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INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 My full name is Kelly Marie Andrew. I hold the position of Intermediate Planner 

at Harrison Grierson. I have been in this position since July 2015. 

 

1.2 I hold a Bachelor of Planning from the University of Auckland. I have four years’ 

planning experience in district and regional policy planning and consent 

processing. I am an Intermediate member of the New Zealand Planning 

Institute. I am familiar with the provisions of the Proposed Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan. 

 
1.3 I appear in relation to a submission (Council Reference 3291) lodged by 

Christchurch Casinos Limited.  

 

1.4 I have read and agree to comply with the Environment Court’s Code of Conduct 

for Expert Witnesses (Consolidated Practice Note 2014) in giving this evidence. 

In that regard, I confirm that this evidence is within my area of expertise (except 

where otherwise stated) and I have not omitted to consider material facts known 

to me that could alter or detract from the opinions I express in this statement of 

evidence. 

 

1.5 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view while 

preparing this brief of evidence are: 

(a) Notified Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan. 

(b) Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch; 

(c) Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP);  

(d) Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (CCRP)  

(e) Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS); 

(f) Christchurch Central Parking Plan 2015 (CCPP); 

(g) Further submissions received on Christchurch Casinos Limited’s 

submission points; 

(h) Statement of evidence of Mark David Stevenson on behalf of 

Christchurch City Council – Business and mixed use zones, dated 16 

December 2015; 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 The specific parts of the Proposal that my evidence relates to is Chapter 13: 

Central City, in particular proposed zoning as identified on Planning Map H10.  
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2.2 My evidence is set out as follows: 

(a) Site description and background; 

(b) Christchurch Casinos Limited’s submission; 

(c) Areas of support 

(d) Requested changes 

 

3. SITE DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 

 

3.1 Christchurch Casinos Limited own a number of properties within the Central 

City. Their submission relates to some of these properties in addition to some 

properties adjacent to Christchurch Casinos Limited owned land but that are not 

in their ownership. The subject properties include: 

(a) 61 Peterborough Street and 357 – 361 Durham Street North 

(Christchurch Casinos Limited owned land) 

(b) 367 – 373 Durham Street North (Christchurch Casinos Limited owned 

land) 

(c) 56 – 72 Salisbury Street (not owned by the submitter) 

 

3.2 I refer to ‘Area 1’ being comprised of (a) above and ‘Area 2’ being comprised of 

(b) and (c) above. These areas are identified in Figure 1 below. 

 

Figure 1: Planning Map H10 Stage 3, Areas 1 and 2 indicated. 

4. OUTCOMES OF MEDIATION  

 

4.1 I attended informal mediation with planning officer, Mr Mark Stevenson on 16th 

November 2016 on behalf of Christchurch Casinos Limited to discuss their 

submission.  

Area 2 

Area 1 
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4.2 Mr Stevenson noted merit in the relief sought for Area 1. In terms of Area 2 he 

noted three key areas of concern being: 

1. Loss of residential zoned land; 

2. Inconsistency with consolidated commercial development; and   

3. Concern with setting precedent. 

 

5. AREAS OF SUPPORT 

 

5.1 Christchurch Casino’s Limited made a submission for the site at 61 

Peterborough and 357 – 361 Durham Street (‘Area 1’) to be rezoned from 

Central City Mixed Use to Central City Business.   

 

5.2 In Mr Stevenson’s evidence in chief, dated 16 December 2015, he recommends 

to accept this relief sought. I agree with the comments made by the planning 

officer in that the site is contiguous with the existing Central City Business Zone 

to the west and south and that extending the boundary to Durham Street would 

provide a physical boundary to the zone. 

 

5.3 I consider that the rezoning will provide more flexibility to undertake an 

integrated development using the submitter’s current landholdings and be 

compatible with those activities along Peterborough and Victoria Street. In my 

opinion the rezoning will support an active streetscape environment along 

Durham Street North enabling activities which may provide more opportunity for 

interaction with the street and overall improve the pedestrian environment. 

 

6. REQUESTED CHANGES 

 

6.1 Christchurch Casinos Limited sought for the site at 367 – 373 Durham Street 

and 56 – 72 Salisbury Street (‘Area 2’) to be rezoned from Central City 

Residential to Central City Business.  

 

6.2 Attachment C to Mr Stevenson’s Statement of Evidence, provides an evaluation 

of submissions seeking rezoning of sites. Mr Stevenson raises five key areas of 

concern regarding the rezoning of Area 2, three of which were also raised during 

mediation. I address each of these in turn. 
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6.3 Mr Stevenson’s first key concern is that the relief sought would enable 

commercial activity over an additional area (0.6150ha) which could be 

interpreted as inconsistent with the CCRP which seeks to consolidate the area 

for commercial activity in the Central City1. 

 

6.4 Area 2 is comprised in six titles and has a total area of 0.6097ha and makes up 

approximately 39% of this urban block. 0.2049ha of this area being the corner 

site at 367 – 373 Durham Street North, has a long history of non-residential use 

where prior to the earthquakes was occupied by Laycocks Panel Beaters. The 

site was vacant for some time until consent was granted to Christchurch Casinos 

Limited in January 2014 to utilise as a carpark. Christchurch Casinos Limited 

leased the land off the previous owners for their use as a carpark until more 

recently purchasing this site, adding to their existing land holdings within this 

urban block.  

