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1 My full name is Bernard deVere. I am authorised to give this evidence on 

behalf of Ceres New Zealand LLC (“Ceres”).   

2 Ceres owns land at 25 Peterborough Street (site). The background to the site 

and my role with Ceres are outlined in my brief of evidence filed in relation to 

the Natural and Cultural Heritage hearing, filed on 1 December 2015.   

Evidence 

3 I have reviewed the evidence of Mark Stevenson, filed for the Christchurch 

City Council (Council) in relation to Business and Mixed Use activities.  

4 I am largely supportive of the evidence of Mr Stevenson, particularly with 

regard to the following: 

 The Council’s acknowledgement that activities need to be permitted 4.1

on the site which allow flexibility in terms of the end use of the site, in 

order to support the restoration of the building from a financial 

perspective; and 

 The Council’s acceptance of the suitability of the site for Guest 4.2

Accommodation and Commercial use (in accordance with the 

percentage figures specified) 

5 However, there is one issue which I consider Mr Stevenson has not 

adequately addressed in his evidence: 

 Rule 15.8.2.1 permits residential and guest accommodation on the 5.1

site. P14 (a) requires a 10m setback from the boundary of a road, for 

guest accommodation to occur on the ground floor. However, this is 

considered not to be appropriate for the site, and P14 (b) 

acknowledges this, by excluding the site from this rule. I support this 

approach.  

 In contrast, P13 also requires this 10m setback for residential activity 5.2

to occur on the ground floor, and this rule does not exclude the site 

from the application of this rule.  

6 I consider it is inconsistent that the same approach has not been taken with 

residential activities as the Council has accepted for guest accommodation. It 

is completely arbitrary to require the 10m setback for a residential activity, 
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when such a setback would not be required if the same room was used for 

guest accommodation purposes.  

7 Further, if this rule remains, a large proportion of the site will not be able to be 

used for residential purposes. This is ironic, considering the use of the 

building prior to the earthquakes was residential, and the building was 

proposed to be zoned residential by the Council in its initial, notified version 

of the Replacement District Plan.  

8 This has been discussed with the Council, and I understand that the Council 

is working to resolve it.  
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