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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Mark David Stevenson. I hold the position of 

Associate – Planning at Beca. I have been in this position since 

January 2016. My qualifications and experience are set out in my 

evidence presented in the hearings for the Commercial and Industrial 

Proposals (Stage 1) of the Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

dated 13 April 2015. 

 
1.2 I have led the preparation of Proposal 15 Commercial and 

Proposal 16 Industrial of the proposed Replacement District Plan 

(pRDP) since its inception in July 2013.  

 
1.3 As part of my role for Council I have been asked to provide 

evidence in relation to all submissions on the proposal to introduce 

maximum limits on the tenancy size for office activity in Key Activity 

Centres (KAC) and the Industrial Park zones (Tait campus and 

Awatea).  

 
1.4 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert 

Witnesses contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 

and that I agree to comply with it. I confirm that I have considered 

all the material facts that I am aware of that might alter or detract 

from the opinions that I express, and that this evidence is within 

my area of expertise, except where I state that I am relying on the 

evidence of another person. 

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

while preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) Resource Management Act 1991 

(b) Greater Christchurch Regeneration Act 2016 

(c) Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 

(d) Strategic Directions, Commercial and Industrial 

chapters of the Christchurch District Plan as decided 

by the Panel (Stage 1); 

(e) Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP); 

(f) Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (CCRP); 
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(g) Chapter 6 of the Canterbury Regional Policy 

Statement (CRPS); and 

(h) Schedule 4 (Statement of Expectations) of the 

Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch District Plan) 

Order 2014. 

 
1.6 I refer to the evidence of other witnesses as appropriate and 

generally support the evidence of those other experts. 

 

1.7 In preparing this evidence I have relied on evidence previously 

presented to the Panel and have cross referenced that evidence in 

my discussion below.   

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My evidence relates to the additional Commercial and Industrial 

Chapters (part) Proposal for a proposed maximum limit on tenancy 

size for office activity in KACs and the Industrial park zone (Tait 

campus and Awatea) (Proposal).  My evidence also addresses the 

relief sought by submitters on the Proposal.  The key issues raised in 

the submissions are presented in a memorandum to the Panel dated 

26 April 20161
 and my evidence is structured according to the 

headings in that memorandum. 

 

2.2 I continue to rely on the Proposal as notified on 9 February 2016 and 

I do not propose any amendments to that proposal in response to 

submissions. 

 

2.3 I have provided, at Attachment A, a table setting out the submission 

points relevant to this Proposal.  In that table I have identified whether 

I accept/accept in part or reject the submission point made by 

submitters.  I have discussed my reasons for accepting or rejecting 

the relief sought in submissions in the body of my evidence. 

 

 
 
1  Memorandum of Counsel regarding Pre-hearing meeting for the Suburban Office Tenancy Limit Proposal, 26 

April 2016. 
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3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 The proposal to introduce a tenancy limit for office activity in KACs 

and the Industrial Park zone (Awatea and Tait campus) seeks to 

achieve the following outcomes: 

 

(a) A scale of office activity in KACs commensurate with the 

function of KACs; 

(b) A scale of office activity commensurate with the function of 

the Industrial Park zone as a location for primarily industrial 

activities;  

(c) A regulatory environment that facilitates recovery of the 

Central City as the principal centre by supporting medium to 

large businesses to locate in the Central City Business zone; 

and 

(d) Development of office activity in KACs  that supports and 

complements the role of the Central City. 

 

3.2 The submissions received on the proposal raise issues on the extent 

to which it meets statutory tests, the clarity and effectiveness of the 

proposal, and the appropriateness of the proposal in supporting 

recovery of the Central City including the question of whether 

regulatory intervention is necessary. 

 

3.3 The proposal is considered to be appropriate in achieving the 

purpose of the Resource Management Act, giving effect to the CRPS 

and not being inconsistent with Recovery Plans. It is also consistent 

with Objectives of the Strategic Directions and Commercial proposals 

in giving support to recovery of the Central City. Through my 

evidence with reference to Mr Osborne’s economic evidence, I also 

consider the benefits and costs of the proposal on people and 

communities, recognising the potential for additional transaction costs 

associated with consenting. On balance, it is concluded that these 

costs are outweighed by the benefits associated with the recovery of 

the Central City amongst other benefits.  

 

3.4 In response to submissions that refer to regulatory intervention not 

being necessary to support recovery of the Central City, there 
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remains issues in achieving outcomes sought for the Central City and 

managing the distribution of commercial activity across the City.  

 

3.5 As conveyed in my evidence, the proposal is considered to be more 

appropriate than the alternatives put forward in submissions and I 

have therefore recommended that the submissions opposing the 

proposal are rejected.  

 

4. BACKGROUND 

 

4.1 The Commercial and Industrial Stage 1 decisions consider the 

appropriateness of a limit on office tenancy size for the protection of 

the Central Cityat paragraphs 212 to 228. At paragraphs 759 to 761, 

the Panel directed the Council to lodge a draft proposal for the 

Panel’s approval to notify. The Council filed a memorandum with the 

new proposal and section 32 report, dated 28 January 2016, which 

was subsequently approved by the Panel for notification on 2 

February 2016. 

 

4.2 As background, the Commercial (Stage 1) proposal, as notified, 

included a tenancy limit on office activity in Neighbourhood centres 

(excluding Spreydon/Barrington and New Brighton) but not KACs 

(District Centres, and the Neighbourhood centres at 

Spreydon/Barrington and New Brighton). The basis for this is 

explained in the notified section 32 report2 for the Stage 1 proposal, 

my subsequent evidence,3 and in the hearing Transcript.4 In 

particular, page 75 of the section 32 report states: 

 

…The basis for this [limit on office tenancy size] is three-fold. It 

ensures the scale of development is appropriate to the function 

of a centre, gives primacy to the Central City and KACs, as 

discussed earlier, while also avoiding impacts of development in 

 
 
2  Page 43 of the Section 32 report states “The introduction of a maximum tenancy size in neighbourhood centres 

gives effect to the policy direction of giving primacy to the Central City and KACs …”. Reference is also made to 
the benefits and costs on page 44 and pages 48 – 49. 

3  Evidence in Chief of Mr Mark Stevenson for the Commercial Stage 1 hearing, dated 13th April 2015. Paragraph 
19.5 states “Tenancy limits on commercial activities in Neighbourhood centres also seek to ensure the scale of 
development is appropriate to the function of a centre. Also refer to paragraphs 19.16 to 19.24, although the 
comments relate primarily to retail activity and submissions made on the tenancy limit proposed for retail 
activity, rather than office activity.  

4  Transcript of Stage 1 Commercial hearing, Friday 15 May 2015, pages 343 to345. 
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one centre on another’s ability to achieve its function (i.e. 

reducing the overlap of catchments, which could otherwise lead 

to investment inefficiencies). In giving effect to Policy 7, the limits 

on floor space promote an appropriate grain and scale of 

development having regard to a centre’s existing or desired 

character and scale. 

 

4.3 At the Stage 1 Commercial and Industrial hearing, I  conveyed the 

need to provide locational choice for office tenancies over 500m
2
 

rather than all demand being directed into one location, being the 

Central City.5 This was to support the centres-based approach, 

particularly for businesses that seek a suburban location, while also 

contributing to the recovery of those centres that sustained significant 

damage or population loss (being the Central City, Linwood and 

Neighbourhood centres as referenced in Policy 15.1.4.3) .  However, I 

acknowledged that the approach proposed by the Council posed a 

risk to the recovery of the Central City.  Mr Osborne, who provided 

evidence in the Stage 1 hearing, was suitably qualified to comment 

on this risk and provided expert evidence to the Panel on this matter. 

 

4.4 In the decisions version of the Commercial (Stage 1) proposal,6 a 

tenancy limit for office activity was accepted for Neighbourhood 

centres (excluding Spreydon/Barrington and New Brighton) of 500m
27.

 
 

The current proposal is for the same tenancy limit to apply to all 

District centres (including the Commercial Retail Park Zone at 

Langdons Road), the Neighbourhood centres at Spreydon/Barrington 

and New Brighton, and the Industrial Park Zones (Tait campus and 

Awatea).  

 

5. OUTCOMES OF MEDIATION / CAUCUSING  

 

5.1 Meetings have taken place with the following submitters on a without 

prejudice basis in the lead up to filing of this evidence and the 

hearing: 

 

(a) Nick Boyes for TFT Properties Ltd on 4
th
 May 2016 (OT3); 

 
 
5  Transcript of Stage 1 Commercial hearing, Friday 15 MAY 2015, Page 344. 
6  Decision 11. 
7  Activity P10 of rule 15.2.2.1 to the Commercial proposal decisions version. 
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(b) Melanie Russell for Tait Foundation and Tait Ltd on 4
th
 May 

2016 (OT7); and 

(c) Trevor Kite for Kite Enterprises Ltd on 25
th
 May 2016 (OT8). 

