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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Fraser James Colegrave.  I have prepared this statement 

of evidence in support of the application by Memorial Avenue 

Investments Limited (MAIL) seeking rezoning of the site on the corner 

of Memorial Avenue and Russley Road known as Memorial Business 

Park (MBP) to an Industrial Park (Memorial Avenue) zone. 

1.2 I have 20 years' commercial experience, the last 15 of which I have 

worked as an economics consultant.  I am the managing director of 

Insight Economics Limited, an economics consultancy based in 

Auckland.  

1.3 I have led and completed over 250 consulting projects.  My main area 

of expertise is land-use economics. 

1.4 I have worked extensively on this issue for a wide range of clients 

across New Zealand, including a significant body of work in 

Christchurch. 

1.5 Recent clients include Argosy Property, Auckland Airport, Foodstuffs, 

CERA, Christchurch City Council (CCC), Todd Property and Auckland 

Council. 

1.6 In preparing this evidence I have reviewed: 

(a) The reports and statements of evidence of other experts who 

have previously given evidence relevant to my area of expertise 

including: 

(i) Evidence in chief of Tim Heath on behalf of CCC regarding 

Retail/Centre Matters (dated 13 April 2015);  

(ii) Rebuttal evidence of Tim Heath on behalf of CCC (dated 

30 April 2015); and 

(iii) Evidence of Phil Osborne on behalf of CCC regarding 

Economics (dated 13 April 2015); 

(b) Revised Strategic Directions Provisions provided by the 

Independent Hearings Panel; 

(c) Revised Proposal for Chapter 15 Commercial provided by CCC 

on 8 April 2015; 
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(d) Expert Conferencing Statement 30 March 2015; and 

(e) Expert Conferencing Statement dated 10 August 2014. 

1.7 I confirm that I have read and agree 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 My evidence addresses: 

(a) The findings of my economic analysis of providing for retail 

activity on the MBP site (Section 3); 

(b) Responses to points raised in the submissions and evidence of 

other parties (Section 4); and 

(c) Conclusions and Recommendations (Section 5). 

3. FINDINGS OF ANALYSIS OF RETAIL DISTRIBUTIONAL ORIGINAL 

MAIL PROPOSAL  

3.1 In 2013, I was commissioned to conduct an analysis of the retail 

distributional effects associated with potential retail development on 

the site as part of the rezoning of the MBP site to an Industrial Park 

zone.  

3.2 At that time, MAIL proposed: 

(a) A supermarket of up to 4,200m2 GLFA; 

(b) Up to a further 23,800m2 of large format retail (tenancies greater 

than 450m2); and 

(c) Up to a further 7,000m2 of specialty retail (tenancies less than 

450m2). 
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3.3 To inform my analysis of retail distribution effects, I constructed a 

sophisticated retail gravity model.1  This simulates the flows of 

expenditure from customers to stores/centres based on principles that 

are similar to Newton's law of gravity.  These principles state that, all 

other things being equal, shoppers are attracted to centres that are 

large or close to where they work or live. 

3.4 While the relative attractiveness of centres – and hence their market 

share – may reflect a number of factors, centre size and location are 

by far the most important.  My model exploits this basic fact and 

calculates each centre's market share across nine different retail store 

types based on the following factors: 

(a) proximity to homes and workplaces; and 

(b) the amount of employment in each retail category.  

3.5 Once constructed, the model was calibrated to a highly detailed set of 

electronic transaction data provided by BNZ.  The data covered more 

than 14 million retail transactions in Christchurch City over a 12 month 

period with a combined value of more than $800 million.  The model 

fits the data very well.  In fact, the correlation coefficient between 

estimated sales and actual sales on a centre-by-centre basis was 

99%. 

3.6 Because the specific types of permitted retail tenancies that might 

establish on the MAIL site was (and remains) unknown, I tested the 

potential effects of the level of retail development sought by MAIL by 

modelling four scenarios.  These scenarios involved applying the exact 

size and mix of four existing centres as if those centres were to be 

developed on the MAIL site.  Those centres were: 

(a) Northlands Mall; 

(b) Northwood Supa Centre (plus the Belfast New World); 

(c) Shirley the Palms; and  

                                                

1
 I have successfully this model to help gain planning permission for a wide range of 

retail developments across the city. I have also used the model to prepare evidence 
previously before this panel, including my recent evidence on the North Halswell KAC. 
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(d) Tower Junction (including the village).  

3.7 While none of these centres were proposed for the site, they all 

represent a development that could physically be accommodated on it, 

each with a differing tenancy type mix.  Thus, collectively, they provide 

a comprehensive view of potential trade impacts associated with 

substantial retail development there.  Results from this analysis are 

attached to this evidence as Appendix 1 (which have been updated to 

include Spitfire Square as discussed below). 

