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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 in chief for the 

Commercial and Industrial Stage 1 hearing, dated 13 April 2015l.

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.  I have been providing the Council with my 

expertise on resource management and planning matters since August 

2011.

1.3 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.

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

preparing this brief of evidence are:

(a) Strategic Directions, Commercial and Industrial chapters (Stage 

1) of the Christchurch District Plan as decided by the Panel;

(b) Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP);

(c) Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (CCRP);

(d) Chapter 6 of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

(CRPS); 

(e) Schedule 4 (Statement of Expectations) of the Canterbury 

Earthquake (Christchurch District Plan) Order 2014; and

1.5 I refer to and continue to rely on my evidence from the stage 1 

Commercial and Industrial hearing in respect of the centres based 

approach proposed. In particular, paragraph 4.8, which sets out the 

policy direction of directing commercial activities to centres, and 

‘Commercial issues 3 and 4’ of section 18, which support the centres 

based approach1. I also refer the Panel to the evidence of Mr Phil 

1 Statement of Evidence of Mark David Stevenson on behalf of Christchurch City Council 13th April 2015.
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Osborne both from stage 12 in which he describes the costs associated 

with a dispersed pattern of commercial activity, and his evidence for this 

hearing dated 11 August 2016 and whose evidence I rely on as an 

Economics expert for Council, particularly in terms of economic costs of 

the relief sought. 

2. BACKGROUND

2.1 The matter before the Panel is the consideration of Rule 15.7.2.1 in the 

Commercial chapter of the pRDP and the appropriateness of the relief 

sought by KI Commercial Limited (KI Commercial) to provide for retail 

activity, office activity and commercial services at 9, and 11-13 Bernard 

Street, Addington.

2.2 The submission of KI Commercial was considered in the Stage 1 

Commercial and Industrial hearing and in the subsequent decision of the 

Panel,3 which was appealed to the High Court by KI Commercial.  As 

described in paragraph 2 of the memorandum from KI Commercial dated 

9 June 2016, the appeal was subsequently refined and resolved by 

agreement between the submitter, the Council and the Crown.  This 

agreement was confirmed by judgment of the High Court dated 8 June 

2016.  The outcome of the High Court’s judgment was that the appeal was 

allowed and was remitted back to the Panel to reconsider the relevant 

parts of the decision.

2.3 KI Commercial at paragraphs 10 to 15 of their legal submissions dated 1 

July 20164 specify their preferred relief, being to permit retail activity, office 

activity and commercial services on their land at 9, 11 to 13 Bernard 

Street, Addington without restrictions.  The wording of the rule that KI 

Commercial seeks and that I understand to now be for consideration by 

the Panel, is as follows:

Activity Standards

P28 Office activity, commercial services, and/or 

retail activity at 9 and 11-13 Bernard Street, 

Nil

2 Statement of Evidence of Phillip Osborne on behalf of Christchurch City Council 13th April 2015.
3 Paragraphs 366 to 390 of the Decision available at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-

content/uploads/2015/03/Commercial-Part-and-Industrial-Part-Stage-1.pdf
4 Legal submissions on behalf of KI Commercial Limited 1 July 2016.
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Addington (CB29B/221 and CB29B/220)

2.4 To minimise repetition and for reference, I have set out below those parts 

of my earlier evidence on the submission of KI Commercial and provision 

for commercial activities in the Commercial Mixed Use zone to inform the 

Panel’s consideration of the matter:

(a) Attachment C to Evidence of Mark Stevenson dated 13 April 

2015;5 

(b) Paragraphs 46.1 to 46.26, and 65.1 to 65.9 of Rebuttal evidence 

of Mark Stevenson dated 1 May 2015; and

(c) Paragraphs 8.19 to 8.27 of Council’s closing legal submissions 

for the Stage 1 Commercial and Industrial hearing dated 11 June 

2015.

2.5 I have prepared this evidence to respond to the direction of the Panel that 

the Council provide expert analysis of the relief now pursued by KI 

Commercial.

2.6 For the sake of completeness, I have included an analysis of the relief 

against higher order planning documents such as the LURP, CCRP and 

CRPS.  I consider that the settled Strategic Directions chapter either gives 

effect to or is consistent with those documents, and therefore this chapter 

and its objectives would have the greater relevance and weight when 

assessing the relief.  I have therefore focussed my analysis on the 

relevant pRDP provisions.

3. SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE

3.1 Having considered the evidence of KI Commercial and evaluated their 

relief against the statutory framework, including objectives of the Statutory 

Directions and Commercial chapters, I do not consider the provision for 

permitted retail activity, office activity and commercial services at 9, 11 to 

13 Bernard Street to be appropriate. 

5 http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/310-CCC-Mark-Stevenson-evidence-planning-
Attachment-C-CommercialIndustrial-13-4-15.pdf 

6 Pages 82 - 83
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3.2 In reaching this position, I have considered the scale of activities enabled 

by KI Commercial’s relief, both through utilisation of their existing buildings 

(additional to what is permitted under Decision 11) and redevelopment, 

and I am of the opinion that it is contrary to Objectives of the Strategic 

Directions and Commercial chapters of the pRDP. 

3.3 While objectives 3.3.5 and 15.1.1 recognise the criticial importance of 

business, including commercial activity, this is in the context of the role it 

plays in the City as a whole and specifically commercial centres. The 

Central City and commercial centres are regarded as focal points of the 

community for a range of activities (Objectives 3.3.7(e), 3.3.8 and 15.1.2), 

including commercial activities, and to enable retail activity, office activity 

and commercial services outside these locations will not recognise the 

critical importance that business plays in contributing to the role of 

centres.  Furthermore, it could result in uncertainty, particularly for 

investment, as to the anticipated outcomes for the city’s development, 

contrary to Objective 3.3.1 (b).  It would also not support the urban form 

established through the policy framework of a centres based approach, 

contributing to a less integrated pattern of development (Objective 3.3.7). 

4. APPROPRIATENESS OF RELIEF SOUGHT BY KI COMMERCIAL

4.1 The relief sought by KI Commercial differs from the decision version of the 

Commercial proposal insofar as Rule 15.7.2.1 in Decision 11 permits the 

following in the Commercial Mixed Use zone: 

(a) Existing Retail activity, Office activity and Commercial services in 

existing buildings, or existing consented Retail, Office Activities 

and Commercial services and associated buildings as at the date 

of the decision (P2, P9 and P10);

(b) Ancillary retail activity (P3) or Ancillary office activity (P11); and

(c) Specified retail activities including: 

(i) Food and beverage outlet (P4);

(ii) Second-hand goods outlet (P7); 

(iii) Drive-through services (P22).

4.2 It is noted that Mr Giddens at paragraph 16 of his affidavit7 states that the 

effect of an amendment from the Council’s position8 in  the Panel’s 
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decision would only permit non-ancillary offices, retail and commercial 

services.  I do not consider that this is correct in so far as that non-

ancillary retail activity is permitted (refer to paragraph 4.1 above).

4.3 In understanding the appropriateness of the proposed relief, it is 

necessary to consider the existing and maximum potential scale of activity 

on the subject land.  

4.4 The starting point is the existing activity permitted on the sites. The rules 

as decided by the Panel permit any existing retail, office, or commercial 

activity in existing buildings as at the date of decision 11. It is understood 

that 9 Bernard Street is used for a construction business while 11 Bernard 

Street is not being utilised9.  However, the quantum of floorspace used for 

the business at 9 Bernard Street is not known at the current time. 

4.5 It is the existing activity permitted that any comparison needs to be made 

with10.  

4.6 With regard to the existing floorspace that KI Commercial could occupy if 

their relief was accepted, Mr Keung at paragraph 12 of his Affidavit11 

describes the existing floor area of the buildings at 9 and 11-13 Bernard 

Street.  It is not possible to compare this with the existing quantum of retail 

activity, office activity and commercial services permitted in the absence 

of data on how much floorspace is utilised at present.

4.7 In terms of the maximum theoretical capacity, I firstly describe the 

parameters and then calculate the potential floorspace of any building 

maximising the permitted building envelope: 

(a) the land area of 9 Bernard Street is 904 m2, and 11 and 13 

Bernard Street is 1,340 m2 (Total 2,244 m2 GFA) based on 

Council rating data;

(b) the maximum height of any building is limited to 15 metres;12 

(c) a road setback of 3 metres is required as a built form standard;13  

7 Affidavit of Brett Giddens on behalf of KI Commercial Limited (Submitter No. 789) Dated 1st July 2016.
8 Closing legal submissions of Christchurch City Council dated 11 June 2015.
9 Affidavit of Paul Keung on behalf of KI Commercial Limited (Submitter No. 789) Dated 28th June 2016, 

paragraph 22.However, paragraph 7 suggests otherwise, which states “the buildings currently remain vacant”.
10 This is on the assumption that there are not existing use rights as implied in paragraphs 7 and 26 to 27 of Mr 

Keung’s affidavit.
11 Affidavit of Paul Keung on behalf of KI Commercial Limited (Submitter No. 789) Dated 28th June 2016.
12 Rule 15.7.3.1, page 284 of Decision 11.
13 Rule 15.7.3.2, page 284 of Decision 11.
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(d) there is no maximum plot ratio or site coverage limits; and

(e) there is no internal setback or recession plane requirements 

applicable to the subject land.