 

5.2 Discussions have also been had by telephone with:  

 

(a) Chris Lee (OT1); 

(b) Melissa Soal of Thompson Wentworth for ‘Lynn Anderson or 

Cantago Properties Limited’ (OT2); and 

(c) Patricia Harte for AMP Capital Investors (New Zealand) Ltd 

(OT5). 

 

5.3 Formal mediation was held on 23 May 2016, which was attended by 

Ms Patricia Harte for AMP Capital Investors (New Zealand) Ltd and 

myself, Ms Adele Radburnd and Ms Catherine McCallum for the 

Council. As conveyed in the mediation report filed with the Panel, 

there was no agreement reached. However, there was agreement to 

further dialogue and the sharing of information on the capacity of the 

Central City to absorb future office floorspace demand. 

 

6. APPROPRIATENESS OF THE PROPOSAL IN THE STATUTORY 

FRAMEWORK 

 

Issue 1.1 Whether the Proposal achieves consistency with, and gives effect 

to statutory documents, and is the most appropriate having regard to its 

effectiveness and efficiency 

 

6.1 Scentre (New Zealand) Ltd supports the proposal to the extent that it 

achieves the purpose of the Resource Management Act 1991 (Act), 

promotes the purpose of the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 

2011 (CER Act), is consistent with other planning documents, 

including the LURP, and gives effect to the CRPS.  

 

6.2 A number of parties oppose the proposal, stating that it fails to have 

regard to the Statement of Expectations (Schedule 4) of the Order in 

Council.8 does not give effect to Chapter 6 of the CRPS9 and is 

 
 
8  TFT Properties OT3; AMP Capital Investors (NZ) Ltd OT5; Tait Foundation and Tait Ltd OT7. 
9  TFT Properties OT3; AMP Capital Investors (NZ) Ltd OT5. 
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inconsistent with the Objectives of the pRDP.10  

 

6.3 The following evaluation considers the framework of current planning 

documents in response to these points made in submissions. 

 

Purpose of the Resource Management Act 1991 

 

6.4 In my view the proposal accords with the purpose of the Act (Section 

5) in managing the use and development of resources.  This includes 

land and buildings in the Central City and suburban centres, in a way 

and at a rate, which enables people and communities to provide for 

their social and economic well-being.  

 

6.5 It does so by enabling people to access medium to large sized 

businesses that provide employment and services in the Central City, 

being a location accessible by a range of modes of transport. This 

can facilitate the efficient use of land (Section 7(b) of the Act) in the 

Central City Business (CCB) zone, where larger tenancies are 

provided for in preference to other locations. With the opportunity for 

the greatest concentration of workers relative to other locations in the 

City, and a focal point for investment, efficiencies also include 

spending on infrastructure, e.g. a greater concentration of people 

facilitates greater levels of use of public transport, achieving 

efficiencies in delivery.  

 

6.6 Through the greater uptake of the land resource and increased 

activity associated with medium to large businesses in the Central 

City, the proposal will contribute to the maintenance and 

enhancement of the quality of the environment (Section 7(f) of the 

Act) and amenity values (Section 7(c)) in the Central City.  

 

6.7 Limiting the tenancy size of office space in District centres and the 

Neighbourhood centres of Spreydon/ Barrington and New Brighton 

will enable these centres to provide for a diversity of activity at a scale 

consistent with their function. By limiting the size of tenancies, there 

will be more space for other activities servicing the surrounding 

 
 
10  TFT Properties OT3; AMP Capital Investors (NZ) Ltd OT5, Tait Foundation and Tait Ltd OT7. 



 

27918025_1.docx  9 
 

community and enabling people to provide for their well-being 

(Section 5(2)).  

 

6.8 The nature of office activity anticipated in KACs comprises business 

serving a more localised catchment that reflects the scale of activity 

envisaged in suburban centres.  Limiting the size of tenancies 

facilitates the retention of space for small to medium sized 

businesses that may otherwise not be available if taken up by large 

businesses, which is consistent with the intended role and function of 

those centres, particularly in relation to the Central City. 

 

6.9 The proposal to limit office tenancies in the Industrial Park zone (Tait 

Campus and Awatea) will also accord with the purpose of the Act by 

facilitating the sustainable management of resources. Limiting 

tenancy size precludes larger businesses from locating in the 

Industrial Park zones (without resource consent), which would 

otherwise take up part of a resource (i.e. land) intended for primarily 

industrial activities. 

 

6.10 Allowing larger tenancies and therefore medium to large sized 

businesses will contribute to an inefficient outcome of dispersed 

employment and travel patterns.  In addition, the Industrial Park 

zones will not benefit from high levels of public transport accessibility. 

 

Greater Christchurch Regeneration Act 

 

6.11 The statutory context has changed with the Greater Christchurch 

Regeneration Act (GCR Act) being given Royal assent on 7 April 

2016 and the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 (CER Act) 

being repealed under section 146 of the GCR Act. However, the 

Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) 

Order 2014 (Order in Council) continues to apply to the Christchurch 

district under section 147(2) of the GCR Act. The CER Act and Order 

in Council are considered in the next section.  

 

6.12 The purpose of the GCR Act, set out in section 3 (of the GCR Act), is 

to support the regeneration of greater Christchurch by, amongst other 

matters, “enabling a focussed and expedited regeneration process” 
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(clause a) and “facilitating the ongoing planning and regeneration of 

Greater Christchurch” (clause b) (underlining is my emphasis). 

 

6.13 The proposal to limit the size of office tenancies in all District centres 

and the Neighbourhood centres at Spreydon/Barrington and New 

Brighton will contribute to achievement of the GCR Act by facilitating 

the use and development of space in larger suburban centres at a 

scale appropriate to the function of the centre, which is also 

consistent with Objectives of the Commercial proposal. The proposal 

will retain a finer grain of activity, reducing the potential for medium to 

large sized businesses that could otherwise take up space for a range 

of activities and smaller businesses, as envisaged in these locations. 

This may as a consequence impede the regeneration of suburban 

centres.  

 

6.14 Limiting the tenancy size in the Commercial Retail Park zone at 

Langdons Road will contribute to a smaller scale of activity in the 

zone, retaining the function of the zone for retail stores of large 

footprints. In doing so, it will support the regeneration of the former 

industrial site on Langdons Road for activities that do not compete 

with the function of the Central City  

 

6.15 In the context of the Industrial Park zone (Tait campus and Awatea), 

the proposal will limit the scale of office activity such that the zone 

continues to be used for primary industrial activities. In doing so, it 

supports the regeneration of industrial zones for their intended 

purpose, without making provision for higher value activities which 

are intended to be located elsewhere (including the Central City).   

 

6.16 The proposal also limits the potential effects of dispersed large scale 

office activity on the ‘regeneration’ of the Central City. In doing so, it 

will focus demand in the most appropriate locations. This will 

contribute to a greater level of activity and associated amenity in the 

Central City, as well as contributing to the efficient use of and 

investment in the Central City. In addition, the proposal will foster 

certainty and support achievement of the outcomes sought by the 

Christchurch Central Recovery Plan and Christchurch Replacement 

District Plan.   



 

27918025_1.docx  11 
 

 

6.17 Objective 15.1.5 of the Commercial proposal, incorporating provisions 

for the Central City,11 defines the Business zone as the ‘focus of retail 

and office activities and limiting the height of buildings to support an 

intensity of commercial activity across the Business zone’. In addition, 

Objective 15.1.6 defines the role of the Commercial Central City 

Business zone as the principal centre. These objectives are 

consistent with Objectives 12.2 and 12.3 of the amendments to the 

City Plan, introduced by the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan 

(CCRP).  

 

6.18 Through policies and methods to support the achievement of these 

outcomes, businesses that occupy larger tenancies are encouraged 

to locate in the Central City Business zone. The Proposal supports a 

focussed regeneration of the Central City and in effect, is consistent 

with Objectives for the Central City Business zone. As discussed in 

the evidence of Mr Ben King for the Stage 1 Commercial and 

Industrial hearing, a strong and vibrant Central City supports 

economic well-being at a local, regional and national level.12 

 

  Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 

 

6.19 The Statement of Issues  attached as Attachment A  to the 

memorandum for the pre-hearing meeting dated 26 April 201613 
 

identified Issue 1.1(b) of “…the extent to which the proposal …(b) 

promotes the purpose of the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 

2011”.  

