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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Martin James Winder.  I am a practising registered valuer 

for TelferYoung (Canterbury) Limited, based in Christchurch.  I have 

been employed by TelferYoung since July 2009. 

1.2 My qualifications and experience are set out in my Evidence in Chief, 

filed on 26 August 2015. 

1.3 I confirm that I have read and agreed to comply with the 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 points raised by the following witnesses: 

(a) Janice Carter for Christchurch City Council; 

(b) Mark Tansley for Christchurch International Airport Limited; 

(c) David Compton-Moen for Christchurch City Council; 

(d) Philip Osborne for Christchurch City Council; 

(e) Jane Whyte for the Crown; and 

(f) Jeremy Phillips for Andrew Centre Limited and Avon Hotel 

Limited 

3. EVIDENCE OF MS JANICE CARTER  

3.1 Ms Carter states: 

10.12 Notwithstanding similar provision being made for offices in 

the Industrial Park zones at Tait and Awatea, the MAIL site's 

location requires a site-specific response. Provision for office 

activity up to 5,000 m² enables a high quality interface to be 

achieved with Memorial Avenue at the gateway to the City which 
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is unique relative to other industrial environments and their 

context.  

3.2 I agree that the MAIL site’s location deserves a site-specific response.  

The gateway to the city is certainly unique relative to other industrial 

environments and requires a high quality interface to be achieved with 

Memorial Avenue.  MAIL’s proposal is for 5,000m² of general office 

accommodation and 10,000m² of staged office accommodation (which 

meets certain criteria as outlined in 4.3 of my evidence).  It remains 

uncertain as to whether 5,000m² of general office accommodation 

would be sufficient to provide the high quality interface envisaged to 

the Memorial Avenue frontage.  Making provision for a broader range 

of office users and variety of accommodation types and scale will 

better achieve the desired outcome as a gateway to the city in my 

view. 

3.3 Ms Carter states: 

10.14 While the zone’s function is to provide for primarily industrial 

activities, the Industrial Park zone provides for other non-industrial 

activities that are consistent with the environment anticipated and 

in some cases, serve employees and businesses in the industrial 

zone, for example food and beverage outlets. Policy 4 of the 

Industrial proposal recognises that a range of activities may be 

appropriate while supporting their role. Provision for only industrial 

activity would not recognise the nature of development in 

industrial zones. However, limiting the function and amount of 

retail and office activity in the MAIL site recognises the role and 

capacity of centres to meet demand for these activities. It is 

important that an appropriate balance is struck. 

3.4 I agree with these comments and feel that the quantity and 

composition of retail and office activities sought by MAIL achieves the 

balance advanced by Ms Carter. 

3.5 Ms Carter states: 
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10.15 Provision for industrial activity or a more restricted range of 

activities would not recognise the nature of development 

anticipated in industrial zones. Notwithstanding this, the 

distribution of retail and office activity is required to be managed in 

such a way that centres are the focus of activity and investment. 

This recognises the role and capacity of centres to meet demand 

for these activities. However, it is considered that an amount 

capped at 5,000m² of office activity can be proposed for the MAIL 

site while not compromising the overall direction. 

3.6 I agree with these comments and in my evidence also add that the 

provision of office accommodation in accordance with 4.3 of my 

evidence will not adversely affect centres or the CBD as the occupiers 

would choose to locate on the MAIL site for reasons of close proximity 

to the airport and the northwest locality more generally.  The CBD and 

three closest KAC’s would not be affected by the provision of these 

offices as they would have no desire to locate there. 

4. EVIDENCE OF MR MARK TANSLEY 

4.1 In paragraph 25 of his evidence Mr Tansley refers to the recently 

granted consent for offices within the Special Purpose (airport) zone.  