3.8 In summary, my analysis found that if a development of the same size 

and type as one of the other centres was developed on the MAIL site, 

trade impacts on Key Activity Centres (KACs) were minor, with the 

largest overall impact being 5.6% on Belfast/Northwood (under the 

Belfast/Northwood scenario). 

3.9 Similarly, the greatest overall impact on the Central City was 3.0%, 

with the greatest decrease in an individual category being an 8.0% 

impact on central department stores under the Northwood scenario. 

3.10 The single biggest trade impact across all KACs and all scenarios was 

only 11.7% on Hornby department stores under the Northwood 

scenario. 

3.11 One of the main reasons that trade impacts appear to be so modest is 

because they are being spread fairly evenly across several centres, 

not shouldered by just one or two.  This, in turn, reflects the fact that 

the MAIL site is a similar distance from several centres.  In fact, 

according to the table below, the MAIL site is a short drive to seven 

other centres, ensuring effects are widely dispersed. 

Table 1: Drive time and distance to nearby centres (source: Google 

Maps) 

Centre 
Driving Distance 

(kilometres) 

Drive Time 

(minutes) 

Avonhead 2.8 5 

Bishopdale 4.8 8 

Church Corner 5.3 8 

Fendalton 4.5 7 

Hornby 6.5 8 

Ilam/Clyde 4.6 8 

Wairakei/Greers 4.1 6 
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3.12 Not only would trade impacts arising from the modelled scenarios be 

quite small, but they should also be short-lived due to ongoing growth 

in city retail demand.  Indeed, while the city's population is forecast to 

remain fairly flat over the short to medium term, there will still be 

growth in city retail demand due to increases in: 

(a) Average household spending power; 

(b) Demand from neighbouring areas i.e. Selwyn and Waimakariri; 

and 

(c) Demand from tourists. 

3.13 In fact, city-wide retail turnover is expected to grow by about $2 billion 

over the next 20 years, so any loss of trade caused by the modelled 

retail development on the site should be fairly short-lived.   

3.14 To quantify the length of time it is likely to take affected centres to 

recover lost turnover caused by such development, I compared the 

rate of city-wide turnover growth with the percentage of trade lost by 

each centre to the development.  This simple analysis suggested that 

most centres should return to their pre-entry turnover levels within only 

a couple of years of the development opening, and hence trade 

impacts will certainly not be enduring. 

3.15 To summarise, the trade impacts estimated in my report mean that it is 

highly unlikely that any competing stores would close.  It then follows 

that if there are any flow-on effects at all, they will be minor and short-

lived. 

3.16 My analysis did not consider the recently consented Spitfire Square.  

This was because the analysis was undertaken two years ago at 

which time Spitfire Square was not consented. 

3.17 I have rerun the model to include Spitfire Square.  The results showed 

that trade impacts on that centre would also not be more than minor, 

with the maximum impact being 5.7% under the Northlands scenario.  

3.18 In my opinion, the inclusion of Spitfire Square does not alter the 

conclusions of my earlier work with respect to retail distribution effects. 
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3.19 Accordingly, I continue to believe that even if the retail equivalent of 

one of the four existing major centres were put on the MAIL site, the 

retail distributional effects on the City Centre, KACs, neighbourhood 

centres and Spitfire Square will be at most minor and temporary. 

4. DISTRIBUTIONAL EFFECTS OF REVISED PROPOSAL 

4.1 MAIL's revised proposal is now the following as permitted activities: 

(a) Up to 6,000m2 of large format retail (in two 'tranches');  

(b) Up to 1,500m2 of specialty retail (also in two 'tranches'); 

and the following as restricted discretionary activities: 

(c) Up to 10,000m2 of trade suppliers;  

(d) Up to 4,200m2 supermarket. 

4.2 Given that these floorspace targets are significantly lower than those 

in the modelled scenarios described above, it follows that the revised 

proposal for the MAIL site will also not give rise to significant adverse 

effects. 

4.3 I understand that MAIL proposes that the restricted discretionary 

activities be limited to a consideration of urban design and traffic 

effects.  I have considered whether there is some benefit in also 

including a requirement to assess retail distributional effects for those 

activities.  In my view that is unnecessary.  My analysis concludes that 

there will be no effects and the level of retail proposed is significantly 

below the level where effects might arise.  Moreover, I understand that 

the closest centres (including Spitfire Square) which might be affected 

by significant levels of retail on the MAIL site do not have real capacity 

for retail growth, so any significant future expansions of these centres 

which might have been affected will not occur. 
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5. CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

5.1 I am aware of concerns about potential cumulative effects of the 

proposed retail at MAIL in combination with other potential future retail 

developments. 