 

6.20 As stated above, the CER Act has been repealed under section 146 

of the Greater Christchurch Regeneration Act 2016. However, it 

remains relevant as the Order in Council continues to apply, and was 

prepared under the CER Act.   

 

6.21 The CER Act at section 3 describes its purpose, which amongst other 

matters is “to provide appropriate measures to ensure that greater 

 
 
11  Closing Legal Submissions of Christchurch City Council, 27th April 2016. 
12  Paragraph 4.1 of Evidence in Chief of Mr Ben King for the stage 1 Commercial and Industrial hearing. 
13  Memorandum of Counsel regarding Pre-hearing meeting for the Suburban Office Tenancy Limit Proposal dated 

26 April 2016. 
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Christchurch and the councils and their communities respond to, and 

recover from, the impacts of the Canterbury earthquakes; (a), “to 

enable a focussed, timely and expedited recovery” (d), and “to restore 

the social, economic, cultural, and environmental well-being of 

greater Christchurch communities” (g).  

 

6.22 The assessment made in the context of the GCR Act above is 

relevant to the CER Act. Limiting the tenancy size of office activity in 

KACs and the Industrial Park zone (Awatea and Tait) will support 

recovery of the Central City by facilitating growth and the use of 

space by medium to large businesses. In doing so, it will contribute to 

an enhanced level of amenity and quality environment and will enable 

the benefits of public and private investment to be recognised.  

 

6.23 Channelling activity to the Central City will also enable the community 

to provide for their well-being through the provision of employment 

and services in a location accessible to the rest of the City by a range 

of modes of transport.  

 

6.24 Limiting tenancy size for offices in KACs will achieve a scale of 

activity commensurate with the function of these centres. In doing so, 

the proposal will support their recovery by facilitating the use of space 

for a range of activities. In respect of the Industrial Park zone, the 

proposal is also consistent with the purpose of the CER Act of 

‘recovery’ by retaining the function of industrial zones for primary 

industrial activities and limiting the scale of any individual office tenant 

to avoid potential reverse sensitivity effects.  

 

6.25 Further consideration of how the proposal supports recovery is 

considered in evaluation of the LURP below. 

 

Statement of Expectations, Schedule 4 

 

6.26 In having particular regard to the Statement of Expectations in 

Schedule 4 to the Order in Council,14 the Proposal provides for the 

effective functioning of the urban environment (clause (b) of the 

 
 
14  The Order in Council continues to apply to the Christchurch District under Section 147 (2)(b) of the Greater 

Christchurch Regeneration Act.  
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Statement of Expectations) as conveyed in section 4.2 of the Section 

32 report accompanying the Proposal.  

 

6.27 The Proposal facilitates an efficient use of resources and therefore, 

efficient ‘operation’ of the City by directing medium to large size 

businesses to a more sustainable location.15 It also enables District 

centres and the Neighbourhood centres at Spredon/Barrington and 

New Brighton to better achieve their functions by retaining space for 

small to medium sized businesses. This is more effective in achieving 

the outcomes sought through the District Plan as discussed below.  

 

6.28 Limiting the scale of office activity also reduces the opportunity for a 

scale of development out of context with its surroundings in a District 

or Neighbourhood centre i.e. the effects of development can be more 

easily absorbed in a centre where the scale of activity is 

commensurate with the size of the centre. This also contributes to 

effective functioning of the environment by managing effects and 

reducing the potential for externalities of business. 

  

 

6.29 Submissions from TFT Properties,16 AMP Capital Investors17 and Tait18 

state that the Proposal fails to meet, or is contrary to, the Order in 

Council in that it does not reduce the reliance on consent processes 

or reduce the number, extent and prescriptiveness of controls and 

standards in the rules (clause (a) of the Statement of Expectations).  

 

6.30 The Proposal may result in additional consents being required where 

a change in tenancy size or new space exceeding the limit is 

proposed. This will not reduce, significantly, the reliance on resource 

consent processes in the pRDP relative to the operative District Plan, 

being the City Plan.  However, as a permitted activity standard, it 

does not preclude office activities establishing as of right where 

tenancies are less than 500 m
2
 (notwithstanding other rules in the 

pRDP). 

 
 
15  Directing medium to large businesses to the Central City facilitates the use of sustainable modes of travel from 

all parts of the City to employment and services provided by business.  
16  Paragraph 10 of submission OT3. 
17  Paragraph 8 of submission OT5. 
18  Paragraph 20 of submission OT7. 
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6.31 As stated in section 4.2.2 of the section 32 report accompanying the 

Proposal, office activity will trigger consent on transport or urban 

design grounds if exceeding specified limits. While transport and 

urban design rules specify limits on the activity rather than tenancy, a 

non-compliance with this proposal may also necessitate consent 

under other rules. The proposal may therefore not generate the need 

for a resource consent in isolation. Furthermore, the transaction costs 

of a consent process are outweighed by the benefits accrued, as 

stated in paragraph 8.4 of the evidence of Mr Phil Osborne.19 

 

6.32 There is not a strong presence of office activity in established KACs.20 

Having regard to vacant land in New Brighton and greenfield land in 

the District centres at Belfast and North Halswell, and the Industrial 

Park zones (Tait Campus) and (Awatea), there are a number of 

opportunities for new office development of a scale that could provide 

for tenancies of more than 500m
2
. Having regard to these 

observations, I consider it possible that the majority of consent 

applications for tenancies over 500m
2
 may be associated with new 

development rather than changes in tenants in existing buildings.  

 

6.33 Inevitably, there will be a need for resource consent where an activity  

exceeds the maximum tenancy limit and this will be assessed as a 

Restricted Discretionary activity (for the Commercial Core zone). This 

does not signal that activities exceeding the limit are always 

inappropriate and in some circumstances, non-compliance may be 

acceptable.  Indeed, this has been the case with the office floorspace 

limit provision in the Commercial Central City Mixed Use  and 

Commercial Central City (South Frame) Mixed use Zones of the 

Central City.  

 

6.34 While I acknowledge that it is more restrictive than the current 

situation, any existing tenancies over 500m
2
 can also continue to rely 

on existing use rights.  

 
 
19  Evidence of Mr Philip Osborne dated 8 June 2016 at paragraph 8.4.  
20  Mr Ogg in the stage 1 Commercial hearing stated “What I would say is that in my experience, office product has 

performed very poorly and has been very limited demand within actual centres so if we look at all the centres 
around Christchurch, very few of them have reasonable office offering and of that and particular pre-quake 
there was considerable vacancies with what was there, it was hard to lease” (p381 of Transcript for Friday 15 
May 2015, Mr Marius Ogg for the Crown, Stage 1 Commercial hearing) 
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6.35 Clause (e) of the Statement of Expectations seeks that sufficient and 

suitable development capacity exists and land is available for 

commercial activities (amongst others).  As was demonstrated in 

evidence for the Stage 1 commercial hearing, sufficient capacity 

exists in the Central City and suburban centres to meet future needs 

over the life of the plan.21  

 

6.36 Paragraphs 7.12 to 7.19 of my evidence considers the submission of 

AMP on whether sufficient capacity exists in the Central City to 

accommodate medium to large businesses. The challenge will be 

whether the market delivers and can provide sufficient floorspace to 

meet the demand.    

 

Land Use Recovery Plan 

 

6.37 The LURP provides direction to support recovery across Metropolitan 

Christchurch. Amongst other matters, section 1.1 states that the 

LURP “addresses … ways to support recovery and rebuilding of 

central city, suburban and town centres”.  

 

6.38 Paragraph 4.1.2 of the section 32 report, accompanying the proposal, 

refers to outcome 3 of the LURP, with specific attention given to the 

Central City. 

 

6.39 While the LURP does not direct that the recovery of the Central City 

is of greater importance than suburban centres, section 4.1.2 of the 

LURP, as referenced in paragraph 25.16 of my stage 1 Commercial 

evidence, seeks to ensure development complements recovery of the 

Central City and recognises the Central City as the prime urban 

centre. This is emphasised in section 4.3.1 of the LURP, which states 

that commercial floorspace outside the Central City must be made 

available in a way that complements the new compact city core. The 

Oxford Dictionary defines to 'complement' as “A thing that contributes 

extra features to something else in such a way as to improve or 

emphasise its quality”. 

