5.4 The focus of higher order planning documents as I understand 

them is to support the redevelopment and recovery of the centre 

network in Christchurch, and channel new retail development into 

the network through a consolidation approach to help facilitate and 

expedite the recovery of centres in a timely manner. 

 

5.5 The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS) and the Land 

Use Recovery Plan (LURP) (which amended the CRPS to include 

a new Chapter 6 to aid the Recovery and Rebuilding of 

Christchurch post-earthquakes) sends, in my view, a very clear 

directive on how it envisages retail development occurring 

geospatially.  In particular, Objective 6.2.5 on Key Activity and 

other Centres, which states: 

 

“Support and maintain the existing network of centres below as 

focal points for commercial, community and service activities 

during the recovery period: 

 

1. The Central City 

2. Key Activity Centre 

3. Neighbourhood Centres 

 

These centres will be high quality, support diversity of business 

opportunity including appropriate mixed-use development and 

incorporate good urban design principles." 

 

5.6 This LURP Objective is supported by Policies 6.3.6 (3) and (4), 

which state:  

 

“(3) Reinforces the role of the Central City, as the city’s primary 

commercial centre, and that of the Key Activity Centres”; and 
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“(4) Recognises that new commercial activities are primarily to be 

directed to the Central City, Key Activity Centres and 

neighbourhood centres where these activities reflect and 

support the function and role of those centres; or in 

circumstances where locating out of centre, will not give rise to 

significant adverse distributional or urban form effects.” 

 

6. WILL SAY STATEMENT 

 

6.1 I have provided a Will Say statement on this PPPC dated 6 August 

2015 as a precursor to expert caucusing as directed by the IHP.  

This provides further relevant background context for my analysis 

and position on the retail components of the PPPC, and for 

efficiency I will avoid duplicating that in this statement, but have 

attached it as Appendix 2 for convenience. 

 

6.2 However, I do note that my 6 August Will Say statement was 

based on MAIL’s PPPC request dated 5 August 2015.  This was 

the PPPC ‘in play’ at the time of compiling my Will Say statement, 

and for the subsequent Retail Economic caucusing, and thus was 

what the PPPC that the Retail Economic Joint Statement was 

based upon. 

 

6.3 Following the completion of the Retail Economic Joint Statement 

(among others as I understand) MAIL submitted an amended 

PPPC request dated 20 August 2015.  It is this updated PPPC 

now before the IHP and it is this version of the PPPC on which this 

evidence is based.  This amended version of the PPPC has not 

altered my views as expressed in my Will Say statement dated 6 

August 2015. 

 

7. PPPC – POTENTIAL RETAIL OUTCOMES 

 

7.1 Table 1 compiles my understanding of the proposed retail and 

commercial office activity enablement within the MAIL PPPC 

across the proposed staged timeframes.  
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ACTIVITY TYPE STATUS MAIL PPPC 20 AUGUST 2015 (SQM) 

Accommodation Permitted 200 beds 

  

Pre 1 Jan 

2018 

At 1 Jan 

2018 

At 2 Jan 

2020 

Office Permitted 5,000 10,000 15,000 

Supermarket RDA 4,200 4,200 4,200 

Retail <450sqm GFA Permitted - 500 1,500 

Retail > 450sqm GFA Permitted - 3,000 6,000 

Sub Total Retail 
 

4,200 7,700 11,700 

Combined Commercial 

(Retail and Office)  
9,200+ 17,700+ 26,700+ 

 

TABLE 1: MAIL PPPC RETAIL AND OFFICE  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Property Economics 

 

7.2 Note the commercial office provision in Table 1 includes the 

5,000sqm GFA proposed to be permitted within Council’s 

Industrial Park Zone.  It is not clear to me whether this permitted 

5,000sqm GFA within the zone is included within the MAIL P3 

staging proposal, or is additional to these figures.  For the 

purposes of Table 1, I have included the 5,000sqm GFA provision 

permitted within the zone as additional to MAIL’s proposed P3 

staging provisions. 

 

7.3 Also excluded from Table 1 is any ancillary retail activity and food 

and beverage retail enabled within the zone, similar to the 

provisions enabling such activity across other industrial precincts 

of the city.  In my view, this makes the prospective retail GFA 

identified in Table 1 as potentially conservative.  

