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 INTRODUCTION 

 

1 My full name is Mark Gauntlett Tansley and I am a Statistical and 

Retailing Consultant, and the sole proprietor and director of Marketplace 

New Zealand Limited, a consultancy providing advice, information and 

evidence on growth and demographics, retail and commercial planning 

and related resource management matters.    

 

2 I have forty-eight years of professional experience, throughout New 

Zealand, and have been called as an expert witness for forty-three of 

those.   My work has been split between jobs for private sector clients 

and local authority commissions, on commercial planning strategy, 

applications, plan changes and reviews and peer reviews. 

 

3 I have undertaken work in Christchurch and Canterbury for most of my 

professional career.   In 1997, I was engaged to advise the owner of 

the Northwood / Belfast Supa Centa, in their objective of bringing it up 

to capacity.   In 2001, I was approached by Christchurch City (CCC) 

personnel to advise Council in relation to commercial provisions in its 

earlier notified review of the City Plan.   I was subsequently released by 

my then employer to undertake that work, which, in due course, gave 

rise to the preparation of Variation 86 to that Plan. 

 

4 In 2005, I was asked whether I could assist Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) in an endeavour to obtain consent for a retail / 

commercial development on the site immediately east of the now 

consented Spitfire Square development.  I presented evidence on behalf 

of CIAL to the Environment Court in July 2005.  In 2006, my primary 

work for CCC had culminated in the notification of Variation 86.  I was 

then released by CCC to work on an extended Belfast project, provided 

I supported the Variation in subsequent proceedings, which I did.   I 

was also actively involved as a peer reviewer of other proposals, for 

CCC, during this period. 

 

5 My work on Belfast ultimately contributed to what became proposed 

Plan Change 22, culminating in appeals heard in the Environment Court 

from October 2010 to November 2011, due to the implications of and 

after the 22 February 2011 earthquake. 

 

6 I was subsequently approached to ascertain whether I could provide 

evidence in support of CIAL's position on proposed Change 84 in June 

2014, and duly did so.  Since then, I have given evidence in relation to 

two other proposals in process under the RMA and Canterbury 

Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014. 

 

7 I have recently given evidence for CIAL in relation to a non-complying 

application to establish an office within the Special Purpose Airport zone 

for ANZCO Limited.  That application was granted. 

 

8 I have given evidence in the earlier stages of the Replacement District 

Plan process for Waterloo Park Limited, commenting on the appropriate 
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level of retail and offices facilities that should be provided for in the 

Waterloo Park zone. 

 

9 I have been engaged by CIAL (submitter number M11 / F-M34) to 

provide evidence on economics and retail issues in relation to the 

Memorial Avenue Investments Limited (MAIL) Business Park plan 

change (the MAIL plan change), which is being heard as part of stage 2 

of the proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan. 

 

10 Although this is not an Environment Court hearing (or a hearing being 

conducted under the Resource Management Act 1991), I note that in 

preparing my evidence I have reviewed the code of conduct for expert 

witnesses contained in part 7 of the Environment Court Practice Note 

2014. I have complied with it in preparing my evidence. 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 expressed. 

 

 

 SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

 

11 My evidence discusses those aspects of the MAIL plan change that have 

potential adverse social and economic effects, in the context of the 

site's zoning and relevant provisions under the Replacement District 

Plan.   These are confined to: 

 

 11.1 the implications of sought additional retail and office activity;  

and, 

 

 11.2 veterinary and healthcare activity thresholds, or a lack thereof; 

and, 

 

 11.3 the effect that proposed Rule 16.4.7.1.1 would have on the 

commercial service and prepared food and beverage service 

provisions of Rule 16.4.2.1. 

12 I participated in the expert conferencing session on economics/retail on 

10 August 2015.  I am a signatory to the Joint Witness Statement 

(JWS) that was produced following that conferencing session.   At the 

time, I addressed MAIL's 05 August position on Council's 03 August 

2015 version of proposed Rules at 16.4 and relied on my understanding 

thereof.   However, there were two interpretations of that position 

within the JWS, insofar as "Office Activity" is concerned, to which I refer 

at paragraph 15, with an explanation. 