 

 
 
21  Paragraph 18.9 of my Evidence in Chief dated 13 April 2015 for the stage 1 Commercial and Industrial hearing. 
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6.40 To enable development of a scale that seeks to duplicate or 

accommodate the form of development envisaged within the Central 

City would in my opinion, not be complementary.  

 

6.41 The Proposal to introduce a tenancy limit is, in my opinion, not 

inconsistent with the LURP in enabling the development and recovery 

of suburban centres, particularly those identified in Objective 15.1.2 

(a)(vii) of the Stage 1 Commercial proposal.22 

 

Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (CCRP) 

 

6.42 In the earlier stage 1 Commercial and Industrial hearing, the CCRP 

was cited (page 105), which states “The Recovery Plan, together with 

the anchor projects and amended regulatory framework, provides a 

compelling case for continued investment in the central city and it is 

not considered necessary or desirable to restrict suburban 

development to achieve the aspirations of the Recovery Plan”.23 As I 

stated on the stand in the Stage 1 Commercial and Industrial 

hearing24 and in paragraph 25.21 of my Evidence in chief for the 

Stage 1 Commercial hearing, that statement was made in the context 

of a plan for the Central City and action 24 of the LURP provides for 

restrictions on suburban office space.  

 

6.43 My evidence in chief for the Stage 1 commercial hearing25 refers to 

the policy framework introduced by the CCRP, which recognises the 

Central Cityas the primary community focal point. To be the primary 

focal point, it is anticipated that the range and scale of activities in the 

Central City is greater than that of suburban centres, which the 

Proposal supports by directing medium to large office based 

businesses into the Central City.  

 

6.44 The Stage 1 decision proposed limits on tenancy size for retail and 

office activities in Neighbourhood centres (excluding 

Spreydon/Barrington and New Brighton) to give primacy to the 

 
 
22  Decisions version dated 18 December 2015. 
23  http://ceraarchive.dpmc.govt.nz/sites/default/files/Documents/christchurch-central-recovery-plan-march-

2014.pdf  
24  Transcript (Stage 1 Commercial hearing), 15 May 2015 at page 357. 
25  Paragraph 25.18. 

http://ceraarchive.dpmc.govt.nz/sites/default/files/Documents/christchurch-central-recovery-plan-march-2014.pdf
http://ceraarchive.dpmc.govt.nz/sites/default/files/Documents/christchurch-central-recovery-plan-march-2014.pdf
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Central Cityand to seek a scale of activity consistent with the function 

of a centre and the catchment it serves. However, there is a risk that 

the achievement of the objective will be diluted without some 

limitations on the larger District centres, particularly in greenfield 

locations. Development in District centres is envisaged to be a larger 

scale than Neighbourhood centres, and therefore could have a 

greater effect on the Central City. 

 

6.45 In my Stage 1 evidence, I stated at paragraph 19.8 that the quantum 

of future development in suburban centres will be controlled by the 

extent of the area zoned and controls on built form. However, these 

limitations are in respect of total floor space across a centre and not 

in respect of tenancy size. In providing for medium to large tenancies, 

there is a risk of reduced demand for Central City locations and a 

scale of activity greater than what is anticipated for suburban centres.  

 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement  

 

6.46 Paragraphs 4.1.3 to 4.1.5 of the section 32 report accompanying the 

Proposal identifies pertinent objectives of Chapter 6. TFT Properties 

state in their submission that the Proposal “appears to be at best 

inconsistent with Objective 6.2.5 of Chapter 6 to the Canterbury 

Regional Policy Statement”. The submission does not expand on how 

the proposal is inconsistent with the objective.  

 

6.47 In giving effect to the CRPS, the Proposal supports and maintains the 

network of centres by supporting a diversity of opportunities as 

conveyed in paragraph 6.5 above.  

 

6.48 Objective 6.2.2 (3) of the CRPS has an outcome of “reinforcing the 

role of Christchurch central business district within the Greater 

Christchurch area as identified in the Christchurch Central Recovery 

Plan”. In achieving that, Policy 6.3.1 of the CRPS seeks to “avoid 

development that adversely affects the function and viability of, or 

public investment in the Central City and Key Activity centre” 

(underlining is my emphasis).26 Policy 6.3.6(3) of chapter 6 is also 

 
 
26  Paragraphs 19.16 to 19.19 of my evidence for the Stage 1 Commercial hearing. 



 

27918025_1.docx  18 
 

relevant and “reinforces the role of the Central City, as the City’s 

primary commercial centre, and that of Key Activity Centres”.27   

 

6.49 Direction in the policy framework referenced above conveys two 

messages, firstly that the Central City is the primary commercial 

centre, and secondly, that adverse effects on the function of the 

Central City and KACs are avoided. 

 

6.50 These provisions form part of a framework that supports the 

establishment of the commercial centres hierarchy, which is 

consistent with the environmental result that “the function and role of 

the Central City, Key Activity Centres and Neighbourhood centres is 

maintained” (Clause 6.4 of chapter 6 to CRPS).  

 

6.51 The Proposal for a tenancy limit on office tenancy size in KACs gives 

effect to the CRPS in giving primacy to the Central City and seeking 

that activity is of a scale appropriate to the function and role of the 

centre it is located in.  

 

6.52 AMP state at paragraph 4 of their submission that limiting tenancy 

size is inconsistent with the role of KACs to provide employment 

options. Chapter 6 identifies in various places the role of KACs,28 

which is expanded on in the Stage 1 Commercial chapter.29  

 

6.53 Limiting the tenancy size of office activity in KACs will not in my 

opinion compromise their function as a focus of employment. The 

nature of the office activity provided for in KACs will be influenced by 

limitations on tenancy size but it should not preclude smaller 

businesses locating in KACs.  As discussed earlier, there is a risk of 

larger office tenancies locating in KACs in the absence of a proposed 

rule, which reduces the capacity for smaller businesses occupying 

space less than 500 m
2
. 

 

 
 
27  Paragraph 6.11 of the section 32 report accompanying the Proposal. 
28  Objective 6.2.5 identifies their role as a focal point for commercial, community and service activities; Principals 

reasons and explanation to Policy 6.3.1 describes the role of KACs as a focus for commercial activities; 
Definition of KAC as “Key existing and proposed commercial centres identified as focal points for employment, 
community activities and the transport network…”. 

29  Table 15.1 under Policy 15.1.2.1 describes Centre’s role as “…a focal point for employment (including offices)”. 
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Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

 

6.54 As conveyed in the section 32 report accompanying the Proposal, the 

provision for a tenancy limit in KACs and the Industrial Park zone 

(Tait and Awatea) is consistent with the objectives of the pRDP 

including the Strategic Directions proposal.30  

 

6.55 In respect of the Strategic Directions chapter, AMP31 and Tait32 submit 

that the Proposal is contrary to, or does not achieve, Objective 3.3.2, 

which is to minimise transaction costs and reliance on consent 

processes.  

 

6.56 I refer to paragraphs 6.26 to 6.36 of my evidence above in which I 

consider the appropriateness of the Proposal in the context of the 

Statement of Expectations. Expanding on that, Objective 3.3.2 is 

worded subtly differently to the Statement of Expectations, the former 

stating that through preparation, change, interpretation and 

implementation of the District Plan, transaction costs and reliance on 

consent processes are to be minimised (subclause (a)(i)). The latter 

(Statement of Expectations) states that decisions will be made ‘in a 

manner consistent with an intention to reduce significantly (compared 

with the existing district plans) reliance on consent processes’ (i).  

 

6.57 The proposal to introduce a tenancy limit for offices in KACs is a 

permitted activity standard for office activity and therefore the costs 

and reliance on a consent process are minimised, which is consistent 

with Objective 3.3.2. Any non-compliance with the rule will require 

resource consent and this would increase transaction costs for any 

individual proposal. 

 

6.58 While a review could be undertaken of building consents issued to 

date for office development in KACs and the Industrial Park zones, it 

will not provide a basis for identifying how many applications are 

made after the proposed rule takes effect. With a change in the 

regulatory framework from a permissive approach in the operative 

City Plan to a centres based approach in Decision 11, the scale of 
 
 
30  Refer to paragraphs 6.4 to 6.9 of the Section 32 report accompanying the proposal.  
31  Paragraph 8 of submission OT5. 
32  Paragraph 20 of submission OT7. 
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development in District centres and the Neighbourhood centres at 

Spreydon/Barrington and New Brighton is anticipated to make up a 

greater proportion of office development across the City 

 

6.59 AMP convey in their submission that the Central City will not be able 

to provide for long term growth as sought by Commercial Objective 

15.1.1 and the next logical place in the hierarchy is District centres. 