5.2 To explore the scope for cumulative impacts, I undertook another set 

of model runs for the year 2023 (10 years beyond the base date of the 

model). 

5.3 To begin, I first imported the latest population projections by census 

area unit, and overlaid assumed annual expenditure growth of 1% per 

household to derive the likely state of future demand. 

5.4 Then, based on Mr Heath’s evidence from the Stage 1 Commercial 

and Industrial Proposal hearings, I included the following likely 

changes in supply: 

(a) Styx (extra 20,000m2); 

(b) Johns Road (2,500m2); 

(c) Prestons Road (12,500m2); 

(d) Highfield (2,500m2); 

(e) Yaldhurst (10,000m2); 

(f) Homebase (30% growth in Bunnings); 

(g) Palms (extra 10,000m2); 

(h) Northlands/Firestone (extra 12,000 m2); and 

(i) MAIL (30,000m2). 

5.5 Once the likely changes in supply and demand had been included, I 

reran the model and compared the future turnover figures to the 

baseline turnovers for 2013. 

5.6 The results show that the cumulative effects of MAIL are also likely to 

be minor, with most (if not all) centres experiencing an increase in 
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turnover over this period.  The reason is that the predicted changes in 

retail supply are matched by corresponding increases in demand, so 

that the overall impacts are largely neutralised. 

5.7 As a result, the cumulative effects of proposed supply changes also do 

not alter my conclusions. 

6. RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS OF OTHER PARTIES 

6.1 The question of providing retail activity outside of centres was 

addressed at the conferencing of economic/retail experts, the joint 

statement from which notes that the appropriate management and 

development of the centre network “would not exclude some 

appropriate retail functions on industrial areas”.2 

6.2 In addition, my modelling and analysis described above shows that 

enabling retail activity on the MBP site will not generate significant 

trade impacts. 

6.1 Mr Heath on behalf of CCC compares his projections of ‘sustainable’ 

floorspace demand to the current level of provision and concludes that 

“there is ample in-centre development capacity to cater for forecast 

demand”.3  

6.2 In reaching his conclusion, Mr Heath assumes that the market is 

currently oversupplied by nearly 82,000m2, which reduces future 

requirements by the same amount.  

6.3 However, I consider this flawed, because the estimated over-supply 

assumes a fixed ratio of sales per square metre of floorspace for each 

retail category.  In reality, though, these ratios are not fixed, and even 

small changes can have profound impacts on the estimated balance 

between floorspace supply and demand.  Accordingly, I consider it 

unwise to conclude that there is a current over-supply purely on this 

basis.  Other market indicators – such as vacancy rates – should also 

be considered when forming any conclusions. 

                                                

2
 Expert Conferencing Statement 30 March 2015 at paragraph 7 

3
 Evidence of Mr Timothy Heath on Retail/Centre matters for Christchurch City 

Council, at paragraph 18.13. 
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6.4 Indeed, I consider that if Mr Heath's assessment of an 80,000m2 over-

supply were correct, we would expect to find the city’s network of 

centres in relatively poor health.  However, this is not the case.  Over 

the last two or three years, I have visited the city’s network of centres 

numerous times and found them all in very good health (except for 

New Brighton) with fairly low vacancies and high footfall.  As a result, I 

do not believe the market is in oversupply and, instead, is roughly in 

equilibrium.  

6.5 As a cross check, I note that Mr Heath’s estimate of an additional 

230,000m2 to 2033 equates to only 12,800m2 per annum, which is half 

the historic rate of floorspace growth over the last 15 years. 

6.6 To put it another way, by assuming that the market is currently 

oversupplied by 80,000m2, Mr Heath is implicitly suggesting that no 

further retail development will be required until around 2020.   

6.7 This does not accord with my assessment of health of centres or 

historic growth in retail floorspace.  I consider that the future demand 

for retail floorspace will significantly exceed that projected by Mr 

Heath. 

6.8 I agree with Mr Heath's statement regarding the value of such 

provisions in paragraph 18.14 when he states that “convenience retail 

activity is optimally situated at the local level.”  This would be the 

function of retail activity in industrial zones such as MBP. 