That application was for a 2000m2 office block for ANZCO.  As Mr 

Tansley notes, this is one of the types of “general” offices that I 

consider could be located at the MAIL site.  I have attached a copy of 

the conclusions of the Council Officer and the decision granting 

consent for the ANZCO offices. The Council Officer who considered 

the application concluded that an office of this size would have 'less 

than minor' adverse effects but that it would create an undesirable 

precedent for the Special Purpose (airport) Zone  (page 32).  I agree 

with the conclusion that an office of this size would have less than 

minor effects.  I believe that to be the case whether the office is on the 

airport land or on the MAIL site.  The commissioner granted consent 

on the basis that there would be limited precedent if consent were 

granted.  The Commissioners comments about the ANZCO office are 

consistent with my opinion about offices of this nature on the MAIL 

site: 
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So, the ANZCO office does have some distinguishing features 
which would favour a location at the Airport. But is that enough to 
allow an application which runs counter to the centre based 
approach, and which is for an activity that is not anticipated in the 
Special Purpose Airport Zone? In the end I have reached the view 
that there are some factors which favour an airport location. The 
most compelling was that this is an activity that is currently located 
over several sites in a Business Zone close to the airport, and it is 
really a relocation and consolidation.  The company is unlikely to 
look for a location in the Central City, and may find locations in key 
activity centres difficult to find, although not impossible. The  
operation does have significant associations with the airport, 
particularly around air travel, and relationship with air freight 
providers. Overall, while I did not find the combination of these 
factors totally compelling, I did reach the conclusion that an airport 
location does have some merits and rationale. 

4.2 I confirm my position that even if it takes some time for uses like this to 

establish on the MAIL site provision for them should still be made. 

4.3 In paragraph 32 of his evidence Mr Tansley refers to my mention of 

banks in paragraph 6.2 as being a form of office in KACs. He then 

questions whether my comments in paragraphs 7.10 and 7.12 are 

based on a misunderstanding of banks being a commercial service 

rather than an 'office'.  I do not consider that my paragraphs 7.10 and 

7.12 are based on any misunderstanding.  Those paragraphs are not 

intended to refer to banks, but to 'suburban professional offices' 

4.4 In paragraph 34 of his evidence, Mr Tansley queries whether I took 

into account 'food and beverage, more commercial services and 

healthcare activity' when I referred to the site being primarily industrial 

under MAIL's proposed rules.  At the time I was asked to consider 

office, retail, visitor accommodation, a supermarket and trade 

suppliers.  My view is based on the scale of the MAIL site, the 

“pockets” of commercial development and the majority considered 

“industrial”.  Industrial estates in Christchurch are characterised by 

small to large scale warehouses together with “pockets” of food and 

beverage, retail and office accommodation.  These areas are 

considered “industrial” in nature though they have a mix of uses.  The 

MAIL site will be characterised by the Memorial Avenue “Gateway” 

frontage which hopefully won’t appear to be industrial in nature (as per 

the comments of Ms Carter and Mr Compton-Moen for the CCC) for 

which Mr Tansley is silent, with the balance being primarily industrial.  

Area information for the MAIL site is still very much in the preliminary 
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stage given the lack of certainly around the composition and final land 

use.  I understand however that even with the addition of commercial 

services, food and beverage plus healthcare, the largest component 

will remain industrial.  Combine the trade supplier with the industrial 

component and the site will be predominately industrial. 

5. EVIDENCE OF MR DAVID COMPTEN-MOEN 

5.1 Mr Compton-Moen states: 

3.1(a) The Memorial Avenue frontage forms part of the gateway 

experience into the city and the positioning of guest 

accommodation and office space along this frontage is a 

preferable option (from an amenity point of view) to industrial 

buildings or yards. This overlay should extend along the entire 

length of the Memorial Avenue frontage as this frontage is 

considered more important than the Russley Road frontage.  

5.2 I agree with the above comments however this view appears at odds 

with the view of other witnesses for the Christchurch City Council.  Mr 

Osbourne states at 7.5 of his evidence that 5,000m² of permitted office 

accommodation has the potential to limit the effectiveness and overall 

benefits of the Council’s objectives to consolidate commercial activity. 

As previously discussed and referred to by Ms Carter, this site 

requires a site-specific response as a gateway to the city.  Industrial tilt 

slab warehouses and yards are not a desirable outcome.  The broader 

needs of the city rebuild and recovery will not hinge upon whether a 

modest amount of office accommodation is permitted on this site 

together with other office users who would not occupy the CBD or 

nearby KACs.   