The capacity of the Central City Business zone to accommodate 

demand from medium to large businesses is considered in section 

7.12 to 7.19 of my evidence and that of Mr Osborne.33  

 

6.60 I agree with AMP that in the event that there is not sufficient capacity 

in the Central City, the logical place for medium to large businesses is 

the “next layer down in the hierarchy”.34 This is consistent with 

Objective 15.1.2 and Policy 15.1.2.1 of the Commercial proposal.  

However, currently there is 8.5 ha of vacant land in the Commercial 

Central City Business zone for medium to large office tenancies to 

occupy.  

 

6.61 TFT Properties submit that the Proposal is inconsistent with Objective 

15.1.2(a)(ii) and (v) in that it does not enable the efficient use and 

continued viability of the physical resources of centres. I refer to 

paragraphs 6.4 to 6.10 above where I convey that the proposal will 

achieve the purpose of the Act in sustainably managing the physical 

resource of centres. I otherwise rely on the section 32 evaluation on 

why the Proposal is more appropriate in achieving Objective 15.1.2. 

 

6.62 TFT’s submission also considers the Proposal to be inconsistent with 

policy 15.1.2.1 in respect of the role of different centres. With regard 

to the latter, the Proposal continues to enable employment in District 

centres, consistent with row ‘B’ of Table 15.1 below Policy 15.1.2.1. It 

describes the role of District centres that are KACs as “…focal point 

for employment (including offices)”. In the same context, the Central 

City is described as “Principal employment and business centre for 

the city”. 

 

 
 
33  Evidence of Mr Osborne dated 8 June 2016 at paragraphs 8.10 and 8.11. 
34  Paragraph 3 of submission OT5. 
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6.63 In short, the Proposal does not preclude office activity but rather 

enables a scale of office activity appropriate to the function of the 

centre. TFT Properties appear to accept that restricting the 

proliferation of further commercial office space within District centres 

and the Neighbourhood centres at Spreydon/ Barrington and New 

Brighton is appropriate.35 Similarly, Mr Mike Copeland for AMP 

accepted at conferencing that limiting office development to stimulate 

the Central Cityrecovery was appropriate.36  It appears that it is the 

type of intervention which is in dispute, not that there should not be 

any intervention. 

 

6.64 The hierarchy as set out in the Stage 1 commercial proposal is 

achieved by a number of methods and the Proposal does not erode 

the effectiveness of the hierarchy in its implementation. There are a 

number of provisions in the Commercial Stage 1 decision that support 

the implementation of the hierarchy including the scale of 

development provided for, limits on the total quantum of floorspace 

permitted in District centres at Belfast and North Halswell, and 

tenancy limits on retail and office activities in Neighbourhood centres. 

Therefore, a clear distinction exists between the functions of the 

different centres. 

 

Issue 1.2 Whether the section 32 evaluation is sound and sufficient to 

adequately demonstrate that the Proposal is the most appropriate 

method for achieving the plan’s objectives  

 

6.65 The section 32 report accompanying the Proposal is to be read in 

conjunction with evidence presented in Stage 1. The section 32 

draws on this evidence, particularly paragraph 4.4.1 of the report and 

it should therefore be read in conjunction with the section 32 for the 

Stage 1 commercial proposal. 

 

6.66 TFT Properties Ltd37 state that the section 32 report accompanying 

the Proposal appears to be concerned with new buildings and 

development, despite the provisions being in respect of both new and 

existing buildings. 
 
 
35  Paragraph 13 of submission OT5. 
36  Paragraph 3.9 of Expert conferencing Joint Statement Economic Matters dated 17 May 2016. 
37  Paragraph 7 of submission OT3. 
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6.67 I suggest it is not relevant whether a building is existing or proposed 

after the rule takes effect. The Proposal is concerned with limiting 

tenancy size, not building size. The potential effect of an office 

tenancy greater than 500m
2
 in an established building is potentially 

no different to an office tenancy greater than 500m
2
 in a new building. 

Both situations could facilitate the use of space in a KAC for a 

medium to large business, reducing the potential demand for space in 

the Central City. 

 

6.68 A point raised by a number of submitters38 are the costs associated 

with the Proposal and that the Panel needs to consider the adequacy 

of the section 32 in consideration of those costs. Costs identified by 

submitters include effects on: 

 

(a) Future land values;39 

(b) Opportunities for development and activities;40 

(c) Viability of businesses; and 

(d) Efficiency and flexibility in the use of resources.    

 

6.69 These are costs for individual landowners and businesses. It is 

acknowledged that costs to people and the community may include 

costs affecting multiple landowners and businesses such that it has 

an impact on their well-being.  

 

6.70 An overview of potential costs for the wider business community and 

landowners of the Proposal is presented in the section 32 report 

accompanying the Proposal and it is necessary to consider these 

costs in determining the Proposal's efficiency.  Mr Osborne has also 

considered the costs and benefits in his evidence.41 I rely on his 

evidence in this regard.  

 

6.71 An issue raised in the TFT Properties submission is “…existing 

tenants who will not be able to expand on site, but cannot otherwise 

 
 
38  C Lee OT1; L Anderson OT2; TFT Properties Ltd OT3; AMP Capital Investors (NZ) OT5; Tait Foundation and 

Tait Limited OT7. 
39  C Lee OT1. 
40  C Lee OT1. 
41  Evidence of Mr Osborne dated 8 June 2016 at paragraph 5.3 and section 8. 
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move to other premises given they are locked into a lease”.42 In these 

circumstances, a tenant or landlord could apply for resource consent, 

or forfeit any costs to break the lease to find premises suitable for 

their needs, or intensify the activity within the existing space. While 

the scale of this issue has not been quantified (nor am I aware of any 

direct evidence that this would occur), it is not anticipated to be a 

significant issue given the limited office stock in the KACs.  

 

6.72 There is concern, expressed by TFT Properties,43 and Kite 

Enterprises44 that an existing building may sit idle as a consequence 

of businesses not being able to establish in tenancies over 500m
2
 

without resource consent. This is not considered by the submitters to 

be an efficient or sustainable use of the physical resource.  

 

6.73 In the Stage 1 commercial hearing, Mr Ogg conveyed that:45  

 

We are starting to see some pressure come on the existing 

suburban stock in terms of rental levels, and I mention in my 

evidence there about the revertere (sp) risk for some of those 

owners, and what I mean by that is, if we have people shift back 

to the CBD, their ability to bat for their space, they are coming 

under pressure for rental levels as well which does reduce it. So 

if we have more people go to the Central City, we are going to 

have more space freed up in suburbia which would be enough to 

cater for most of those parties.” 

 

6.74 The effect of what Mr Ogg conveys is that there will continue to be 

demand for suburban office space. This may require owners to adapt 

space to meet the needs of the market, particularly where a space is 

designed for a larger tenancy over 500m
2
 and the demand is for 

smaller tenancies. While this is an additional cost for land and 

building owners, this cost needs to be balanced against the potential 

risk of land and/or space in the Central City remaining vacant and the 

effects of this on the well-being of the wider community it supports.   

 

 
 
42  Paragraph 9 of submission OT3 
43  Paragraph 9 of submission OT3. 
44  Submission OT8. 
45  Transcript (Stage 1 Commercial hearing), 15 May 2015 at page 381. 
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  Effectiveness of the Proposal 

 

6.75 AMP Capital questions the extent to which the Proposal will be 

effective and support recovery of the Central City. Specifically, AMP 

raise questions over the degree to which an individual proposal will 

impact on recovery of the Central City46 and whether regulatory 

intervention is necessary given the state of the Central City.47 

 

6.76 With regard to the former, AMP state that they have concern 

regarding the benefit of the application process. Reference is then 

made in paragraph 8 of its submission to applications for a breach of 

a similar office limit in the Central City Mixed use zone being granted 

“because there is nothing to indicate that the recovery of the Central 

Cityis going to be compromised”.  

 

6.77 In response to the AMP submission, a review has been undertaken of 

all resource consent applications received by Council for a non-

compliance with limits on office tenancy size in the Commercial 

Central City Mixed Use zone and Commercial Central City (South 

Frame) Mixed Use zone. All applications (11 in total) were granted, 

with the findings being summarised as follows:  

 

(a) The majority were granted with reliance on the permitted 

baseline and/or existing use rights;  

(b) The non-compliance was deemed to be minor i.e. the 

additional floorspace was small in quantum; and 

(c) The largest development was the Epic office development 

on Tuam Street, the location being in the Innovation precinct 

and deemed by Council to be consistent with the objectives 

of the zone. 