 

6.5 In late December 2015, Christchurch Casinos Limited presented a concept for 

the re-development of their landholdings along Peterborough Street, to Councils 

Urban Design Panel. Christchurch Casinos Limited intend to take an holistic and 

integrated approach to the re-development of their current landholdings along 

the north of Peterborough Street, proposing an appropriate mix of uses for this 

area, in particular compatible with the Casino activities including retail to activate 

the street, along with enhancing the pedestrian environment along 

Peterborough Street and Durham Street North.  

 

6.6 A key advantage to creating a consolidated commercial environment is to 

promote agglomeration benefits through proximity and intensity of different 

activities. The location to the north is appropriate due to proximity to the existing 

Casino activity. The proposed activities will support and be complementary to 

the Casino activity and not only attract economic benefits both in terms of 

investment and tourism but also contribute to and enhance the amenity and 

vibrancy of the central city. ‘International tourism contributes $11.8 billion to New 

Zealand, and is our second largest export accounting for 17.4% of total exports2. 

Christchurch is the tourism gateway to the South Island and a successful 

tourism sector is vital to the recovery of Christchurch. Key attractions and anchor 

projects support the growth and longevity of the tourism industry.  

 

                                                   
1 Statement of Evidence of Mark David Stevenson, dated 16 December 2015, Attachment C, page 7. 
2 Statistics New Zealand ‘Tourism Satellite Account 2015’ 
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6.7 The re-zoning would provide more flexibility to undertake an integrated 

development using the submitter’s current landholdings including the more 

recently acquired corner site within Area 2. In my opinion, the integrated 

approach to this urban block supports a consolidated urban environment and 

provides a range of uses both residential and commercial which is consistent 

with the CCRP. 

 

6.8 Mr Stevenson’s second key concern is loss of residential capacity, having 

particular regard to the site’s previous use (at least in part) for residential 

activities and therefore a loss of opportunity for redevelopment of residential 

activity that has had an historic presence. Mr Stevenson further notes the 

rezoning would result in reduced coherence to the residential environment 

anticipated either side of Salisbury Street3. 

 

6.9 As noted in 6.4 above, if taking into account the historic, current and likely use 

of the corner site at 367 – 373 Durham Street North as having a non-residential 

use, it is appropriate to consider the remaining sites at 56 – 72 Salisbury Street 

as previously having a residential use. The relief sought would result in 

approximately 0.4048ha of land not specifically zoned for residential use albeit 

still permitted in the Central City Business Zone. In my opinion the opportunity 

for redevelopment of residential activity could not be considered lost when it is 

permitted in the Central City Business Zone.  

 

6.10 The Casinos preferred concept for re-development is focused on the provision 

of hotel accommodation and other supporting activities such as retail and 

hospitality with the associated provision of car parking facilities.  There is a 

significant shortfall of guest accommodation4 in the Central City and modelling 

suggests parking demand is in excess of the forecast parking supply5. It is 

anticipated that the corner site will continue to be utilised for car parking due to 

its current use and ownership as well as demand for the activity. 

  

6.11 In my opinion the rezoning will not result in loss of opportunity for residential 

development along Salisbury Street but will result in a loss of opportunity for 

other activities namely guest accommodation and car parking which is also in 

                                                   
3 Statement of Evidence of Mark David Stevenson, dated 16 December 2015, Attachment C, page 7. 
4 Christchurch & Canterbury Tourism, ‘Five Year Strategic Plan 2014’ 
5 Christchurch City Council, Christchurch Central Development Unit, Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority, ‘Christchurch 
Central Parking Plan 2015’ 
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demand. The hotel activity while not domestic residential is nonetheless 

accommodation which will bring people and vibrancy to the area.  

 

6.12 Mr Stevenson’s third key concern is in respect of transport effects of which he 

refers to the evidence of Mr Milne, who opposes the rezoning identifying his 

concern being the combined effect of development on the subject land and at 

61 Peterborough / 357 – 361 Durham Street on the safety and efficiency of the 

transport network, which has not been the subject of any assessment6. 

 
6.13 I consider that the traffic effects which result from any future development would 

be considered at the time of any resource consent and assessed relative to the 

scale and intensity of the proposed development to determine what the actual 

and potential effects are.  

 

6.14 Mr Stevenson’s fourth key concern is the risk of setting a precedent7.  

 

6.15 In my opinion, it is the nature of a district plan review that things will change from 

existing or historical use and should reflect future state. I therefore do not 

consider changes resulting from a District Plan review set any precedent. 

 

6.16 The final concern Mr Stevenson raises is a change from Residential to Business 

zoning would alter the use and character of development in this environment to 

a much greater extent than a change from Mixed Use to Business and that for 

this reason would be inconsistent with the CCRP8. 

 
6.17 I disagree, and refer to my comment in 6.14 above. In my opinion, this urban 

block is predominantly commercial and there is an opportunity to create and 

enhance an exciting and vibrant space which would be better enabled through 

the Commercial Business zoning which is sought. 

 

 

 

Kelly Marie Andrew 

14 January 2016 

 

                                                   
6 Statement of Evidence of Mark David Stevenson, dated 16 December 2015, Attachment C, page 7. 
7 Statement of Evidence of Mark David Stevenson, dated 16 December 2015, Attachment C, page 7. 
8 Statement of Evidence of Mark David Stevenson, dated 16 December 2015, Attachment C, page 8. 