6.9 I also agree with the following comments made by Mr Heath during the 

Stage 1 Commercial Proposal hearings, which are directly relevant to 

these proceedings: 

(a) That the main threat to CBD recovery is the development of 

high-end retail in Merivale and continuing up Victoria Street.4 

(b) That the type of retail activity enabled has a significant impact on 

the likelihood of adverse effects occurring5, and that there is a 

shortfall of LFR activity in the northwest.6 

                                                

4
 Stage 1 Commercial and Industrial Chapter Hearing Transcript, page 180, line 11 

5
 Ibid, page 137, line 24 

6
 Ibid, page 140, line 26. 
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(c) The capacity for development and redevelopment in existing 

centres has not been formally measured and therefore remains 

uncertain.7 

7. EFFECTS ON URBAN FORM 

7.1 I am aware that the Council and some submitters are concerned about 

possible 'urban form' effects of 'out of centre' retail, which is seen to be 

a separate issue to 'distributional effects'.  

7.2 I consider this issue to be primarily a planning and legal issue which is 

beyond my expertise.  However, I confirm that a more dispersed 

pattern of convenience retail, including supermarkets, is consistent 

with the concept of an efficient urban form because it reduces travel 

times and costs (and hence shopping related traffic network 

congestion).  

7.3 In addition, I consider that the potential adverse effects of non-

convenience retail on the transport network are likely to also be minor. 

7.4 The reason is that, unlike work and education-related trips, the timing 

of shopping trips is largely discretionary.  Accordingly, the majority of 

shopping trips are purposely timed to occur away from peak traffic 

periods to minimise travel time and frustration.  As a result, shopping 

trips are only a minor contributor to peak congestion. 

7.5 This point is clearly made by the following graph data from a 2008 

NZTA research report,8 which shows the destination of trips by hour of 

arrival. 

7.6 It shows that shopping trips are fairly evenly spread throughout the 

day.  They rise gradually during the morning, peak around lunchtime, 

and fall gradually thereafter.  

7.7 Overall, shopping accounts for only 4% of trips during the morning 

peak, and 10% of trips during the afternoon peak.  

                                                

7
 Ibid, pages 148/149 

8
 Abley, S., Chou, M., Douglass, M.

 

2008. National travel profiling part A: description 
of daily travel patterns. NZ Transport Agency Research Report 353. 150 pp. 
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Figure 1: Arrival Time for Weekday Trips by Purpose 

 

 

7.8 To investigate further, I purchased data covering every electronic retail 

transaction by BNZ customers in New Zealand in 2014.9  It showed 

that, over the course of the year, just over 10% of retail purchases 

occurred during the morning and afternoon week day peaks.10  The 

other 90% occurred outside the peaks, including the weekends. 

7.9 Based on these real-world observations, I consider it highly unlikely 

that retail development on the MAIL site would cause notable adverse 

effects on the transport network.  

8. CONCLUSION 

8.1 I concur with the findings of the general economic expert conferencing 

that the appropriate management of retail development should not 

exclude appropriate retail functions in industrial areas. 

8.2 Specifically, it is my opinion that my retail distribution modelling and 

analysis has shown that there are no retail distribution effects arising 

                                                

9 
 The data covered 92 million transactions with a combined value of $5.9 billion, 

which is clearly a significant sample and hence a robust basis for analysis. 
10 
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from the revised level of both permitted and restricted discretionary 

retail proposed by MAIL excluding some retail provisions in the 

proposed Industrial Park (Memorial Avenue) Zone. 

8.3 Further, I do not believe that retail development on the MAIL site will 

have notable adverse effects on the transport network, as such trips 

are mostly taken away from peak travel times. 

 

 

Fraser James Colegrave 

26 August 2015 
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APPENDIX 1. GRAVITY MODEL SCENARIO RESULTS 

This following tables present the estimated trade impacts for each scenario.  

Blank cells in the tables mean that there was no retail employment for that 

store type at that centre and hence no scope for trade impacts to occur.  By 

contrast, reported impacts of 0.0% mean that trade impacts were detected, 

but they were so small that they were less than 0.05% and hence rounded to 

0.0%.  We present trade impacts for the Central City, Key Activity Centres, 

Spitfire Square, and an average for all other centres. 

 