 

13 This evidence considers the provisions associated with the 20 August 

position.   These provisions were affixed to the Joint Memorandum of 

Counsel for MAIL and the Council issued to the Panel as and dated 20 

August 2015.   I take this to represent the MAIL plan change.   I 

understand Mr Bonis sets out the evolving nature of the provisions in 

his evidence. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

14 My brief of evidence covers the following matters: 

 14.1 An analysis of the revised MAIL plan change insofar as its added 

commercial provisions in Rule 16.4.7.1.1 are concerned; 

 

 14.2 Comment about the above provisions in Rule 16.4.7.1.1 as 

relating to Trade Suppliers in isolation; 

 

 14.3 An analysis of provisions for proposed retailing and related 

activities under Rule 16.4.7.1.1, in addition to those for trade 

suppliers, which I see as compromising the standard Industrial 

Park provisions of Rule 16.4.2.1.  This cumulative aspect of the 

MAIL plan change may not have been considered elsewhere; 

 

 14.4 An analysis of the provisions relating to offices and healthcare 

facilities, in which I reach the view that the additional Rule 

16.4.7.1.1 provisions have no locational justification, simply 

exacerbating the extent to which the proposed Rules would be in 

conflict with relevant Objectives and Policies for the Industrial 

Park Zone; and 

 

 14.5 My conclusion, that the extent of commercial activity proposed at 

the MAIL site undermined Industrial and Commercial zones 

generally, by allowing what I consider to be activity 

commensurate with a commercial zone in an industrially-zoned 

area. 

 

 

 THE REVISED MAIL PLAN CHANGE 

 

15 My understanding now is that the contents of the Rule 16.4.7.1.1 

Activity status table within the MAIL plan change are intended to 

supplement the Industrial Park Zone status table of Rule 16.4.2.1.   The 

latter, at P11, provides for 5,000m² of office activity, which I took as 

subsumed into the office provisions sought at Rule 16.4.7.1.1, for the 

purpose of my will-say statement and the JWS (see paragraph 10 

above).   For this statement of evidence, I have undertaken my analysis 

of the economics/retail aspects of this proposal assuming that the 

cumulative provisions (the general Industrial Park Zone rules plus those 

rules applicable in the proposed Industrial Park Memorial Avenue Zone) 

represent what is sought. 

 

16 In the following Table, I have summarised the commercial aspects of 

the MAIL plan change proposal¹, which seeks the following proposed 

thresholds: 
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Effective (m²) Effective (m²)

01.01.18 01.01.20

Retail <450m² Permitted 500 1,500

Retail >450m² Permitted 3,000 6,000

Retail Sub-total Permitted 3,500 7,500

Retail Smkt Rest. Disc 4,200 4,200

Retail Sub-total Rest. Disc 4,200 4,200

RETAIL TOTAL 7,700 11,700

Trade Supplier Rest. Disc 7,000 10,000

Trade Supplier Sub-total Rest. Disc 7,000 10,000

Offices as  defined Permitted 5,000 10,000

Vet & Health Care Permitted No Cap No Cap

COMBINED TOTAL 19,700+ 31,700+

Activity Status

 
 ¹  As at 20 August 2015. 

 

17 To the above can be added the commercial activities permitted by Rule 

16.4.2.1, including: 

 

 17.1 Food and beverage outlets (P8) and commercial services (P10); 

 

 17.2 Ancillary Office Activity (P12); and 

 

 17.3 Adopting the cumulative interpretation, 5,000m² of office activity 

of unlimited scope (P11). 

 

 

 TRADE SUPPLIERS 

 

18 My view is that trade suppliers do not have the potential to bring about 

more than minor adverse effects on KACs or other commercial business 

centres in Christchurch.   I was responsible for distinguishing them from 

other retail in the context of Variation 86 of the City Plan.  I understand 

that the Commercial and Industrial Proposals of the district plan review 

also adopt that approach.  I therefore consider that the provision of 

10,000m² glfa of such trade suppliers at the MAIL site, in isolation, 

would have no propensity to undermine the commercial strategy of the 

City Plan, insofar as the CBD, KACs and other suburban centres are 

concerned. 

 

 

 RETAILING AND RELATED ACTIVITIES 

 

19 As I said in my evidence for Waterloo Park Limited, I consider that it is 

appropriate for the Plan to recognise the needs of those in Industrial 

zones to have convenient access to such retail activities as the locally 

generated demand will support (essentially from the zone's businesses, 

their labour force and visitors).  I do not, in principle, oppose a 

permitted activity rule provision to that effect as related to the 

application of the Industrial Park zoning to this site.  However, the MAIL 
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proposal for retailing is exponentially greater than is appropriate in that 

context. 

 

20 A core reason for the opinion expressed immediately above is that the 

MAIL proposal, incorporating provision for 11,700m² glfa of retailing by 

the start of 2020 (see table in paragraph 16) could, in conjunction with 

other identified activities, create a substantial commercial node.  I 

outline the reasons for this below. 