 

6.78 To summarise, I am not aware of any applications granted consent 

that demonstrate the issue conveyed in paragraph 8 of the AMP 

submission.  

 

 
 
46  Paragraph 8 of submission OT5. 
47  Paragraph 1 of submission OT5. 
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6.79 With regard to the comment in the submission that “It is hard to 

imagine how an individual proposal for an office greater than 500m
2
 

would ever create a subsequent adverse effect on the CBD’s 

recovery that would justify it being declined”, this fails to acknowledge 

the strategic effect of an application. An application for an office 

tenancy of a large scale in a KAC may not ‘support the intended role’ 

of the Central City (Matters of Discretion in 15.8.2.4), which is 

intended as a focal point of office activity, particularly for medium to 

large businesses. There is also potential for cumulative or precedent 

effects of office activity outside the Central City. 

 

6.80 The AMP submission also states “Development within the CBD has 

reached a point where the recovery of the CBD no longer needs to be 

propped up by limitations on development elsewhere, and certainly 

not for the next 10 years”. In my opinion, this runs counter to 

Objective 15.1.2 (a)(vii) and Policy 15.1.2.1 (a)(i) to support recovery 

of the Central City. 

  

6.81 Evidence was presented in the hearings on the Strategic Directions 

and Commercial chapters by Mr Ben King, Commercial Strategy 

Manger for the Christchurch Central Development Unit (CCDU), 

highlighting that challenges remain in recovery of the Central City. In 

particular, Mr King made the following statement:48 

 

Whilst progress and momentum to date is readily measurable, 

challenges still exist and there is a need to continue to foster 

conditions and promote frameworks that aid recovery in the 

Central City.  

A regulatory framework which recognises the importance of and 

gives primacy to the central city of Christchurch will support a 

faster and more sustained recovery of Christchurch. 

 

6.82 One of the challenges referred to by Mr King is the limited amount of 

intermediate grade office space to meet demand and a limited 

number of tenants available to populate the Central City, reflecting 

tenants in suburban areas being ‘locked in’ to leases.49 As and when 

 
 
48  Paragraphs 4.2 and 4.3 of Evidence in Chief of Ben King for Stage 1 Commercial and Industrial hearing. 
49  Paragraphs 7.9 and 7.10 of Evidence in Chief of Ben King for Stage 1 Commercial and Industrial hearing. 
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these leases end, there is a need to facilitate a shift of business back 

to the Central City or for some businesses, a move to the Central 

City. If it is left to market forces, then tenants will continue to occupy 

suburban space with potentially more favourable conditions.50  

  

6.83 A number of witnesses in the Stage 1 Commercial hearing conveyed 

that recovery is a medium to long term process; Mr King suggesting it 

is over 10 to 20 years.51 It is acknowledged that it is a different 

position that regulatory intervention is required over this period, but in 

my opinion, there is a need to have a framework that facilitates the 

outcomes sought.   

 

6.84 Mr Ogg spoke in the Stage 1 Commercial hearing of the importance 

of office development to the recovery of the CBD:
 52 

 

I am very much of the view that an early catalyst for the re-

establishing the CBD is office development. It helps support that 

CBD population which in turn helps supplement retail which in 

turn creates that amenity that can support the residential. It is a 

mix and it is a combination, but I very much believe the 

population through the office sector is an early catalyst for that. 

 

6.85 Referring back to AMP’s submission, their position that limitations on 

development elsewhere are not required is premised on the 

development to date.53 Developments west of Cambridge Terrace and 

either side of Victoria Street suggest that recovery in some areas is 

progressing well. However, this in my opinion should not be an 

indicator of the Central City'srecovery as a whole. There remains 

significant uncertainty over the future of some parts of the Central 

City including the Cathedral and convention centre, which has 

influenced progress by private developers e.g. hotel sector. While 

uncertainty may have reduced in some areas, there remains sufficient 

uncertainty over the future of other areas such that there is cause for 

ongoing intervention.  

 
 
50  Paragraph 7.12 of the Evidence in Chief of Ben King for Stage 1 Commercial and Industrial hearing refers to 

tenant price points as an impediment to Central City relocation.  
51  Paragraph 7.1 of the Evidence in Chief of Ben King for Stage 1 Commercial and Industrial hearing. 
52  Transcript (Stage 1 Commercial hearing), 15 May 2015 at page 380. 
53  Paragraph 1 of submission OT5 states “Development within the CBD has reached a point where the recovery of 

the CBD no longer needs to be propped up by limitations on development elsewhere”. 
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6.86 What also needs to be taken into account is the significant investment 

going into public space and ‘anchor projects’, which contributes to the 

attractiveness of the Central City as a location for business. Mr King54 

and Mr Miskell
55

 both discuss this at length. If large tenants were to 

locate in suburban centres over the Central City, there is a risk that 

the benefits are not accrued from the investment. Mr Osborne 

discusses this further in his evidence for the stage 1 Commercial and 

Industrial hearing.56  

 

Issue 1.2 Whether the proposal provides clarity and its effectiveness can 

be determined 

 

6.87 TFT Properties Ltd raises concern that “any rearrangement of existing 

tenancies that makes any tenancy greater than 500m
2
 larger or 

increases any existing tenancy over 500m
2
 would trigger the need for 

consent under the proposed rule” suggesting that this will create 

uncertainty.57 I assume the reference to uncertainty is in respect of 

whether consent will be granted or not. The rule will be breached in 

the circumstances described and I do not consider there is 

uncertainty in the rule to determine compliance. 

   

6.88 A separate issue raised by TFT Properties Limited is the extent to 

which the Proposal can be enforced,58 pointing out that the Council 

would only become aware of such changes should the internal layout 

trigger the need for building consent. 

 

6.89 It is acknowledged that changes to internal walls where a change in 

tenancy size is proposed may not trigger building consent. In 

circumstances where a tenant occupies space on part of a floor and 

an internal wall is moved or removed to increase a tenancy, it may be 

difficult for the Council to determine that there is a non-compliance, 

requiring resource consent.  

 
 
54  Paragraph 8.2 of the Evidence in Chief of Ben King for Stage 1 Commercial and Industrial hearing.  
55

 Statement of Evidence of Mr Donald John Miskell on behalf of the Crown for the Central City hearing dated 14 

January 2016 
56  Evidence of Mr Phillip Osborne for the Stage 1 Commercial and Industrial hearing dated 13 April 2015 

paragraphs 9.20 to 9.25. 
57  Paragraph 9 of submission OT3. 
58  Paragraph 8 of submission OT3. 
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6.90 There have been discussions with the Commercial Building consents 

processing team of the Council regarding the ability to capture 

information on tenancy size. Through requiring the details of tenancy 

size to be included on Project Information Memorandum, monitoring 

can be undertaken of new office buildings or alterations requiring 

consent. As a consequence, the planning check undertaken of 

building consent applications could include an assessment of tenancy 

size.  

 

6.91 The acquisition of data from real estate companies can also enable 

regular audits to be undertaken to identify any tenancies of more than 

500m
2
 that have established.   

 

6.92 The Proposal will otherwise be self-enforcing and managed in 

accordance with the Council’s functions under the Act. Also, the 

Proposal to introduce a tenancy limit is consistent with provisions for 

the Commercial Central City Mixed use zone, Commercial Central 

City (South Frame) Mixed Use zone of the Christchurch Central 

Recovery Plan and Commercial stage 1 proposal (Decision 11), 

which include tenancy limits. 

 

 Issue 1.4 Whether alternatives are more appropriate 

 

6.93 Alternatives are proposed by submitters.  

 

6.94 AMP has sought that the Proposal does not apply to District centres, 

for a number of reasons, considered earlier in my evidence. However, 

AMP has not provided an evaluation of the benefits and costs 

associated with its relief. Notwithstanding this, the section 32 report 

accompanying the Proposal evaluates the appropriateness of an 

option to not have limits on tenancy size in District centres and the 

Neighbourhood centres at Spreydon/Barrington and New Brighton. 

  

6.95 TFT Properties Ltd seeks that the rule only applies to office buildings 

erected after February 2016. As discussed earlier, the effects on the 

Central City’s recovery of a tenancy exceeding 500m
2
 in an existing 
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building are unlikely to be different to a tenancy of the same size in a 

new building.  

 

6.96 I also note the amendment sought to refer to ‘buildings’ rather than 

‘activity’. Under clause 15.2.1 (d) of the Stage 1 Commercial decision, 

the word ‘activity’ includes the land and/or buildings for that activity. 