Table 1: Trade Impacts for the Northlands Scenario 

Centres 
Clothing & 
Footwear 

Dept. 
Stores 

Electrical 
Food & 

Beverage 
Furniture Hardware Recreation 

Pharmacy & 
Other 

Food Retail Total 

Central City -5.0% -2.5% -0.9% -1.6% -1.1% 0.0% -2.1% -2.2% -4.7% -2.9% 

Barrington/Spreydon -6.0% -2.6%   -1.6%     -2.4% -2.6% -4.8% -3.9% 

Belfast/Northwood -7.6% -3.1% -1.2% -2.2%   0.0%     -5.4% -3.9% 

Hornby -8.1% -3.8% -1.4% -2.5%   0.0% -3.8% -4.1% -5.7% -4.3% 

Eastgate/Linwood -5.9% -2.4% -0.9% -1.5%   0.0% -2.3% -2.5% -4.6% -3.3% 

Papanui/Northlands -7.5% -3.4% -1.3% -2.2% -1.7% 0.0% -3.2% -3.5% -5.5% -4.4% 

Riccarton -6.8% -3.2% -1.1% -2.0% -1.5% 0.0% -3.0% -3.1% -5.3% -4.0% 

Shirley/Palms -6.3% -2.6% -1.0% -1.7% -1.3%   -2.5% -2.7% -4.8% -3.6% 

Other Centres -6.7% -3.0% -1.1% -2.0% -1.4% 0.0% -2.9% -3.3% -5.3% -3.2% 

Spitfire -9.4%     -3.0%     -4.4% -4.8% -6.1% -5.7% 

 

 

Table 2: Trade Impacts for the Northwood Scenario 

Centres 
Clothing & 
Footwear 

Dept. 
Stores 

Electrical 
Food & 

Beverage 
Furniture Hardware Recreation 

Pharmacy & 
Other 

Food Retail Total 

Central City -1.6% -8.0% -4.8% -1.1% 0.0% -0.5% 0.0% 0.0% -2.8% -2.5% 

Barrington/Spreydon -1.9% -8.2%   -1.2%     0.0% 0.0% -2.8% -3.1% 

Belfast/Northwood -2.4% -9.7% -6.9% -1.6%   -0.7%     -3.2% -5.6% 

Hornby -2.6% -11.7% -7.8% -1.8%   -0.8% 0.0% 0.0% -3.3% -3.3% 

Eastgate/Linwood -1.9% -7.6% -5.1% -1.1%   -0.5% 0.0% 0.0% -2.7% -3.1% 

Papanui/Northlands -2.3% -10.3% -7.0% -1.6% 0.0% -0.7% 0.0% 0.0% -3.2% -3.5% 

Riccarton -2.1% -9.7% -6.2% -1.4% 0.0% -0.7% 0.0% 0.0% -3.0% -3.3% 

Shirley/Palms -2.0% -8.1% -5.5% -1.2% 0.0%   0.0% 0.0% -2.8% -3.2% 

Other Centres -2.1% -9.1% -6.0% -1.4% 0.0% -0.6% 0.0% 0.0% -3.1% -2.1% 

Spitfire -3.0%     -2.1%     0.0% 0.0% -3.5% -3.0% 
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Table 3: Trade Impacts for the Shirley/Palms Scenario 

Centres 
Clothing & 
Footwear 

Dept. 
Stores 

Electrical 
Food & 

Beverage 
Furniture Hardware Recreation 

Pharmacy & 
Other 

Food Retail Total 

Central City -3.1% -4.0% -2.0% -0.9% -1.8% 0.0% -1.6% -1.3% -1.7% -1.8% 

Barrington/Spreydon -3.8% -4.0%   -1.0%     -1.8% -1.6% -1.8% -2.2% 

Belfast/Northwood -4.8% -4.8% -2.8% -1.3%   0.0%     -2.0% -3.1% 

Hornby -5.1% -5.9% -3.3% -1.5%   0.0% -2.9% -2.4% -2.1% -2.5% 

Eastgate/Linwood -3.7% -3.7% -2.1% -0.9%   0.0% -1.8% -1.5% -1.7% -2.0% 

Papanui/Northlands -4.7% -5.3% -3.0% -1.4% -2.7% 0.0% -2.5% -2.1% -2.0% -2.8% 

Riccarton -4.3% -4.9% -2.6% -1.2% -2.3% 0.0% -2.2% -1.8% -1.9% -2.8% 

Shirley/Palms -3.9% -4.0% -2.3% -1.0% -2.0%   -1.9% -1.6% -1.8% -2.4% 

Other Centres -4.2% -4.6% -2.5% -1.2% -2.2% 0.0% -2.2% -1.9% -1.9% -1.8% 

Spitfire -6.0%     -1.9%     -3.4% -2.8% -2.3% -2.4% 

 

 