 

 20.1 Looking first at retailing and related activities, these determine a 

centre's influence.   Within that generality, large format activities 

are the most important.  This latest MAIL proposal would permit 

6,000m² glfa of non-supermarket large format retailing (LFR) and 

enable, as a restricted discretionary activity, a supermarket of up 

to 4,200m² glfa.   This would result in anchor or drawcard retail 

stores at the MAIL site in excess of 10,000m² glfa.  To that, trade 

suppliers up to 10,000m² can be added, potentially bringing total 

LFR at the site up to 20,000m² (approximately).  Both LFR 

components would largely consist of destination stores, and would 

collectively constitute a destination centre. 

 

 20.2 Turning briefly to offices (in the retail and related activity context) 

a cumulative potential of 15,000m² glfa of office space at the 

MAIL site could potentially accommodate 750-1,000 staff, 

together with related clients and other visitors.   This volume of 

office activity at the site would, in my opinion, be found in only a 

few of the larger KACs and would not generally be present in 

most, even when they are significant retail destinations. 

 

 20.3 A destination commercial centre containing the above activities 

would generate substantial opportunities and indeed a need, to 

provide for goods and services demands from the accommodated 

business activities, their clientele and their labour force.   Insofar 

as commercial services and food and beverage outlets are 

concerned, their permitted status under proposed Rule 16.4.2.1 

would place no curb on their potential extent.       

 

 20.4 Rule 16.4.7.1.1 equally proposes no constraint on the extent of 

veterinary and healthcare facilities, so these could also expand at 

the MAIL site, especially the latter, with no limitation. 

 

 20.5 Finally, smaller retail outlets of no more than 450m² glfa could 

develop up to 1,500m² glfa on the MAIL site, before reaching the 

permitted threshold. 

 

21 I consider therefore, that providing for the combination of the activities 

discussed in sub-paragraphs 20.1 to 20.5 would have the effect of 

subverting the intent of Rule 16.4.2.1.  Rule 16.4.2.1 provisions P8 and 

P10 are contextually related to the other permitted Industrial Park 

activities, none of which represent destination outlets, with a significant 

trading outreach.  Notwithstanding the view I expressed in paragraph 

18 (with emphasis on its qualifier "in isolation") adding 10,000m² glfa of 
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trade suppliers to an equivalent area of LFR, would have a cumulative 

distributional effect not present when such traders are in isolation.  I 

consider that the MAIL plan change provisions allow for a level of 

commercial and business activity that is generally not characteristic of 

Industrial Parks.  This in turn will create enhanced clustering 

opportunities for commercial services, food and beverage outlets and 

healthcare facilities, significantly greater than could occur under Rule 

16.4.2.1 alone.  The sum of Rules 16.4.2.1 and 16.4.7.1.1 in 

combination is greater than their apparent effect. 

 

22 Finally, regarding the proposed threshold of 1,500m² glfa for smaller 

retail outlets, I consider that cumulative retail, related services and 

offices pursuant to proposed Rule 16.4.7.1.1 is so out-of-step (ie 

constrained) relative to the much higher explicit thresholds of Rules 

16.4.7.1.1 and 16.4.2.1 and the absence of thresholds for prepared 

food and beverage services, commercial services and healthcare 

facilities, as to represent an anomaly.   I anticipate that the demand for 

more smaller format retailing is likely to manifest itself by way of a 

future application by MAIL, to extend the threshold.   In my experience, 

this could be hard to withhold, in a commercial complex approaching 

the size proposed. 

 

 

 OFFICES AND HEALTHCARE FACILITIES 

 

23 With regard to healthcare facilities, my further view is that they are an 

increasingly important component of commercial business centres, 

given New Zealand's demographic trends.  To this extent, they 

represent a potentially expanding component of centres that may be 

unable to retain their retailing status as shopping patterns change.   My 

comment concerning the need for provision for some retailing activities 

in commercial and industrial zones in paragraph 19 above applies 

equally to healthcare facilities, but with the same qualifier that these 

should also be capped at the MAIL site.  I do not extend this reasoning 

to veterinary services however, as kept animals in Business zones 

would be relatively rare.  Urban veterinary services are mainly occupied 

tending animals in the form of household pets, housed in residential 

areas. 

