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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
 

1.1 My full name is Philip Osborne.  My experience and qualifications 

are set out in my evidence in chief dated 26 August 2015.  

 

1.2 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert 

Witnesses contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 

and that I agree to comply with it. I confirm that I have considered 

all the material facts that I am aware of that might alter or detract 

from the opinions that I express, and that this evidence is within 

my area of expertise except where I state that I am relying on the 

evidence of another person.   

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the following 

evidence in chief filed by Memorial Avenue Investments Limited 

(MAIL) on 26 August 2015 and by submitters on 3 September 

2015: 

 

(a) Mr Martin Winder for MAIL; 

(b) Ms Margaret Whyte for the Crown; and 

(c) Mr Jeremy Phillips for Andrew Centre Limited. 

 

2.2 I have also referred to the evidence of Mr Mark Tansley for 

Christchurch International Airport Limited. 

 

3. MR MARTIN WINDER 

 

3.1 In his evidence Mr Winder presents material in support of the 

proposed submission by MAIL.  His evidence addresses the 

following three issues: 

 

(a) the Christchurch CBD recovery;  

(b) office activity within KACs and other centres; and 
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(c) the sufficiency of industrial land provision within 

Christchurch.   

 

3.2 In terms of the proposal sought by MAIL, there appears to be 

some confusion regarding the total quantum of office floorspace 

proposed by MAIL for the site.  In section 4 of his evidence, Mr 

Winder outlines the proposed office provision at the MAIL site.  In 

paragraph 4.2 he states that MAIL seeks 15,000sqm of office 

floorspace additional to the 5,000sqm that the Industrial Park zone 

would permit.  This is not my understanding of the submission as 

set out in my evidence in chief.  My reading is that MAIL seeks an 

additional 10,000sqm of permitted floorspace by January 2021.   

 

3.3 In section 5 Mr Winder provides his impression of what he 

believes is a CBD where recovery is well underway (paragraph 

5.1).  However the information he provides does not indicate that 

recovery has in fact taken place but indicates a hope that it will.  

The sale of land within the CBD has taken place over the past 4 

years with several large investment and development firms exiting 

the market due to tight redevelopment conditions.  These sales in 

themselves are not signs of recovery but may play a future role in 

facilitating it.   

 

3.4 In paragraph 5.6, Mr Winder states that "the critical phase for the 

CBD is likely to be over the next 5 years."  I agree with this 

statement as this period represents a timeframe in which the CBD 

must garner a significant level of profile and redevelopment in 

order to retain business activity within Christchurch.  Within this 

period it is fundamental that the building blocks for recovery are 

established.  However, recovery of the Christchurch CBD, even 

with significant public investment, is likely to take considerably 

longer than this.   

 

3.5 In his evidence at paragraph 5.5, Mr Winder has highlighted some 

of the issues that are likely to impinge upon the immediate 

recovery of the CBD.  In his Table 1 he has illustrated one of the 

key issues that is likely to impact upon the recovery of the 
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Christchurch CBD – office floorspace rental levels.  While the pre-

earthquake CBD struggled to maintain its commercial activity, the 

market supply that now exists is at least 20% more expensive with 

a significant level of supply not even being provided at these 

higher rent levels.  The rental levels for Christchurch now provide 

comparable competition from Auckland and Wellington for activity 

that historically located in Christchurch.   

 

3.6 In paragraph 5.9 Mr Winder correctly identifies that these rental 

levels are prohibitive for tenants wanting modest accommodation.  

However, areas outside the CBD have seen over two thirds of 

office development over the past 4 years and will continue to 

provide a significant proportion of office development within 

centres identified in the pRDP.   

 

3.7 Paragraph 5.10 appears to set out the tenor of Mr Winder's 

evidence regarding the CBD recovery.  He states here he is 

‘optimistic’ and ‘envisages’ that activity will return to the CBD.  