 

8. OVERVIEW 

 

8.1 As a starting point, the enablement of up to 26,700sqm GFA (retail 

and commercial office space) in the PPPC within 5 years of today 

would make this destination one of the larger suburban centres in 

the city, with a combination of a supermarket, large format retail 

and convenience store types, along with a large (in the 
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Christchurch suburban context) office component.  This is during a 

time period critical to the recovery of the city’s centre network.  Mr 

Osborne is addressing the office component of the PPPC in more 

detail in his statement of evidence.  I have read Mr Osborne’s 

primary statement and concur with its conclusions.  

 

8.2 Looking at the localised market from a retail perspective (refer 

Appendix 1 aerial photograph) there are a few important centres 

to consider.  The first is Avonhead, which is a supermarket-based 

neighbourhood centre offering the fundamental and frequently 

required convenience goods and services to the surrounding 

Avonhead community.  The Avonhead centre has a retail provision 

of just under 5,000sqm GFA1, with the supermarket as its crucial 

anchor tenancy.   

 

8.3 This centre is centrally located within the Avonhead community 

and within a few minutes’ drive of the subject MAIL land.  There 

would be significant trade catchment overlap between the 

supermarket and convenience component of the proposed MAIL 

retail and Avonhead neighbourhood centre as, in effect, they 

would service the same localised market, i.e. they would be 

competing for the same local retail dollar and be direct 

competitors.   

 

8.4 Being direct competitors is not the issue from my perspective. The 

key point is that the MAIL retail would be competing within the 

same small localised market which only has the ability to sustain 

one good quality neighbourhood centre, factoring the wider centre 

network.  Avonhead is specifically recognised as a neighbourhood 

centre in the pRDP centres framework. 

 

8.5 The other centre in close proximity to the MAIL land is Spitfire 

Square on Christchurch International Airport Limited land along 

Memorial Drive.  This centre is a few hundred metres west along 

Memorial Avenue. 

                                                   
1
  Property Economics Retail Survey June 2013. 
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8.6 Spitfire Square is currently under construction and will be 

‘anchored’ by a new Countdown supermarket.  The centre will also 

have a strong convenience retail function.   

 

8.7 Whilst Spitfire Square will service a more wide spread traveller 

market into and out of Christchurch Airport, its core local market 

will be the airport’s on-site employee base as well as the suburb of 

Avonhead.  This is the exact same markets Avonhead and the 

MAIL site will rely on to draw trade from, albeit the MAIL site would 

also be able to draw from employment generated on its land (as 

would Spitfire Square and Avonhead centres).  

 

8.8 MAIL’s surrounding localised market is currently well serviced in 

respect of retail centres and convenience retail activity.  

Development of more such activity would only serve to duplicate 

resources and undermine market and centre efficiency.   

 

8.9 Spitfire Square will ultimately be of similar scale, have a similar 

range of convenience activities, and play a similar role to, and 

function like, a neighbourhood centre.  Whilst Spitfire Square itself 

is not recognised in the pRDP, it is recognised and embedded in 

the District Plan through Plan Change 84 which provides a policy 

foundation for that retail provision.   

  

8.10 Further to this, the commercial effects of Spitfire Square are yet to 

play out in the market, with the Avonhead centre anticipated to 

absorb the largest single proportional impact of any centre due to 

its close proximity.  As such, in my view it would be premature to 

enable another such centre to service the same local market.  

 

8.11 In respect of the proposed large format retail provision within the 

MAIL PPPC, my position is outlined in paragraphs 13 and 14 of 

the Retail Economic Joint Statement dated 10 August 2015.  Once 

again, my view is that it would be premature to afford the MAIL site 

such a provision before the IHP Commercial and Industrial 

Chapters decision is finalised, and based on that decision, other 
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potential large format retail options are assessed in more detail (of 

which MAIL can be one). 