 

24 Aside from the matters discussed above, I have concerns that the 

sought cumulative office provisions of the MAIL plan change 

unnecessarily expand the extent to which proposed activity on the MAIL 

site would conflict with its Industrial Park status and context.   The 

underlying 5,000m² glfa permitted in Industrial Parks more generally in 

Rule 16.4.2.1 is, in my view, generous for an Industrial Park area the 

size of the MAIL site.  I consider that a 5,000m² threshold is more than 

adequate to accommodate office activities that have a legitimate reason 

for co-location with Rule 16.4.2.1's other permitted Industrial activities. 

 

25 CIAL recently applied for a resource consent for one office in the Special 

Purpose Airport zone.  As a part of that application, I undertook work to 

consider the precedent effect of the application.  The concern expressed 
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by the Council officer was that granting the application might encourage 

other generic offices to locate outside the CBD or centres.   During that 

hearing, I had to consider the class of offices which might fairly be 

regarded as "aviation-related" or with a "direct rural orientation" as 

distinct from professional services which might locate in the CBD or 

CIAL.  I considered that there is a very limited pool of offices which fall 

within these definitions. 

 

26 In light of the foregoing, it is my opinion that the unspecified (as to 

type or orientation of) offices permitted by Rule 16.4.2.1, together with 

provision P3c of proposed Rule 16.4.7.1.1, would result in office 

development mainly or even totally unrelated to the MAIL site's Airport-

related or edge-of-City location, up to 15,000m² in extent.  Whilst 

opinions around this point in the JWS differed, no cogent contrary 

argument, rebutting the above opinion, was recorded. 

 

27 In my opinion therefore, there is no justifiable reason for provision P3 

of Rule 16.4.7.1.1.  The permitted office threshold of Rule 16.4.2.1 is, 

in my opinion, more than adequate to meet office needs directly related 

to the core activities of the MAIL Zone, and to accommodate legitimate 

aviation-related or rurally-related offices.  Acceptance of provision P3 

within proposed Rule 16.4.7.1.1 would, in its own right – and even 

more so in conjunction with the proposed retail provisions of the same 

Rule – simply subvert the industrial focus of the MAIL site's zoning to 

one of commerce. 

 

 

 RESPONSE TO CCC AND MAIL EVIDENCE 

 

28 I have read the evidence of Mr Winder, Mr Colegrave, Mr Osborne 

and Mr Heath regarding economics and office/retail issues.  I wish to 

make a couple of points in response to this evidence. 

 

29 Mr Heath and Mr Osborne have both registered their concerns with 

the level of office and retail activity proposed for the MAIL site, and the 

negative impacts that this will have on the recovery and growth of the 

Christchurch CBD and KACs.  Mr Heath also notes that the proposed 

provisions represent an inappropriate suite of provisions with the 

potential to deliver an outcome that is not congruent with an Industrial 

Park Zone and will make the MAIL site one of the larger suburban 

centres in the district.  I support their conclusions, which are consistent 

with my opinion outlined above. 

 

30 Mr Colegrave and Mr Winder have both registered their support for 

the level of retail and office development proposed for the MAIL site. 

 

 

 Evidence of Mr Winder 

 

31 Mr Winder, at his paragraphs 7.7 and 7.8, correctly postulates that 

this statement will include evidence that: 
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 31.1 "there is a very limited pool of generic offices fairly regarded as 

airport-orientated"; and 

 

 31.2 "there is a limited need for offices with a rural orientation and 

that they could go elsewhere." 

 

 He also, in paragraph 7.8, opines that: 

 

 31.3 "The MAIL site would, in my view, be suitable for these types of 

offices without compromising CBD recovery, or other centres." 

 

 In relation to topics 31.1 and 31.2, my above paragraph 25 has 

confirmed his expectations.  I agree with Mr Osborne, who states at 

his paragraph 6.4 that Christchurch Airport can facilitate appropriate 

commercial operations in relation to aviation services in the SPAZ, 

which weakens any potential benefits attributable to the supply of such 

office types at the MAIL site. 

 

32 At paragraphs 7.10 and 7.12, Mr Winder says, in relation to the bulk 

of the proposed additional office provisions, that he supports the 

provision of professional offices as sought and that it would essentially 

cater for: 

 

  "office users which would not establish in the CBD or in the KACs." 

