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INTRODUCTION 

1. These opening submissions are filed on behalf of Progressive Enterprises 

Limited (Progressive). 

2. Three submission points in Progressive’s Stage 2 submission relate to this 

chapter.  These are: 

a) Supporting the inclusion of New Brighton as a Key Activity 

Neighbourhood Centre;  

b) Opposing certain urban design assessments matters relating to 

Neighbourhood Centres; and 

c) Opposing the notified Resource Efficiency standards. 

RESOURCE EFFICIENCY STANDARDS 

3. Progressive opposed the notified Resource Efficiency standards in Chapter 

15 as they considered the matters were more appropriately controlled at 

building consent detail design stage.  Progressive also had concerns 

regarding the practicality of implementing the proposed standards. 

4. The Council has not called evidence in support of the Resource Efficiency 

standards.  Progressive seeks that they be deleted, and relies on evidence 

of Mr Stevenson for the Council1 who considers that the rules: 

a) Are unnecessarily prescriptive; 

b) Will trigger additional consenting requirements; and  

c) Are inconsistent with Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions 

Chapter and the Statement of Expectations.   

5. Progressive also relies on the evidence of Mr Klein for the Crown2 who 

considers that the inclusion of the Resource Efficiency standards will cause 

needless duplication and confusion and entail administrative inefficiency.3 

                                                
1
 Mark Stevenson, Evidence in Chief dated 2 September 2015 at paragraph 10.1 

2
 Bruce Klein, Evidence in Chief dated 17 September 2015 

3
 At paragraph 8.6 
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NEW BRIGHTON 

Activity Standard triggers 

6. Progressive owns and operates a Countdown Supermarket at New 

Brighton and supports the inclusion of New Brighton Countdown within the 

Neighbourhood Centre – Key Activity Centre. 

7. In its submission Progressive raised several concerns regarding activity 

standard triggers in the notified version of the provisions applying to 

Neighbourhood Centres.  These have since been addressed in the version 

of the provisions attached to the evidence of Mr Stevenson.4  These 

controls related to the proposed limitation for supermarkets within a 

Neighbourhood Centre to 500m2 gross floor area, which was then further 

limited by a 250m2 gross floor area control for activities at ground floor 

within a Neighbourhood Centre. 

8. Those two triggers have been removed in the 2 September version and 

Progressive supports that.  It also supports the inclusion of the remaining 

gross floor area trigger of 1000m2 gross floor area (relating to the 

consideration of urban design matters) in Rule 15.2.3.1. 

Urban design matters 

9. The only remaining matter of contention for Progressive in the Commercial 

Chapter is the specific wording of several of the urban design assessment 

matters in Rule 15.8.  These assessment matters were the subject of 

submission and evidence at the Stage 1 Hearing where Progressive called 

urban design evidence from Mr Clease, and planning evidence from Mr 

Bonis.   

10. As these assessment matters apply equally to New Brighton, Progressive 

continues to rely on that evidence (and related legal submissions) from the 

Stage 1 Commercial Hearing as follows: 

a) A re-packaging and refocusing of the urban design assessment 

matters as a discrete number of key outcomes as proposed and 

assessed in paragraph 62 to 65 of Mr Clease’s Stage 1 evidence5. 

                                                
4
 Mr Stevenson, Evidence in Chief dated 2 September 2015 

5
 On behalf of Progressive Enterprises Limited, Kiwi Income Property Trust, Bunnings 

Limited and Scentre (New Zealand) Limited 
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b) Mr Bonis’ reference to the urban design assessment of Mr Clease 

at paragraph 151(d) of his evidence where he concludes that the 

replacement suite of urban design assessment matters proposed 

by Mr Clease are in a succinct and workable format. 

c) Legal submissions on behalf of Progressive6 regarding those urban 

design assessment matters. 

CONCLUSION 

11. Progressive supports the proposed zoning of New Brighton as a 

Neighbourhood Centre – Key Activity Centre. 

12. The relief that Progressive sought, and associated evidence presented at 

the Stage 1 Hearing regarding the urban design assessment matters apply 

equally to New Brighton.   

13. For the reasons outlined at the Stage 1 Hearing, in my submission, the 

alternative suite of urban design assessment matters proposed by Mr 

Clease more appropriately reflect the scale, nature and context of the 

Commercial Core zone than the version proposed by Council, and are a 

commensurate design response to the Commercial Zones role and 

function. 

14. Progressive seeks that the Panel include those assessment matters in the 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan rather than the assessment 

matters proposed by Council. 

 

 

 

 

 

J M G Leckie 
Counsel for Progressive Enterprises Limited 

                                                
6
 Closing Legal Submissions on behalf of Progressive, paragraphs 27-29 