5.3 Mr Compton-Moen states: 

5.1 The interface with Memorial Avenue is considered one of the 

key elements of this urban design assessment. The MAIL site is a 

unique setting and context, being part of a ‘gateway’ environment 

into the city, and therefore worthy of site specific design controls 

which may not be implemented in other industrial zones. 
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5.4 I agree with the above comments and reinforce the comments I make 

in my evidence with regard to the special nature of this site. 

6. EVIDENCE OF MR PHIL OSBORNE 

6.1 Mr Osborne states: 

4.9 The current lack of certainty and lack of potential tenants is 

placing this recovery at risk. Anecdotal evidence would suggest 

that developers are starting to be attracted away from 

Christchurch CBD and thereby away from Christchurch. The 

director of a large investor group, Cristo Ltd, recently abandoned 

plans to develop offices in Cathedral Square, citing a lack of 

tenants that have settled elsewhere and are uninterested in 

returning. He stated “We've basically shifted the bulk of our 

investment activities to Auckland. We were going to spend a lot in 

the central city and we now won't spend a single cent. 

6.2 The above comments are somewhat pessimistic in my view. It is true 

that the recovery of the CBD faces challenges.  The example 

mentioned relates to the redevelopment of the BNZ site in Cathedral 

Square.  This building was partially demolished by CERA with the 

balance being left for the owner to remedy. Asbestos was found to be 

present making the demolition all the more challenging.  The owner 

was in dispute with CERA over the partial demolition.  The owner also 

states “the high-end tenants you need to make a building like that, a 

fairly expensive building, pay, seem to have settled elsewhere….”. 

“Rentals for more than $400/m², which Bell said were needed to make 

a high-rise development on the BNZ site viable…”.  These comments 

reinforce the comments made in my evidence regarding the rental 

levels and the challenges facing developers.  There is a limited pool of 

tenants willing to pay this level of rent and many of them have already 

found new accommodation in the CBD. This situation however is far 

removed from the MAIL site and the likely occupiers of office 

accommodation near the airport.  If office accommodation was not 

permitted on the MAIL site this would not ensure a positive outcome 

for Christo Ltd in the CBD.  The MAIL site is the gateway to the city 
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and deserves a chance to reach its full potential as a showcase entry 

point to the city.  The suggestion of tilt slab warehouse walls and open 

yards will do nothing to aid the recovery of the city in my view. 

6.3 I worked in the CBD prior to the earthquake events. I then re-located 

to Riccarton post the quakes and have now re-located back to the 

CBD.  I can confirm that there is substantial office accommodation 

being built and being occupied in the CBD.  The situation is not as 

bleak as many would like to portray. 

6.4 Mr Osborne states: 

6.2 The proposal for up to 15,000sqm of commercial office space 

within the MAIL site is both significant in nominal terms and in 

terms of centres around Christchurch. Even in this location, the 

significant level of commercial floorspace is likely to accommodate 

between 600 to 700 commercial employees… 

6.5 I agree that 15,000m² of office accommodation may accommodate 

between 600 and 700 employees.  This needs to be considered upon 

the timeframes envisaged for this level of development which are 5 to 

10 years out.  The pre quake working population of the Christchurch 

CBD was approximately 51,000. The MAIL site would accommodate 

just 1.18% to 1.37% of this population and not significant in my view. 

6.6 Mr Osborne states: 

6.4 The office categories outlined within the proposal as aviation, 

rural and suburban professional services do little to mitigate the 

potential impacts of this proposal's office component. There are 

several factors that weaken any potential benefits attributable to the 

supply of such office types. Firstly, Christchurch Airport can facilitate 

(generally more effectively and efficiently) appropriate commercial 

operations in relation to aviation services. The provision for these 

services is also likely to contribute to the competitiveness of 

Christchurch Airport as a national business location. The leasehold 

nature of the Airport land also safeguards the airport operations 

providing a natural management of the types of activity locating here.  
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6.7 I agree that the Christchurch Airport can facilitate much of the demand 

for aviation services; however the airport only offers a rental 

occupation model.  Competition should be encouraged along with a 

diverse range of ownership and occupation structures.  The leasehold 

nature of the airport land safeguards the airport owners but not those 

who occupy the land.  The airport effectively has a monopoly when it 

comes to establishing rental levels within the airport precinct with the 

occupiers having limited options or alternatives. The MAIL site would 

provide and encourage a genuine market for aviation services. 