Table 4: Trade Impacts for the Tower Junction Scenario 

Centres 
Clothing & 
Footwear 

Dept. 
Stores 

Electrical 
Food & 

Beverage 
Furniture Hardware Recreation 

Pharmacy & 
Other 

Food Retail Total 

Central City -1.2% 0.0% -0.7% -0.1% -2.1% -5.2% -2.1% -0.8% -0.5% -1.0% 

Barrington/Spreydon -1.4% 0.0%   -0.1%     -2.5% -1.0% -0.6% -0.6% 

Belfast/Northwood -1.8% 0.0% -1.1% -0.2%   -7.1%     -0.6% -0.6% 

Hornby -1.9% 0.0% -1.2% -0.2%   -7.9% -3.8% -1.5% -0.7% -2.1% 

Eastgate/Linwood -1.4% 0.0% -0.8% -0.1%   -5.1% -2.4% -0.9% -0.5% -0.5% 

Papanui/Northlands -1.8% 0.0% -1.1% -0.2% -3.2% -7.5% -3.3% -1.3% -0.6% -1.1% 

Riccarton -1.6% 0.0% -1.0% -0.1% -2.8% -6.7% -3.0% -1.2% -0.6% -1.0% 

Shirley/Palms -1.5% 0.0% -0.8% -0.1% -2.4%   -2.6% -1.0% -0.6% -0.7% 

Other Centres -1.6% 0.0% -0.9% -0.1% -2.6% -6.1% -2.9% -1.2% -0.6% -1.7% 

Spitfire -2.3%     -0.2%     -4.5% -1.8% -0.7% -1.0% 

 

 

 

 


	1. INTRODUCTION
	1.1 My name is Fraser James Colegrave.  I have prepared this statement of evidence in support of the application by Memorial Avenue Investments Limited (MAIL) seeking rezoning of the site on the corner of Memorial Avenue and Russley Road known as Memo...
	1.2 I have 20 years' commercial experience, the last 15 of which I have worked as an economics consultant.  I am the managing director of Insight Economics Limited, an economics consultancy based in Auckland.
	1.3 I have led and completed over 250 consulting projects.  My main area of expertise is land-use economics.
	1.4 I have worked extensively on this issue for a wide range of clients across New Zealand, including a significant body of work in Christchurch.
	1.5 Recent clients include Argosy Property, Auckland Airport, Foodstuffs, CERA, Christchurch City Council (CCC), Todd Property and Auckland Council.
	1.6 In preparing this evidence I have reviewed:
	(a) The reports and statements of evidence of other experts who have previously given evidence relevant to my area of expertise including:
	(i) Evidence in chief of Tim Heath on behalf of CCC regarding Retail/Centre Matters (dated 13 April 2015);
	(ii) Rebuttal evidence of Tim Heath on behalf of CCC (dated 30 April 2015); and
	(iii) Evidence of Phil Osborne on behalf of CCC regarding Economics (dated 13 April 2015);

	(b) Revised Strategic Directions Provisions provided by the Independent Hearings Panel;
	(c) Revised Proposal for Chapter 15 Commercial provided by CCC on 8 April 2015;
	(d) Expert Conferencing Statement 30 March 2015; and
	(e) Expert Conferencing Statement dated 10 August 2014.

	1.7 I confirm that I have read and agree 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 ...

	2. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE
	2.1 My evidence addresses:
	(a) The findings of my economic analysis of providing for retail activity on the MBP site (Section 3);
	(b) Responses to points raised in the submissions and evidence of other parties (Section 4); and
	(c) Conclusions and Recommendations (Section 5).


	3. FINDINGS OF ANALYSIS OF RETAIL DISTRIBUTIONAL ORIGINAL MAIL PROPOSAL
	3.1 In 2013, I was commissioned to conduct an analysis of the retail distributional effects associated with potential retail development on the site as part of the rezoning of the MBP site to an Industrial Park zone.
	3.2 At that time, MAIL proposed:
	(a) A supermarket of up to 4,200m2 GLFA;
	(b) Up to a further 23,800m2 of large format retail (tenancies greater than 450m2); and
	(c) Up to a further 7,000m2 of specialty retail (tenancies less than 450m2).

	3.3 To inform my analysis of retail distribution effects, I constructed a sophisticated retail gravity model.   This simulates the flows of expenditure from customers to stores/centres based on principles that are similar to Newton's law of gravity.  ...
	3.4 While the relative attractiveness of centres – and hence their market share – may reflect a number of factors, centre size and location are by far the most important.  My model exploits this basic fact and calculates each centre's market share acr...
	(a) proximity to homes and workplaces; and
	(b) the amount of employment in each retail category.

	3.5 Once constructed, the model was calibrated to a highly detailed set of electronic transaction data provided by BNZ.  The data covered more than 14 million retail transactions in Christchurch City over a 12 month period with a combined value of mor...
	3.6 Because the specific types of permitted retail tenancies that might establish on the MAIL site was (and remains) unknown, I tested the potential effects of the level of retail development sought by MAIL by modelling four scenarios.  These scenario...
	(a) Northlands Mall;
	(b) Northwood Supa Centre (plus the Belfast New World);
	(c) Shirley the Palms; and
	(d) Tower Junction (including the village).