4.8 Having regard to the parameters described, if one assumes 100% site 

coverage excluding 3 metres for a road setback,14 the total developable 

area is approximately 2,094 m2.  Based on a height limit of 15 metres (5 

stories at 3 metres per storey), the total quantum of floorspace permitted 

is 10,470 m2.  This does not account for any land required for car parking 

or any areas for servicing/storage. 

4.9 Based on the assessment above, the difference between the floorspace of 

the existing buildings15 and maximum theoretical capacity in terms of 

floorspace (based on the rule sought by KI Commercial) is therefore 

approximately 8,169 m2.  While I am aware of suggestions from KI 

Commercial that there is no intention to redevelop the existing buildings 

and that it might not be commercially viable to redevelop up to the 

maximum theoretical capacity that I have calculated earlier, I have 

approached my assessment based on what their relief would enable, 

rather than making judgments about commercial considerations or private 

investment decisions that I am not qualified to comment on.

4.10 From review of the evidence of KI Commercial, I consider that there is a 

lack of certainty that the sites will not be intensified.  Mr Keung at 

paragraph 20 states “…that is not to say that in ten years we would not 

hope to develop on the sites further…”.  

4.11 The following evaluation considers the proposed relief in the context of the 

statutory framework of planning documents.

Purpose of the Resource Management Act (Act)

4.12 The relief sought will allow for a wider range of land use activities at 9 and 

11-13 Bernard Street as a permitted activity, whether it is through 

utilisation of the existing buildings or new development of the sites in 

question.  This also needs to be seen in the context of what could be 

14 The frontage of the two sites totals 50 metres.
15 The Affidavit of Paul Keung states at paragraph 12 that the existing gross floor area of 9 Bernard Street is 916 

m2 and 11-13 Bernard Street is 1,385 m2.
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developed on the land as of right, resulting in the potential for a very 

significant increase in the quantum of retail, commercial and office activity 

above and beyond what the Commercial Mixed Use zone would otherwise 

permit.

4.13 Provision for retail activity, office activity and commercial services on the 

subject land would enable KI Commercial to provide for their economic 

well-being by enabling a return on their investment while supporting the 

well-being of people and communities in the Addington area who benefit 

from access to employment and services in the immediate area.

4.14 Notwithstanding the points above, the use of the existing buildings or 

scale of activity provided in any redevelopment of the sites does not in my 

view accord with the purpose of the Act in so far as it does not provide for 

the use and development of land and buildings in the Central City, District 

centres and Neighbourhood centres (as physical resources) in a way that 

enables people and communities to provide for their social and economic 

well-being.16 

4.15 Addington is served by a number of public transport routes, but demand 

for office space on the subject land would not offer the level of 

accessibility by a range of modes of transport available to residents who 

can otherwise access employment and services in the Central City. 

4.16 While the site is in close proximity to a range of activities and services in 

the Central City and the Neighbourhood centre of Addington, the location 

at Bernard Street also presents costs.  Demand for space in Addington is 

more likely to compete with a central city or neighbourhood centre location 

than another suburban location, detracting from their role as the focus for 

employment.  This could impact on the economic wellbeing of investors 

and businesses in these locations, who do not have certainty of the 

locations that the Replacement District Plan (RDP) anticipates commercial 

activities within. 

4.17 The relief sought could in my view lead to less demand in more 

appropriate locations, namely the Central City and the adjoining 

16 Directing new commercial activity to the Central City, District centres and neighbourhood centres facilitates 
access to a range of services and employment in a single location by public transport, walking and cycling, 
allowing people to meet their needs and contributing to their well-being. 
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Neighbourhood centre of Addington, resulting in land or space not being 

taken up and contributing to the inefficient use of a resource.  This may 

contribute to the inability to maintain and enhance the quality of the 

environment (section 7(f) of the Act) and amenity values (section 7(c)), 

particularly in the Central City. 

4.18 In addition to the points above, the use of land in the Commercial Mixed 

Use zone for retail activity, office activity and commercial services will take 

up part of a resource (i.e. land) intended for other activities.  This will 

reduce the potential capacity (and therefore resource) available, and not 

sustain the potential use of the land for alternative activities serving 

current and future generations (section 5(2)(a) of the Act). 

