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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Fraser James Colegrave.  

1.2 My qualifications and experience are set out in my evidence in chief, 

dated 26 August 2015. 

1.1 I confirm that I have read and agreed to comply with Code of Conduct 

for Expert Witnesses (Environment Court Practice Note 2014).  This 

evidence is within my area of expertise except where I state that I am 

relying on facts or information provided by another person.  I have not 

omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions that I express. 

2. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

2.1 This statement responds to retail-related comments made by Tim 

Heath on behalf of the Christchurch City Council.  

3. COMMENTS ON MR HEATH’S EVIDENCE  

3.1 Paragraph 5.1 of Mr Heath’s evidence states that most suburban 

centres suffered quake-related adverse impacts on their built form, 

amenity, scope of offer and quality of environment, which he 

concludes have hampered the centres’ ability to successfully maintain 

their pre-quake roles and functions. 

3.2 I consider this conclusion to have potentially far-reaching implications, 

however Mr Heath provides no data or evidence in support of this 

conclusion. 

3.3 To consider the issue further, I used Council-supplied floorspace data1 

to investigate how the level of retail GFA had changed across 

suburban centres as a result of the quakes. 

                                                

1
 This information was provided by David Price from CCC, and has been used in 

several recent reports, including our economic analysis of the Halswell KAC for the 

Council last year. 
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3.4 The data shows that 58% of centres experienced no reduction in retail 

GFA as a result of the quake, with impacts on the other 42% being 

mostly very minor.  

3.5 Specifically, the total loss of retail GFA across suburban centres was 

only 3.5% of the pre-quake total.  

3.6 At the same time, a detailed audit completed by Mr Heath’s company 

in 20132 showed that the retail vacancy rate across all “meaningful 

centres” was only 5.5%, which is well within the accepted range. 

3.7 Accordingly, the basis for Mr Heath’s 'background' statement remains 

unclear. 

3.8 At paragraph 5.2 Mr Heath states that 'as a result of the earthquakes 

and removal of damaged building stock' there is significant 

development capacity in suburban centres which, in aggregate, can 

accommodate the city’s retail growth requirements out to 2033. 

3.9 Again, however, Mr Heath provides no data or evidence to support this 

conclusion, and he even conceded during cross examination in the 

stage 1 hearing that no such study has been completed.3 

3.10 Paragraph 8.1 of Mr Heath’s evidence suggests that, with up to 

26,700m2 of office and retail enabled, MAIL would be “one of the larger 

suburban centres in the city.”  

3.11 I do not consider this statement to be correct, for two reasons. First, 

that level of development has been purposely staged over a five year 

period to avoid the possibility of “too much” being built during the early 

years of CBD recovery and revitalisation. 

3.12 Secondly, even absent any staging, the proposed level of retail and 

office development is not that significant. The Council-supplied GFA 

data described above shows that this would make MAIL only the 17th 

largest area of retail/office in the city. 

                                                

2
http://resources.ccc.govt.nz/files/TheCouncil/policiesreportsstrategies/districtplanning

/districtplanreview/Appendix8.3-PropertyEconomicsReport.pdf  

3
 Stage 1 Commercial and Industrial Chapter Hearing Transcript, pages 148/149 

http://resources.ccc.govt.nz/files/TheCouncil/policiesreportsstrategies/districtplanning/districtplanreview/Appendix8.3-PropertyEconomicsReport.pdf
http://resources.ccc.govt.nz/files/TheCouncil/policiesreportsstrategies/districtplanning/districtplanreview/Appendix8.3-PropertyEconomicsReport.pdf
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3.13 Paragraph 8.3 of Mr Heath’s evidence states that the MAIL 

development would have a “significant trade catchment overlap” with 

Avonhead. I disagree. The geographic centroid of the MAIL site is 1.7 

kilometres from Avonhead (in a straight line), so their primary (800 

metre walking) catchments actually do not overlap at all. 

3.14 In paragraph 8.4, Mr Heath suggests the 'key point' is that the local 

market is only sufficient to sustain one neighbourhood centre, which 

he presumably means to be Avonhead. However, Mr Heath does not 

provide any data or evidence in support of this conclusion.  Moreover, 

it appears to contradict the conclusions in his detailed study for the 

Council in 2013, which I referenced above. 

3.15 That work, amongst other things, divided the city into four quadrants 

and reconciled retail floorspace supply and demand within each. It 

showed that sustainable floorspace demand in the Northwest was 

234,000m2 against supply of only 130,000m2. In other words, there 

was a shortfall of around 100,000m2. 

3.16 While I acknowledge that these comparisons include only in-centre 

retail and hence may be skewed by the absence of out-of-centre 

supply, Mr Heath’s conclusions on page 51 strongly suggest a major 

shortfall of retail activity in this part of the city.  

3.17 Specifically, page 51 of Mr Heath’s report states: 

“The northwest is considered to have a low retail provision relative 

to its population base – 25% of the city population but only 19% of 

the city’s retail GFA. This is partly met by Riccarton as identified 

above, but this shortfall does create network inefficiencies that will 

be amplified over time if no meaningful additional provision is 

delivered to this market over time. Spitfire square is a relatively 

small proposed new centre on Christchurch airport land but alone 

would not satisfy this quadrants demand.” 

3.18 The report then states: 

“Given market growth, particularly in LFR sectors, a new or 

expended [sic] centre with such activity clustered in a single BRP 

development is considered a prudent strategic provision for the 

future. There are a number of sites considered commercially 
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pragmatic and suitable for such that would meet a lot of the LFR 

stores’ key location criteria (main arterial access, profile, close 

proximity to the market its servicing, flat site, can be integrated 

and master planned from the outset, can accommodate a 

significant LFR cluster to maximise efficiencies, and so on) and 

importantly are central to the northwest market. However, all 

options would need consideration and assessment moving 

forward to ensure that most appropriate block of land is identified 

and encouraged. 

3.19 I agree with both these statements and note that, in my opinion, the 

proposed MAIL development meets all of these location criteria. 

3.20 In paragraph 8.8, Mr Heath states that MAIL's 'surrounding localised 

market' is well serviced in respect of retail centres and convenience 

retail activity, and that the MAIL development would cause duplication 

and undermine 'market centre efficiency'. 

3.21 Mr Heath does not provide any analysis or justification for this 

conclusion, and it appears to contradict the quoted paragraphs above.  

3.22 In addition, my modelling work for the MAIL site shows that significant 

retail development can be enabled on the site without adverse effects 

on surrounding centres. 

3.23 Finally as shown in the map below of centres in the draft commercial 

chapter (along with their primary catchments)4, the level of provision in 

this part of the city is quite sparse relative to other areas such as 

Barrington. 

3.24 Indeed, Barrington KAC’s primary catchment overlaps the primary 

catchments of eight other centres – two other KACs and six 

neighbourhood centres. 

                                                

4
 I produced this map by first plotting all the district and neighbourhood centres identified 

in the draft commercial/industrial chapter, then overlaying 2km primary catchments for the 

former and 800 metre primary catchments for the latter. 
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3.25 The primary catchment for MAIL, conversely, does not overlap any 

other identified centres.5  

3.26 As a result, I disagree with Mr Heath’s statement about the level of 

retail provision in the vicinity of the MAIL site. 

Figure 1: Centres identified in the Draft Commercial Chapter with Indicative Primary Catchments 

 

 

Fraser James Colegrave 

8 September 2015 

 

                                                

5
 I acknowledge that MAIL’s primary catchment overlaps that of Spitfire Square, but the 

latter is not officially recognised as a centre in the draft commercial and industrial chapter. 
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