	3.7 While none of these centres were proposed for the site, they all represent a development that could physically be accommodated on it, each with a differing tenancy type mix.  Thus, collectively, they provide a comprehensive view of potential trade...
	3.8 In summary, my analysis found that if a development of the same size and type as one of the other centres was developed on the MAIL site, trade impacts on Key Activity Centres (KACs) were minor, with the largest overall impact being 5.6% on Belfas...
	3.9 Similarly, the greatest overall impact on the Central City was 3.0%, with the greatest decrease in an individual category being an 8.0% impact on central department stores under the Northwood scenario.
	3.10 The single biggest trade impact across all KACs and all scenarios was only 11.7% on Hornby department stores under the Northwood scenario.
	3.11 One of the main reasons that trade impacts appear to be so modest is because they are being spread fairly evenly across several centres, not shouldered by just one or two.  This, in turn, reflects the fact that the MAIL site is a similar distance...
	3.12 Not only would trade impacts arising from the modelled scenarios be quite small, but they should also be short-lived due to ongoing growth in city retail demand.  Indeed, while the city's population is forecast to remain fairly flat over the shor...
	(a) Average household spending power;
	(b) Demand from neighbouring areas i.e. Selwyn and Waimakariri; and
	(c) Demand from tourists.

	3.13 In fact, city-wide retail turnover is expected to grow by about $2 billion over the next 20 years, so any loss of trade caused by the modelled retail development on the site should be fairly short-lived.
	3.14 To quantify the length of time it is likely to take affected centres to recover lost turnover caused by such development, I compared the rate of city-wide turnover growth with the percentage of trade lost by each centre to the development.  This ...
	3.15 To summarise, the trade impacts estimated in my report mean that it is highly unlikely that any competing stores would close.  It then follows that if there are any flow-on effects at all, they will be minor and short-lived.
	3.16 My analysis did not consider the recently consented Spitfire Square.  This was because the analysis was undertaken two years ago at which time Spitfire Square was not consented.
	3.17 I have rerun the model to include Spitfire Square.  The results showed that trade impacts on that centre would also not be more than minor, with the maximum impact being 5.7% under the Northlands scenario.
	3.18 In my opinion, the inclusion of Spitfire Square does not alter the conclusions of my earlier work with respect to retail distribution effects.
	3.19 Accordingly, I continue to believe that even if the retail equivalent of one of the four existing major centres were put on the MAIL site, the retail distributional effects on the City Centre, KACs, neighbourhood centres and Spitfire Square will ...

	4. DISTRIBUTIONAL EFFECTS OF REVISED PROPOSAL
	4.1 MAIL's revised proposal is now the following as permitted activities:
	(a) Up to 6,000m2 of large format retail (in two 'tranches');
	(b) Up to 1,500m2 of specialty retail (also in two 'tranches');
	(c) Up to 10,000m2 of trade suppliers;
	(d) Up to 4,200m2 supermarket.

	4.2 Given that these floorspace targets are significantly lower than those in the modelled scenarios described above, it follows that the revised proposal for the MAIL site will also not give rise to significant adverse effects.
	4.3 I understand that MAIL proposes that the restricted discretionary activities be limited to a consideration of urban design and traffic effects.  I have considered whether there is some benefit in also including a requirement to assess retail distr...

	5. CUMULATIVE EFFECTS
	5.1 I am aware of concerns about potential cumulative effects of the proposed retail at MAIL in combination with other potential future retail developments.
	5.2 To explore the scope for cumulative impacts, I undertook another set of model runs for the year 2023 (10 years beyond the base date of the model).
	5.3 To begin, I first imported the latest population projections by census area unit, and overlaid assumed annual expenditure growth of 1% per household to derive the likely state of future demand.
	5.4 Then, based on Mr Heath’s evidence from the Stage 1 Commercial and Industrial Proposal hearings, I included the following likely changes in supply:
	(a) Styx (extra 20,000m2);
	(b) Johns Road (2,500m2);
	(c) Prestons Road (12,500m2);
	(d) Highfield (2,500m2);
	(e) Yaldhurst (10,000m2);
	(f) Homebase (30% growth in Bunnings);
	(g) Palms (extra 10,000m2);
	(h) Northlands/Firestone (extra 12,000 m2); and
	(i) MAIL (30,000m2).