While I also hope that measures being taken result in the CBD’s 

recovery and growth, I am unwilling given the hurdles it faces and 

past trends (outlined in my evidence in chief) to support any 

proposals that might risk this potential recovery without it having 

happened.  In my view, pre-empting the CBD’s recovery and 

essentially redirecting potential CBD-based activity is both 

premature and puts Christchurch’s recovery at risk for no 

identifiable community benefit.   

 

3.8 As identified by Mr Winder at paragraph 5.12, the Christchurch 

CBD faces years of investment and focus to achieve its recovery. 

Given the clear direction in the Christchurch Central Recovery 

Plan (CCRP), Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS) and 

the Strategic Directions Chapter of the pRDP, I consider that this 

recovery should not be jeopardised by inappropriately directed 

activity.   

 

3.9 In section 6 of his evidence, Mr Winder briefly addresses the 

existing KACs closest to the MAIL site.  While these KACs do not 
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represent the total level of office supply provided for under the 

pRDP, they do represent the most important in terms of likely 

direct impacts.   

 

3.10 Mr Winder has identified that office provision at the MAIL site 

would provide floorspace that would be suitable (and therefore 

compete with the KACs) for tenants that currently locate in these 3 

identified KACs.  He then goes on to discount (paragraph 6.3) this 

level of competition by stating that office space in the KACs would 

be price sensitive to the MAIL provision and that the MAIL site 

would not offer a competitive profile.   

 

3.11 This is fundamentally incorrect.  A key argument for the provision 

of office space in industrial areas is to provide greater choice on 

land that is inherently less expensive (industrial land rather than 

commercial).  It is difficult to reconcile Mr Winder's conclusion at 

paragraph 6.3 with his paragraph 7.14 where Mr Winder identifies 

the site as a desirable location for the provision of affordable 

space.  In terms of the potential competitive demand for this site 

based on its profile, there are thousands of people utilising the 

airport daily, providing more than sufficient profile for office activity 

in this location to compete.   

 

3.12 In fact, it is my opinion that the office provision in this location is 

likely to be very competitive in relation to the activity that does and 

should be directed towards the KACs identified.   

 

3.13 Having stated that the MAIL site is highly unlikely to compete for 

activity that would locate in the identified KACs, section 7 of Mr 

Winder's evidence then goes on to identify restrictions on office 

activity that would limit impacts.  These include the offices relating 

to aviation activities, rural activities and general offices with a 

tenancy restriction.   

 

3.14 Without addressing the first two sectors in detail I would agree with 

paragraph 25 of Mr Tansley's evidence  that there is limited 

demand for (standalone) aviation-based office.  I also have 
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significant concerns regarding the level of competition that this site 

would have on the Airport as a business location.  As a permitted 

activity, aviation based office would be easier to obtain at the MAIL 

site and as such would have the ability to undermine the Airport as 

an efficient and effective provider of these services.   

 

3.15 Given the limited demand for the two ‘types’ of office within MAIL's  

proposal, my primary concern is that of professional offices (less 

than 400sqm) establishing at this location.  While the proposal 

seeks to ‘relabel’ this as ‘suburban professional services offices’, 

in my view this remains simply a general office provision with a 

tenancy cap.   

 

3.16 Mr Winder addresses this concern in paragraphs 7.10 to 7.12 of 

his evidence.  In paragraph 7.12 he simply states that he believes 

that an additional 15,000sqm will have no impact upon the CBD 

(or by inference other centres).  However Mr Winder provides no 

evidence to support this statement.  There is no assessment of the 

number of 400sqm tenancies that are accommodated within the 

KACs currently or indeed could be.  In 2014 Christchurch City had 

over 40% of all commercial office employees in businesses 

requiring less than 400sqm of office space1.   

 

3.17 Mr Winder refers to a 10 to 20 year timeframe for the 15,000sqm 

of office at paragraph 7.12.  This timeframe has no material basis 

given that the provisions proposed for the MAIL site would allow 

for 15,000sqm within 6 years.  Additionally, Mr Winder has pointed 

out that the Council has already made provision for office activity 

within the Industrial Park Zone that could add a further 10,000sqm.  