 

 Mr Winder’s statement appears to be based on his opinion at 

paragraphs 5.11 and 6.2 that the CBD will be underpinned by pre-

earthquake, returning tenants and new Government sector tenants, 

while the three closest KACs have office tenants that have no reason to 

relocate to the MAIL site due to their current exposure in KACs being 

satisfactory or else due to price considerations.  I consider that Mr 

Winder's views may reflect a misunderstanding.  He instances banks in 

paragraph 6.2, but banks and other similar activities (excluding "bank 

administration offices") are defined as "commercial services" in the City 

Plan.  Banks increasingly refer to themselves as "stores" in their 

literature, compete for retail-style exposure and are potentially 

unconstrained within the Business Park Zone, together with all other 

commercial services.  They are quite distinct from offices, meaning that 

the MAIL office provisions would mainly encourage the participation of 

growing professional and community-orientated office activities that 

would otherwise be expected to open, relocate or expand within the 

centres network.   I agree with Mr Osborne that provision for such a 

general array of office activity would divert such activity away from 

appropriate centres. 

 

33 At paragraphs 7.13 and 7.14, Mr Winder supports (in addition to the 

foregoing) the baseline provision for more conventional office 

accommodation.   In part, this support favourably acknowledges the 

MAIL site's propensity to encourage clustering opportunities with like 

businesses.   I do not disagree, but the evidence does not consider or 

touch upon the concerns to which I have referred in paragraph 20 (sub-

paragraphs 20.2 and 20.3) paragraph 21 (in relation to equivalent 
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clustering opportunities among the commercial activities permitted 

without constraint) and paragraphs 24 and 26.  Mr Winder is 

essentially acknowledging the MAIL proposal's propensity to accelerate 

office development and thereby both directly and indirectly contribute 

to the wider complex's potential as a major commercial hub. 

 

34 Finally, Mr Winder's paragraph 8.33 states as follows: 

 

  "I have been asked to consider whether, from a valuation 

perspective, the MAIL site as a whole, with 15,000m² of offices, 

7,500m² of retail, visitor accommodation, a supermarket, and up to 

10,000m² of trade suppliers, would be primarily industrial.   In my 

view, the 'non-industrial' uses would all support the 'industrial park' 

nature of the site and I would consider the land primarily as 

industrial." 

   (emphasis added) 

 

 This opinion is not further explained.   Mr Winder does not outline the 

various factors that he weighed in coming to that conclusion, so it is not 

possible to examine them.   What is clear from other aspects of his 

statement however, is that he will not have taken account of the 

prospective commercial and professional activity response to 

unconstrained opportunities for more food and beverage, more 

commercial service and more healthcare activity, were Rule 16.4.7.1.1 

commercial activities overlaid on Rule 16.4.2.1. 

 

 

 Evidence of Mr Colgrave 

 

35 Mr Colgrave's evidence relates solely to an unconstrained economic 

analysis in his evidential topics 3-5 (such as would be appropriate in 

support of a new commercial zoning) a response to submissions, in 

topics 6 and 7, and his conclusions in topic 8. 

 

36 In my view, the absence of context in this statement (such as that 

which I have given in my above paragraphs 12 and 13) means that to 

even address it, I would have ignore such matters and then attempt to 

replicate Mr Colegrave's modelling exercises.  In my opinion, that 

would be neither practical nor helpful.  Mr Colegrave has concluded 

that the trade impacts of the MAIL site are expected to be quite small 

and short-lived; also that the cumulative impacts of the proposed levels 

of retail activity on the MAIL site would be minor.  However, these 

conclusions do not address the implications of consent on the Industrial 

Park function of the City Plan. 

 

 

 CONCLUSIONS 

 

37 I am aware that MAIL sought a commercially-orientated type of urban 

zoning for the MAIL site, prior to the advent of the Canterbury 

earthquakes, in the context of the operative City Plan at that time.   In 

the significantly altered real and RMA environment context of 



 10 

 

Christchurch in 2015, the MAIL site has achieved an urban zoning, but 

not a commercially-orientated one. 

 

38 I consider that given the Industrial Park zoning context of the MAIL site, 

the extent of office and retail activity provision sought in the proposed 

MAIL plan change is inappropriate and represents essentially a 

commercial development, not an industrial development. The proposed 

commercial aspects of Rule 16.4.7.1.1 would effectively create a hybrid 

commercial/industrial zone, in which permitted development under Rule 

16.4.2.1, under provisions P8 and P10, would exacerbate the 

commercial development potential of the MAIL Industrial Park. 

 

39 To the extent explained above in relation to the levels of proposed 

commercial activity at the MAIL site, I do not consider that the land use 

anticipated and enabled via the MAIL plan change can truly be 

characterised as industrial. 

 

 

 

 MARK G TANSLEY 

 04 September 2015 

 

 

 

 

 