	5.5 Once the likely changes in supply and demand had been included, I reran the model and compared the future turnover figures to the baseline turnovers for 2013.
	5.6 The results show that the cumulative effects of MAIL are also likely to be minor, with most (if not all) centres experiencing an increase in turnover over this period.  The reason is that the predicted changes in retail supply are matched by corre...
	5.7 As a result, the cumulative effects of proposed supply changes also do not alter my conclusions.

	6. RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS OF OTHER PARTIES
	6.1 The question of providing retail activity outside of centres was addressed at the conferencing of economic/retail experts, the joint statement from which notes that the appropriate management and development of the centre network “would not exclud...
	6.2 In addition, my modelling and analysis described above shows that enabling retail activity on the MBP site will not generate significant trade impacts.
	6.1 Mr Heath on behalf of CCC compares his projections of ‘sustainable’ floorspace demand to the current level of provision and concludes that “there is ample in-centre development capacity to cater for forecast demand”.
	6.2 In reaching his conclusion, Mr Heath assumes that the market is currently oversupplied by nearly 82,000m2, which reduces future requirements by the same amount.
	6.3 However, I consider this flawed, because the estimated over-supply assumes a fixed ratio of sales per square metre of floorspace for each retail category.  In reality, though, these ratios are not fixed, and even small changes can have profound im...
	6.4 Indeed, I consider that if Mr Heath's assessment of an 80,000m2 over-supply were correct, we would expect to find the city’s network of centres in relatively poor health.  However, this is not the case.  Over the last two or three years, I have vi...
	6.5 As a cross check, I note that Mr Heath’s estimate of an additional 230,000m2 to 2033 equates to only 12,800m2 per annum, which is half the historic rate of floorspace growth over the last 15 years.
	6.6 To put it another way, by assuming that the market is currently oversupplied by 80,000m2, Mr Heath is implicitly suggesting that no further retail development will be required until around 2020.
	6.7 This does not accord with my assessment of health of centres or historic growth in retail floorspace.  I consider that the future demand for retail floorspace will significantly exceed that projected by Mr Heath.
	6.8 I agree with Mr Heath's statement regarding the value of such provisions in paragraph 18.14 when he states that “convenience retail activity is optimally situated at the local level.”  This would be the function of retail activity in industrial zo...
	6.9 I also agree with the following comments made by Mr Heath during the Stage 1 Commercial Proposal hearings, which are directly relevant to these proceedings:
	(a) That the main threat to CBD recovery is the development of high-end retail in Merivale and continuing up Victoria Street.
	(b) That the type of retail activity enabled has a significant impact on the likelihood of adverse effects occurring , and that there is a shortfall of LFR activity in the northwest.
	(c) The capacity for development and redevelopment in existing centres has not been formally measured and therefore remains uncertain.


	7. EFFECTS ON URBAN FORM
	7.1 I am aware that the Council and some submitters are concerned about possible 'urban form' effects of 'out of centre' retail, which is seen to be a separate issue to 'distributional effects'.
	7.2 I consider this issue to be primarily a planning and legal issue which is beyond my expertise.  However, I confirm that a more dispersed pattern of convenience retail, including supermarkets, is consistent with the concept of an efficient urban fo...
	7.3 In addition, I consider that the potential adverse effects of non-convenience retail on the transport network are likely to also be minor.
	7.4 The reason is that, unlike work and education-related trips, the timing of shopping trips is largely discretionary.  Accordingly, the majority of shopping trips are purposely timed to occur away from peak traffic periods to minimise travel time an...
	7.5 This point is clearly made by the following graph data from a 2008 NZTA research report,  which shows the destination of trips by hour of arrival.
	7.6 It shows that shopping trips are fairly evenly spread throughout the day.  They rise gradually during the morning, peak around lunchtime, and fall gradually thereafter.
	7.7 Overall, shopping accounts for only 4% of trips during the morning peak, and 10% of trips during the afternoon peak.
	7.8 To investigate further, I purchased data covering every electronic retail transaction by BNZ customers in New Zealand in 2014.   It showed that, over the course of the year, just over 10% of retail purchases occurred during the morning and afterno...
	7.9 Based on these real-world observations, I consider it highly unlikely that retail development on the MAIL site would cause notable adverse effects on the transport network.

	8. CONCLUSION
	8.1 I concur with the findings of the general economic expert conferencing that the appropriate management of retail development should not exclude appropriate retail functions in industrial areas.
	8.2 Specifically, it is my opinion that my retail distribution modelling and analysis has shown that there are no retail distribution effects arising from the revised level of both permitted and restricted discretionary retail proposed by MAIL excludi...
	8.3 Further, I do not believe that retail development on the MAIL site will have notable adverse effects on the transport network, as such trips are mostly taken away from peak travel times.
	Fraser James Colegrave
	26 August 2015
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