7. EVIDENCE OF MS JANE WHYTE 

7.1 Ms Whyte States 

 5.57 My second concern relates to the nature of office activities 

that are purported to be restricted within the zone. My concern is 

that the full range of activities that can occur under items a, b and 

c are not actually limiting in terms of the types of office activities 

that can occur. …….I have not been able to identify any activity 

that would not be able to fall under either a, b or c.   

5.58 I understand the intent is to try to restrict the types of offices 

so they do not compete directly with what might be considered as 

typical Central Business District offices. 

 

7.2 I agree that the intent of P3 is to avoid office development that would 

directly compete with the CBD.  I am not an expert on drafting District 

Plan wording however in my opinion the point of debate appears to be 

the provision of Suburban Professional Offices and the risk of this 

category effectively incorporating all office users.  The limitation of a 

maximum gross floor area per tenancy of 400m² has not been fully 

explored.   

7.3 Ms Whyte has said that she has not been able to identify any activity 

that would not fall under either a, b or c.  I have searched our 

TelferYoung database of office rentals and confirm that almost all 

major office occupiers require an area greater than 400m².  In practical 

terms, if a major law or accountancy firm were looking for office 
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accommodation, 400m² would not be suitable for their requirements.  

Our rentals comprise a number of sectors including (but not limited to): 

finance, legal, health, education, government, construction, 

technology.  By way of example in terms of scale, the Hearings Centre 

at 348 Manchester St comprises some 1,265m² of office 

accommodation. 

8. EVIDENCE OF JEREMY PHILLIPS 

8.1 Mr Phillips States: 

 5.2 I understand that Ms Carter considers that some office 

activity should be enabled as a site-specific response to the site's 

location on Memorial Avenue which she considers to be a 

"gateway to the City which is unique relative to other industrial 

environments and their context". This response appears to be 

predicated on Mr Compton-Moen's evidence which has assessed 

the Proposal from an urban design and visual amenity 

perspective, and also discusses the 'gateway' location (primarily in 

the context of requiring site specific design controls that might not 

be implemented in other industrial zones). Specifically, Mr 

Compton-Moen supports a higher amenity "physical sleeve" along 

Memorial Avenue, in the form of guest accommodation activity 

and "office space (if permitted)", which would act to screen the 

industrial activities from Memorial Avenue. 

 5.3 Mr Compton-Moen's evidence does not consider whether a 

suitable level of amenity could still be achieved without office 

activity. This in my view is a potentially significant omission, 

having regard to the other non-industrial activities permitted in the 

zone and the likely commercial preference for non-industrial 

activities and higher quality tenants and buildings to establish on 

the site's Memorial Avenue frontage. 

5.4 I also do not agree with Ms Carter that the 'gateway' location is 

so unique as to justify the enablement of office activity, noting the 

greenfield Industrial General Zone (North Belfast) which adjoins 

the Main North Road and the Northern Arterial at the northern 

'gateway' to the City. If the proposed office activity for the 
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Proposal were accepted, enablement of commercial activity in this 

zone could also be sought, 

8.2 Christchurch City can be accessed from a number of points including 

Lyttelton, Tai Tapu, Prebbleton, Templeton, Yaldhurst, McLeans 

Island, Main North Road and Marshland Road.  Memorial Avenue is 

the main access point for inbound airport traffic and is known as the 

true “Gateway” to the city and deserving of a higher level of amenity.  

Ms Carter and Mr Compton-Moen for CCC both agree that office 

activity could provide this increased level of amenity.  Mr Phillips is not 

convinced of this but would prefer industrial activity.  My view is that 

Industrial and warehousing activities (possibly tilt slab concrete 

buildings) would not provide the level of amenity that this site requires.  

Industrial buildings fronting Memorial Avenue would be an undesirable 

outcome for the city of Christchurch in my view. I do not agree with the 

views of Mr Phillips in this regard. 

 

 

Martin Winder 

8 September 2015 
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