 

8.12 Cumulatively, there is potential within the proposed provisions of 

MAIL PPPC to cause a mix of development that results in a land 

use composition that in my view is inappropriate for an industrial 

park zone.  Or, in other words, in my opinion it is not the purpose 

or intent of the Industrial Park Zone to enable a new and 

unplanned commercial centre of potentially over 26,000sqm GFA 

(retail and office activity only) to be developed.  Such an outcome 

would in my view be ‘at odds’ with Section 3.2.5 and Objectives 

3.3.1(a) and (b), and Objective 3.3.7(e) of the Strategic Directions 

chapter2, and not sit comfortably with the general thrust of the 

pRDP Commercial and Industrial Chapter policy framework 

seeking consolidation of such activity into existing and planned 

centres.   

 

9. CONCLUSION 

 

9.1 The MAIL PPPC represents an inappropriate suite of provisions (in 

a retail context), that has the potential to deliver an outcome that in 

my opinion is not congruent with an Industrial Park Zone, and has 

the potential to significantly undermine the role, function, 

performance, amenity, quality and environment of Avonhead, and 

to a lesser degree Spitfire Square.  

 

9.2 In my view, retail activity that can be developed under the general 

industrial provisions within the pRDP should be provided for within 

the Memorial Business Park, but anything beyond than that is not 

required or appropriate for the proposed zone or market at this 

point in time.   

 

Timothy James Heath 

 26 August 2015 

                                                   
2
  IHP Decisions Version dated 26 February 2015. 
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Timothy James Heath, Property Consultant, Retail Analyst and Urban 

Demographer, will say: 

 
My current intent is that my evidence will be as follows. 

 

1. It is considered important to assess the merits of the ‘Memorial Business 

Park’ Private Plan Change Request and Stage 2 submissions on the 

‘Memorial Business Park’ plan change in relation to retail matters to be 

cognisant of the wider retail market context within Christchurch, rather than 

considering the plan change in a more isolated silo.  

  

2. Adopting the Statistics NZ medium population projection series (2015 

release of the 2013 NZ Census base) is considered the most appropriate 

and up-to-date set of population growth forecasts to adopt for the purposes 

of both short and long term retail planning at this point in time. 

 

3. Adopting an 18-year planning horizon (to 2033) is appropriate for the 

purposes of facilitating the development of an appropriate planning 

framework for retail and commercial activity in Christchurch’s pRDP 

process. 

 

4. The current total population base of Christchurch City (2015) is estimated 

at 365,600 people and contains 148,900 households (rounded). 

 

5. The current population of Christchurch generates a total annualised retail 

spend of $4.03b (rounded) ($2015 and 2015 base year).  Based on 

projected growth, this is estimated to increase to $5.4b annually (rounded) 

in 2033.  

 

6. Retail activity for the purposes of this analysis excludes the ANZSIC 

categories of vehicle and marine sales and services, accommodation, 

hardware and garden supplies, and trade supply stores. 

 

7. Factoring in retail expenditure inflow from territorial authorities outside 

Christchurch, and retail expenditure outflow (retail leakage to territorial 

authorities out of Christchurch), the total current (2015) net retail 
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expenditure demand in Christchurch is $4.7b.  By 2033 this is estimated to 

increase to $6.3b annually. 

 

8. Christchurch currently experiences a net retail expenditure inflow 

equivalent to 16% of Christchurch’s annual generated retail spend. 

 

9. The current level of sustainable retail demand in terms of floorspace is 

estimated at 852,000sqm GFA (rounded), growing to an estimated 

1.14sqm GFA (rounded) by 2033. 

 

10. The Central City of Christchurch has captured a declining proportion of 

annual retail expenditure within the city over the last 12 years. 

 

11. The suburban centres have benefited from the proportional decline of 

Central City retail sales over the last 12 years, particularly post February 

2011.  

 

12. Over the last 12 years there has been a proliferation of retail activity 

developed (supply) in the suburbs of Christchurch, both centre and non-

centre, particularly post February 2011.  

 

13. The most appropriate way to manage retail development over the life of the 

Replacement District Plan is to adopt a ‘consolidation approach’ that 

channels retail development into and around the Christchurch centre 

network. 

 

14. There is significant capacity within the current and proposed centre 

network of Christchurch to accommodate the foreseeable future retail 

requirements of the city (to 2033).  This includes my recommended site 

specific relief as outlined in my Commercial and Industrial Chapter 

evidence presented to the Independent Panel during the Stage 1 hearings 

for the pRDP.  

 

 

 