For the rule sought by TFT Properties to be effective, its application to 

the activity that occurs within a building would be more appropriate 

although it is difficult to foresee a tenancy within a building being 

different in scale to the activity occupying that tenancy.  

 

6.97 Tait Foundation and Tait Limited have proposed alternative relief, 

seeking that there be no restriction on maximum tenancy size for 

offices in the Industrial Park zone (Tait). This is on the basis that the 

Tait campus is unique59 and the vision for a collaborative campus to 

strengthen the high-technology sector will not compete with the 

Central City. 

 

6.98 Having considered the Tait submission, I would suggest that the 

objective for the campus of a collaborative environment is not unique.  

The collaborative environment sought by Tait is consistent with other 

environments where businesses seek to leverage off one another. 

Examples include the Innovation Precinct in the Central City, which is 

promoted as “A place where innovators can work, live and collaborate 

in a thriving and competitive community”.60 Mr Ben King in the 

Commercial hearing also refers to the collaboration benefits in a 

Central City context.61 Beyond this, I cannot identify characteristics of 

the Tait campus that are unique to justify an exemption. 

 

6.99 In opposition to the proposal, submitters identify the benefits of 

locations in suburban areas including traffic, parking, the size of 

offices being suitable, along with more affordable rental levels. Mr C 

Lee references these benefits in the context of ‘why people are 

residing in the suburbs’.62 

 
 
59  Paragraph 11 of Tait submission. 
60  http://www.innovationprecinct.nz/ on 9 May 2016. 
61  Paragraphs 5.2 and 5.3 of Evidence in Chief of Ben King for the Stage 1 Commercial hearing dated 24th April 

2016. 
62  Submission OT1. 

http://www.innovationprecinct.nz/
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6.100 The Proposal is not concerned with whether offices should be 

enabled within suburban areas, outside centres or within centres. If 

Mr Lee intends that these benefits arise for businesses in KACs over 

the Central City, that matter does not justify the absence of a tenancy 

limit. Without a tenancy limit, there is a risk that these benefits will 

continue to attract businesses to locations outside the Central City 

amongst other reasons (as discussed in paragraph 7.7). 

 

6.101 It is important to note that the benefits described accrue for the 

individual business or landowner. While provision for larger offices in 

KACs may have other benefits that affect the wider community, e.g. 

access to employment for the catchment of a centre, I do not consider 

the individual benefits should justify acceptance of costs for the 

community.  

 

7. ROLE OF THE CENTRAL CITY 

 

7.1 A matter for consideration is whether the offer in suburban locations 

is distinct from the Central City and whether the Central City is not the 

appropriate location for all office activities.  

 

7.2 AMP refer to factors that influence where businesses locate at 

paragraph 6, including rental costs, the types of services they offer 

and the location of staff and clients. It is these and other factors that 

inform their position that ‘If the CBD does not provide a good fit then 

alternative locations should be available in suitably zoned land’.63 

However, AMP have not provided any evidence to support the 

position that the types of business they seek to accommodate at Styx 

centre above 500m
2
 could not locate in the Central City Business 

zone.   

 

7.3 Rental costs in a suburban location may continue to make a suburban 

location more attractive and many businesses whose leases end in 

the coming years may choose to remain in a suburban location in the 

absence of regulatory intervention. It is acknowledged that a number 

 
 
63  Paragraph 6, OT5. 
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of companies have relocated to the Central City but this trend may 

not continue. 

 

7.4 Mr Ogg in the Stage 1 Commercial hearing conveyed:64  

 

…that current supply position is putting increasing pressure 

on developers and owners at the moment, and we have 

seen the reintroduction of incentives as a result. So land or 

contributions to tenants, which is having the impact of 

lowering net effective rentals that occupies a part. 

 

So what is not ideal for landlords, this is in my view 

enabling a wider level of affordability which has the 

potential to open the door to more occupiers coming back 

into the central city and they were previously perceived to 

be priced out because of the higher rentals. 

 

7.5 On the basis of Mr Ogg’s evidence, rental levels are not necessarily 

an impediment to businesses who are yet to relocate from suburban 

locations. If the cost of space was accepted as a reason for not 

introducing a tenancy limit on suburban office floorspace, there may 

be reduced demand for space in the Central City and, as a 

consequence, reduced potential for development of office space in 

the Central City to meet that demand.  

 

7.6 As discussed earlier, a company may have an office in a suburban 

location or multiple offices, each of which serves the surrounding 

area. In serving a smaller catchment relative to a medium to large 

business, it is anticipated that the floorspace required would be less. 

There may be circumstances when a tenancy of more than 500m
2
 is 

justified and the resource consent process enables applications to be 

assessed on a case by case basis.  

 

7.7 The absence of any limit would enable businesses to locate in District 

centres (including the Commercial Retail Park zone Langdons Road), 

the Neighbourhood centres at Spreydon/Barrington and New 

 
 
64  Transcript (Stage 1 Commercial hearing), 15 May 2015 at page 377. 
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Brighton, or the Industrial Park zones (Tait campus and Awatea) 

without a consent process. There may be benefits for the business, 

its customers and employees. For example, the location of a business 

in the area it serves may provide convenience to customers and 

reduced travel time to access services.  

 

7.8 However, there may be associated costs for the community which 

may not be taken into account by a business owner. For example, a 

site with sufficient car parking for customers and staff in a suburban 

centre or Industrial Park zone will not benefit from the same level of 

accessibility to elsewhere in the City by public transport, or be in a 

location that encourages walking/ cycling. As a consequence, people 

may be required to travel by motor vehicle. The choice of a suburban 

location could also reduce the demand for a Central City location, 

reducing the potential for development and investment in the Central 

City to meet that demand. 

 

7.9 AMP Capital also states in paragraph 3 of their submission that the 

Central Citywill not be able to provide for long term growth of the City. 

AMP draws attention to the availability of land for future office 

development including the limitations on the use of parts of the 

Central City. I agree that larger tenancies are not anticipated in parts 

of the Central City including the Central City Mixed Use,65 South 

Frame66 and Local zones.67 Reflecting Objective 15.1.5(a)(i), the 

Central City Business zone is anticipated to be the focus for large 

scale office activities.  

 

7.10 Other restrictions cited by AMP Capital Investors Limited include: 

 

(a) Urban design requirements; and 

(b) Designation of land for specific purposes. 

 

 
 
65  Activity P6 of Rule 15.9.2.1 specifies that offices shall only be ancillary to a permitted activity, or otherwise 

individual tenancies shall not exceed 450 m2 gross leasable floor area. Any non-compliance is a Non-
complying activity. 

66  Activity P3 of Rule 15.10.2.1 specifies that offices tenancies outside the Health or Innovation Precinct shall not 
exceed 450 m2 gross leasable floor area. Within the Innovation precinct, between Tuam, Manchester, St Asap 
and High streets, any office tenancy is limited to a maximum of 450 m2 gross leasable floor area. Any non-
compliance is a Non-complying activity. 

67  Activity P10 of rule 15.3.2.1 specifies that any office activity shall have a maximum individual tenancy of 250 m2 
GLFA. Any non-compliance is a Non-complying activity. 
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7.11 In respect of the former, I am not aware of activities not being 

advanced due to urban design provisions in the Central City context. 

While I acknowledge the issues raised in evidence on the process of 

urban design provisions being applied,68 the more enabling approach 

of certification as recommended in the Central City hearing provides 

certainty for applicants and should not be an impediment to 

development in itself. In any event, the urban design provisions of the 

pRDP apply to buildings rather than tenancies or specifically to an 

office activity, and relate only to the exterior, not how the internal 

structure of the building is configured.  

 

7.12 In response to the submission of AMP, a high level assessment of the 

theoretical capacity for office activity in the Central City has been 

undertaken. The following assessment is limited to the Commercial 

Central City Business zone, being the area where office tenancies 

over 500m
2
 are directed to.  

 

7.13 There is approximately 8.5 hectares of vacant land in the Commercial 

Central City Business zone based on Council’s register of vacant 

land.69 This excludes land designated by the Crown for the anchor 

projects as well as land with building consent, whether for offices and 

non-office activities.  

 

7.14 In the absence of maximum plot ratio limits, the permitted building 

envelope is defined by the height limits of 17 metres and 28 metres, 

the latter applying to that part of the CCB zone either side of Victoria 

Street.  Assuming 100% building coverage and buildings up to the 

maximum height, the maximum theoretical quantum of floorspace 

within the 8.5 hectares of CCCB zoned land is approximately 560,000 

m
2
.  

