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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 These opening submissions are made on behalf of Christchurch 

City Council (Council) in respect of of the Memorial Business Park 

hearing (Stage 2), which concerns the private plan change request  

of Memorial Avenue Investments Limited (MAIL) and the Council's 

provisions for the Memorial Business Park.  

 

1.2 The Council continues to rely on its opening and closing legal 

submissions presented at the stage 1 hearing on the Commercial 

and Industrial proposals in terms of the broader context in which 

this proposal sits, and does not intend to repeat those submissions 

for present purposes. In particular, the Council relies on the 

following sections of its opening legal submissions: 

 

(a) Section 1 (Introduction); 

(b) Section 2 (Higher order directions); and 

(c) Section 4 (Centres-based approach). 

 

1.3 The Council also continues to rely on the evidence presented at 

the stage 1 hearing on the Commercial and Industrial proposals, 

including in particular the evidence of Mr Mark Stevenson, Mr 

Timothy Heath and Mr Philip Osborne on the following matters: 

 

(a) the Council's policy of the centres-based approach, which 

seeks to direct commercial activity to existing and new 

centres, as identified in the proposed Replacement 

District Plan;  

(b) the justification for a centres-based approach; 

(c) the analysis which concluded that there is sufficient retail 

capacity in existing or new centres; and 

(d) the analysis which concluded that the office space should 

be primarily directed to the central city. 

 

1.4 It is submitted that this evidence was not materially challenged 

throughout the course of the stage 1 Commercial and Industrial 

hearing. 
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2. HIGHER ORDER DIRECTIONS – CANTERBURY REGIONAL POLICY 

STATEMENT AND LAND USE RECOVERY PLAN 

 

2.1 The Memorial Business Park land (MAIL site) has been identified 

as a Greenfield Priority Area – Business on Map A of the Land 

Use Recovery Plan (LURP) and in Chapter 6 of the Canterbury 

Regional Policy Statement (CRPS). Accordingly, the MAIL site has 

been identified as land "for the recovery and growth of business 

activities", and it has been recognised that it is not appropriate for 

the land to remain in rural use given its location in proximity to the 

airport, State Highway 1 and the existing urban edge.  

 

2.2 The CRPS directs that greenfield priority areas are intended 

primarily for industrial use. Objective 6.2.6(1) states: 

 

The greenfield priority areas for business in Christchurch City 

provide primarily for the accommodation of new industrial 

activities. 

 

2.3 Objective 6.2.6 is implemented by Policy 6.3.6, which relevantly 

states that: 

 

business activities are to be provided for in a manner which: 

 

 (1) Promotes the utilisation and redevelopment of existing 

business land, and provides sufficient additional 

greenfield priority area land for business land through 

to 2028 as provided for in Map A; 

… 

(5) Recognises that new greenfield priority areas for 

business in Christchurch City are primarily for 

industrial activities, and that commercial use in these 

areas is restricted; 

 

2.4 It is submitted that the corollary of providing for primarily industrial 

uses on industrial land is that commercial activity is focussed on 
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centres, which the CRPS also seeks to achieve. Objective 6.2.5 

states: 

 

 …The development and distribution of commercial activity 

will avoid significant adverse effects on the function and 

viability of [the network of] centres. 

 

2.5 In addition, objective 6.2.6(3) states: 

 

New commercial activities are primarily directed to the 

Central City, Key Activity Centres, and neighbourhood 

centres.  

 

2.6 The proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP) must "give effect 

to" the CRPS.1 Accordingly it is clear that the quantum of retail and 

office activity sought by MAIL (totalling 11,700m2 retail and 

15,000m2 office2) must be assessed in the context of the higher 

order planning directions.  

 

2.7 There is no proposal that the MAIL site become a centre, nor is it 

identified in the CRPS or pRDP as a centre.  The provision for 

"centres-based" activities such as retail and offices, particularly at 

the levels sought by MAIL, is submitted to be at odds with the 

higher level policy direction. 

 

2.8 In addition, it does not sit comfortably with one of the policy 

purposes of the Industrial Park Zone, which is to provide for high-

tech industrial use and other industries in a high amenity 

environment.  In contrast, the MAIL site is proposed to 

accommodate a disparate set of activities.  When seen in that 

context, it is submitted that the Council's proposed levels of retail 

and office provision are generous to say the least. 

 

                                                                                                                                                
1
 Section 75(3) of the RMA. 

2
 Tim Heath evidence, Table 1. 
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3. ZONING OF THE MAIL SITE 

 

3.1 As alluded to above, the MAIL site is uniquely positioned at a 

gateway to the city, for both travellers arriving at the airport and 

travelling along State Highway 1. In particular, it is recognised that 

the Memorial Avenue frontage of the MAIL site is particularly 

important for providing an appropriate gateway to the city.3 This 

unique location, combined with the RPS and LURP directions 

identifying the site as a Greenfield Priority Area, justifies to some 

extent a unique planning response.  