Although I cannot support the provision under the Industrial Park 

zoning that allows for the permitted 5,000sqm of office floorspace, 

in my opinion it is clear that there are limited cases where this may 

be appropriate.   

 

                                                   
1
 Based on an average (by sector) floorspace ratio of 22sqm per employee.   
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3.18 Mr Winder has simply stated that providing further office 

floorspace of such a quantum will have no impact upon the 

existing office network.  To substantiate this statement he has 

provided no assessment of demand for the office provision he 

identifies, nor has he assessed the level of supply provided for 

under the pRDP.  It would appear from his statement that he relies 

simply on the fact that the office provision on the MAIL site will be 

different from that already provided for.  To suggest that the MAIL 

site would offer an office environment that is not provided for is 

incorrect and therefore the provision of additional space will 

inevitably have an impact on existing centres.   

 

3.19 The pRDP has provided for a network of centres that appropriately 

provides for office space within an efficient economic environment.  

The provision of office in industrial locations is generally 

inappropriate and ultimately undermines the efficiencies sought by 

the pRDP.   

 

3.20 Section 8 of Mr Winder’s evidence details the level of industrial 

land in the Christchurch market and the potential uptake rates 

associated with it.  I agree with the general sentiment of this 

section of his evidence.  There is more than sufficient industrial 

land provision within the Christchurch market and under the 

pRDP.   

 

3.21 My evidence presented for Stage 2 of the industrial chapter of the 

pRDP outlines the potential imbalance between the supply and 

demand of industrial land.  While there have been significant shifts 

of demand within Christchurch, the pRDP provisions (excluding 

the MAIL site) allow for sufficient industrial land supply within a 

flexible market.  Having regard to this level of supply, the pertinent 

economic issue is whether the MAIL site should be rezoned to 

Industrial.  Ultimately, it is my opinion that the sufficient level of 

capacity for industrial land is not an adequate argument to rezone 

part of this land to other inappropriate activities because …?? .   
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3.22 Having established the sufficient capacity within the industrial 

market, Mr Winder then proceeds to state that 22,500sqm of 

commercial floorspace (retail and office) does not detract from 

industrial supply and in fact supports the industrial park nature of 

the site.  I do not accept Mr Winder’s view.  The provision of 

commercial activity on industrial land is a precedent that resulted 

in over 40% of commercial office locating on industrial land from 

2000 to 2010 (increasing to over 60% in subsequent years).  

Providing a precedent such as that proposed at the MAIL site on 

industrial land is contrary to the direction sought in the pRDP and 

would result in the continued decentralisation of commercial 

activity and would have significant economic impacts.   

 

3.23 In terms of the ‘industrial park’ nature in paragraph 8.33 of Mr 

Winder’s evidence, the provision of such a significant level of 

commercial space changes this nature materially.  It is difficult to 

understand how 7,500sqm of retail is necessary in an Industrial 

Park.  I also note that the wide and disparate scale and mix of 

activities proposed at this site is not consistent with what I would 

expect in an Industrial Park zone, and certainly not of the nature 

envisaged at other Industrial Park zones such as the Tait campus 

which does provide for high technology industrial activity. 

 

4. MS JANE WHYTE  

 

4.1 The evidence of Ms Whyte highlights the issue regarding the 

provision off 5,000sqm of ‘non-ancillary’ office floorspace within an 

Industrial Park zone.   

 

4.2 While I agree with Ms Whyte’s position on the additional office 

space sought by MAIL, I disagree with her position on the 

permitted 5,000sqm provided for under the zone for economic 

reasons.   

 

4.3 In paragraph 5.38, Ms Whyte recognises the inconsistency 

between the rule in the Industrial Park Zone allowing the 
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5,000sqm and the policy regarding high technology industrial 

activity..   

 

4.4 This inconsistency has resulted in a position where the form and 

function of the Industrial Park zone is not in fact appropriate for 

this site.  By making provision for this zone in its current form, 

there is a risk of undermining the direction of the commercial 

chapter in terms of consolidation and the support of existing and 

planned commercial centres.   

 

 

 

 

Philip Mark Osborne 

8 September 2015 