 

7.15 It is anticipated that a large proportion of buildings will not utilise the 

maximum building envelope particularly for businesses wishing to 

have car parking on-site. Also given the range of activities provided 

for in the CCB zone, it is expected that a proportion of this will not be 

developed for offices, particularly at ground floor level.  

 
 
68  Transcript (Central City), 15 February 2016 at page 338 of Transcript.  
69  As at 24 May 2016. 
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7.16 Mr Osborne at paragraph 8.10 of his evidence refers to over 50% of 

employment being commercial office based in Auckland and 

Wellington.  At paragraph 8.10 he states that allowing for a lower 

floorspace to EC ratio could mean that 30% of the maximum 

theoretical capacity is developed for offices. The total quantum of 

office activity could amount to an additional 168,000 m
2
 of office 

floorspace based on this proxy. Based on the evidence of Mr Marius 

Ogg,70 who stated “there is at present a total of approximately 

268,000 sqm of office space within the central city…”,71 an additional 

168,000 m
2 

would take the total quantum to 436,000 m
2
. This is 

comparable to the office stock, pre-earthquake, noting that this is a 

theoretical capacity and is for office activity generally, not limited to 

medium to large tenancies.72  

 

7.17 A study completed on the Commercial property market in 2012 which 

provided an analysis of supply and demand, the latter based on 

interviews and surveys of tenants and consumers, estimated total 

demand for commercial office space in the Central City to be 

approximately 266,000 m
2
.73 

 

7.18 If there is additional demand in the future beyond the available 

capacity, resource consent will be required for tenancies beyond 

450m
2
/ 500m

2
 outside the CCB zone. The consequential effect of the 

Proposal is akin to a sequential approach of directing new office 

tenancies exceeding 450 m
2
/ 500 m

2
 to: 

 

(a) Central City Business zone in the first instance; 

(b) District and Neighbourhood centres (by resource consent as 

a Restricted Discretionary activity); and 

 
 
70  Statement of Evidence of Marius Damian David Ogg on behalf of the Crown, Proposal 15 (Commercial) and 

Proposal 16 (Industrial) A Market Update and the Relationship Between Value and Zoning, Dated the 24th day 
of April 2015. 

71  Paragraph 4.2 of Statement of Evidence of Marius Damian David Ogg on behalf of the Crown, Proposal 15 
(Commercial) and Proposal 16 (Industrial) A Market Update and the Relationship Between Value and Zoning, 
Dated the 24th day of April 2015. 

72  In the Central City, pre-earthquake, there was approximately 446,000 m2 of office floorspace (CERA 
Christchurch Central City Commercial Property Market Study, Ernst and Young, May 2012, 
http://cera.govt.nz/sites/default/files/common/cera-christchurch-central-city-commercial-property-market-study-
part-1-may-2012-released-20130208.pdf). 

73  CERA Christchurch Central City Commercial Property Market Study, Ernst and Young, May 2012, 
http://cera.govt.nz/sites/default/files/common/cera-christchurch-central-city-commercial-property-market-study-
part-1-may-2012-released-20130208.pdf. 

http://cera.govt.nz/sites/default/files/common/cera-christchurch-central-city-commercial-property-market-study-part-1-may-2012-released-20130208.pdf
http://cera.govt.nz/sites/default/files/common/cera-christchurch-central-city-commercial-property-market-study-part-1-may-2012-released-20130208.pdf
http://cera.govt.nz/sites/default/files/common/cera-christchurch-central-city-commercial-property-market-study-part-1-may-2012-released-20130208.pdf
http://cera.govt.nz/sites/default/files/common/cera-christchurch-central-city-commercial-property-market-study-part-1-may-2012-released-20130208.pdf
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(c) Central City Mixed use zone and Central City (South Frame) 

Mixed use zone (by resource consent as a Non-complying 

activity). 

 

7.19 The benefit of this approach is that future demand results in take up 

of capacity until this is fully occupied before other locations are 

considered. This is of course on the premise that resource consent is 

not pursued for larger tenancies outside the CCB zone, which would 

appear unlikely. 

  

7.20 The AMP submission cites distance as a factor in consideration of the 

impacts of development at Belfast on the Central City. In the Joint 

conferencing statement dated 17 May 2016, it was agreed that 

distances plays a factor in the level of competition between locations. 

However, it was also accepted that larger businesses do not 

generally exhibit the same locational drivers as smaller businesses. 

 

7.21 As conveyed in the evidence of Mr Phil Osborne,74 there is a potential 

risk of medium to large businesses locating in Belfast which would 

otherwise choose to locate in the Central City. While there is no 

evidence presented to demonstrate that there are businesses 

proposing to locate in a suburban centre that would otherwise locate 

in the Central City, there is a risk of it occurring.  

 

7.22 The change in policy framework from the operative City Plan to the 

Commercial/Industrial proposal of the pRDP is anticipated to result in 

increased demand for offices in commercial centres and therefore, a 

greater risk of competition between the Central City and suburban 

centres exists, regardless of the distance.  

 

8. WHETHER NON-NOTIFICATION IS APPROPRIATE 

 

8.1 Alexander McMillan Trust, whose submission is in support of the 

Proposal, state that “non-notification of proposals to breach the 

proposed standard is important for allowing existing properties to 

continue to operate efficiently through changes in tenants”.  

 

 
 
74  Evidence of Mr Osborne dated 8 June 2016 at paragraph 9.2. 
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8.2 A ‘non-notification’ rule is included75 in Rule 15.2.2.3 (RD6) for any 

non-compliance with the proposed tenancy limit under this proposal. 

This applies to a breach of the tenancy limit for retail or office activity 

in a Neighbourhood centre (excluding Spreydon/ Barrington and New 

Brighton) and would apply to a breach of the tenancy limit in a District 

centre or the Neighbourhood centres of Spreydon/ Barrington and 

New Brighton.  

 

8.3 Notwithstanding the need for consistency, offices comprising a large 

tenancy (greater than 500m
2
) may have strategic effects on the 

Central City and for which notification may be appropriate.  

 

8.4 Having regard to the scope of submissions, no change is 

recommended from what was notified but the strategic effects 

associated with a non-compliance may require the provision for 

notification to be revisited after monitoring the effectiveness of the 

rule in time.  

 

9. DEFINITIONS  

 

9.1 The definitions that the proposal relies on are District centre, Office 

activity and Gross Leasable Floor Area (GLFA). There have not been 

any submissions on these definitions and they are still required for the 

purposes of this proposal.  

 

 

 

Mark David Stevenson 

9 June 2016 

 

 
 
75  “Any application for this activity will not require written approvals and shall not be limited or publicly notified.” 
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ATTACHMENT A 

ACCEPT/REJECT TABLE  

Key: 

 

A 'Y' in one of the final three columns on the right of this table indicates the Council's recommendation on the submission point.  

 

 

Submitter  Submission 
No.  

Submission 
Point No.  

Request  Decision Sought  Accept Accept 
in part 

Reject 

Chris Lee OT1 .1  Oppose Delete the proposal. a   Y 

Lynn Anderson and 
Cantago Properties 
Limited 

OT2 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal.   Y 

TFT Properties Ltd OT3 .1 Amend Amend rule 15.2.2.1 P10 to read 
"a.   Any office activity building erected 
after February 2016 shall - - - -" 

  Y 

Alexander McMillan 
Trust 

OT4  .1 Support Retain the proposal. Y   

AMP Capital Investors 
(New Zealand Limited 

OT5 .1 Amend Amend Rule 15.2.2.1 P10 to read 
"a.  Any office activity shall have a 
maximum tenancy size of 500m2 GLFA in a 
District or Neighbourhood Centre. 

  Y 

Scentre (New Zealand) 
Limited  

OT6 .1 Support Adopt the proposal  to the extent that it 
gives effect to the hierarchy of centres and 
is otherwise amended in order to achieve 
this result 

Y   
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The Tait Foundation and 
Tait Limited 

OT7 .1 Oppose Reject propose amendments to Rule 
16.4.2.1 and have no restriction on the 
maximum tenancy size for offices in the 
Industrial Park Zone (Tait Campus) 

  Y 

.2 Amend As an alternative to the relief sought in .1 
above make provision that any restriction 
on the maximum tenancy size of offices in 
the Industrial Park Zone (Tait Campus) 
shall not apply to offices that either: 
(i) are associated with high technology 

industrial activities 
(ii) have a cooperative or collaborative 

linkage with businesses that carry 
out high technology industrial 
activities. 

   

.3 Add Make any other additional or consequential 
changes that are necessary to give effect 
to the intent of this submission 

   

Kite Enterprises Ltd OT8 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal.   Y 

 