 

3.2 It is submitted that the Industrial Park zone provides the most 

appropriate "base" zoning, although it is also recognised that, at 

best, the MAIL site is an "uneasy fit" for this zone. The Industrial 

Park zone is intended to provide a higher level of amenity than 

other industrial zones. It is this higher amenity element, along with 

some limited provision for office activity, that is intended by the 

Council to provide an appropriate level of amenity along the 

Memorial Avenue frontage. Visitors to the city should not be 

greeted by a series of functional industrial buildings that do not 

relate to Memorial Avenue. 

 

3.3 By the same token however, an increased provision for office 

activity cannot be justified based primarily on amenity and urban 

design considerations.  The Council's position is that appropriate 

urban design outcomes along the Memorial Avenue frontage are 

achievable without having to provide for additional office activity. 

 

3.4 The MAIL site has not been identified as a centre in the 

Commercial proposal of the pRDP, yet the level of office and retail 

activity sought by MAIL would be similar to or greater than the 

majority of large neighbourhood centres.4   

 

3.5 A further factor that weighs against the quantum of office and retail 

activity sought by MAIL is the demand for office and retail activity 
                                                                                                                                                
3
 David Compton-Moen evidence, paragraphs 3.1(a) and 5.1. 

4
 Janice Carter evidence, paragraphs 10.3-10.5. 
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in this location, taking into account the location and characteristics 

of the nearby centres that are recognised in the pRDP. Mr Heath's 

evidence is that "MAIL’s surrounding localised market is currently 

well serviced in respect of retail centres and convenience retail 

activity",5 and that the level of retail activity sought by MAIL "has 

the potential to significantly undermine the role, function, 

performance, amenity, quality and environment of Avonhead, and 

to a lesser degree Spitfire Square". 

 

3.6 Mr Osborne's conclusion in relation to the level of office activity 

sought by MAIL is that it:6 

 

has the potential to impact negatively on the potential 

recovery and growth of the Christchurch CBD and other 

commercial centres, undermining the ability to achieve a 

degree of intensity and allowing the continued scattering 

of commercial activity throughout the City.  

 

3.7 It is submitted that a limited quantity of office activity (5,000m2) is 

consistent with the role and function of the Industrial Park zone 

and would contribute to the creation of an appropriate level of 

amenity along the Memorial Avenue frontage.7  On its own, it is 

the Council's position that this provision for office would not be at 

levels sufficient to be at odds with the centres-based approach to 

commercial activity. 

 

3.8 While it is recognised that there is a need for a limited quantity of 

office activity in order to provide opportunities for a higher level of 

amenity along the Memorial Avenue frontage, the need for higher 

amenity should not justify a greater amount of office activity than is 

necessary for this purpose. The starting point for assessing the 

appropriate quantum of both office and retail activity for the MAIL 

site should involve an examination of the higher order directions 

(outlined above), the pRDP's centres-based approach, and the 

                                                                                                                                                
5
 Tim Heath evidence, paragraph 8.8. 

6
 Phil Osborne evidence, paragraph 7.2. 

7
 Janice Carter evidence, paragraph 10.12. 
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level of office and retail activity that is necessary to ensure the 

recovery and viability of existing centres and the central city.  

 

3.9 It is submitted that an approach that minimises or ignores these 

factors is fundamentally misconstrued. Conversely, if these factors 

are taken into account, it is submitted that the only feasible 

conclusion is a proposal with a limited quantum of office and retail 

activity.  Put simply, the mix and scale of activities at this site 

should not be a case of the "tail wagging the dog" or be largely 

determined by what is convenient for the landowners.  It is 

submitted however that this is very much the approach that MAIL 

is advancing. 

 

4. COUNCIL EVIDENCE 

 

4.1 The Council intends to call evidence from the following witnesses: 

 

(a) Mr Tim Heath, retail economics, including an analysis of 

the appropriateness of the level of retail sought by MAIL 

for the MAIL site; 

 

(b) Mr Phil Osborne, economics, including an analysis of the 

appropriateness of the amount of office activity sought by 

MAIL for the MAIL site; 

 

(c) Mr Simon Collin, water supply and wastewater, including 

an analysis of water supply and wastewater capacity 

issues associated with the MAIL site; 

 

(d) Mr Brian Norton, stormwater, including whether 

stormwater effects that would arise from the development 

of the MAIL site would be adequately mitigated; 

 

(e) Mr Jon Farren, noise, including the noise implications 

associated with the proposed zoning of the MAIL site; 
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(f) Mr John Falconer, traffic, including the modelled traffic 

effects associated with the development of the MAIL site; 

 

(g) Mr David Compton-Moen, urban design, including an 

assessment of the design controls on the Memorial 

Avenue frontage and the height limits for buildings on the 

MAIL site; and 

 

(h) Ms Janice Carter, planning, including an assessment of 

the appropriateness of the provisions proposed for the 

MAIL site from a planning perspective. 

 

 

DATED 15 September 2015 
  
 

 
__________________________________ 

J G A Winchester / M D Leslie 
Counsel for Christchurch City Council 

 
 