Statement of Expectations, Schedule 4

4.19 In having particular regard to the Statement of Expectations in Schedule 4 

to the Order in Council as amended by the GCR Act;17 the proposal will 

not provide for the effective functioning of the urban environment (clause 

(b) of the Statement of Expectations), contrary to Mr Giddens' statement 

at paragraph 28.

4.20 Clause (c) of the Statement of Expectations refers to "…the urban 

environment of the Christchurch District", and in my opinion, is to be read 

as the "functioning of the urban area of Christchurch City".  The activities 

sought by KI Commercial on the subject land do not provide for enhanced 

functioning of that environment and in fact, detract from the outcomes 

sought for the urban area, which instead are described in paragraph 4.8 of 

my evidence in chief for the stage 1 Commercial hearing. 

4.21 It is clearly set out in the Strategic Directions and Commercial chapters 

that centres are the focal points of the community and that commercial 

activity is primarily focussed within centres (ie. Objectives 3.3.7 and 

15.1.2).  Enabling activity outside centres, particularly at the scale that 

would be enabled by KI Commercial's relief18, would be contrary to 

17 The Order in Council continues to apply to the Christchurch District under Section 147 (2)(b) of the Greater 
Christchurch Regeneration Act. 

18 KI Commercial appear to suggest (paragraph 27 of Mr Keung’s Affidavit) a scale of activity that is not consistent 
with the objectives of the pRDP as described in my evidence on a proposed tenancy limit for office activity in 
District centres and other locations (Evidence in chief dated 9 June 2016).
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objectives of both chapters and may result in an incoherent form to land 

use activities across the City. 

4.22 Achieving a functioning City requires a strong relationship between land 

use activities and transport, while managing the functions of different 

areas and the relationship between those areas.  To enable the relief of 

additional commercial activity as a permitted activity beyond what is 

permitted under Decision 11 on the specified sites does not demonstrate 

clarity in terms of outcomes for the urban environment or its functioning. 

4.23 Having particular regard to clause (a) of the Statement of Expectations, 

the relief sought would reduce the reliance on consent processes for any 

retail activity, office activity or commercial services proposed on the site 

where consents are not otherwise required.  However, it is noted that 

resource consent would most likely be required on transport grounds if 

exceeding specified limits regardless of the activities proposed. 

4.24 It is noted that the submitter envisages some activities that are permitted 

in the Commercial Mixed Use zone, including a medical facility, gym 

facility and café19 amongst a broad range of activities enabled in the 

Commercial Mixed Use zone.  Mr Keung also states at paragraph 2020 

that concepts for visitor apartments and residential units have been 

considered, which are also permitted in the Commercial Mixed Use zone.  

Notwithstanding this, Mr Keung at paragraph 25 of his affidavit appears to 

accept a relatively long list of activities are enabled, notwithstanding the 

contradictory statement he makes in paragraph 28 to a “limited range of 

activities”. 

4.25 Notwithstanding the potential reduction in consents required, a site 

specific rule would increase the number of standards in the rules (clause 

(a) of the Statement of Expectations). 

4.26 Clause (e) of the Statement of Expectations seeks that sufficient and 

suitable development capacity exists and land is available for.  As was 

demonstrated in evidence21 for the stage 1 commercial hearing, sufficient 

19 Paragraph 23 of Affidavit of Paul Keung on behalf of KI Commercial Limited dated 28th June 2016.
20 Paragraph 20 of Affidavit of Paul Keung on behalf of KI Commercial Limited dated 28th June 2016.
21 Paragraph 18.9 of my Evidence in Chief for the stage 1 Commercial hearing dated 13 April 2015.
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capacity exists in the Central City and suburban centres to meet future 

needs over the life of the RDP. 

Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP)

4.27 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. 

4.28 The relief sought by KI Commercial is, in my opinion, inconsistent with the 

LURP in enabling development outside the Central City and suburban 

centres, which will not support their recovery particularly those identified in 

Objective 15.1.2 (a)(vii) of the Stage 1 Commercial proposal.22

Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (CCRP)

4.29 My evidence in chief for the Stage 1 Commercial hearing23 refers to the 

policy framework introduced by the CCRP, which recognises the CBD as 

the primary community focal point.  While limited to two individual sites, 

the additional capacity provided through the relief being pursued would 

not support this objective and the anticipated outcome that investment and 

employment is focussed in centres.  The risk of the relief is the potential 

for demand to be attracted away from the Central City, particularly given 

the close proximity of the sites to the CBD as discussed earlier.

4.30 I also refer the Panel to paragraph 6.42 of my evidence in chief for the 

proposal on an office tenancy limit.24 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS)

4.31 I rely on paragraphs 6.48 to 6.50 my evidence in chief for the proposal on 

an office tenancy limit25 and paragraphs 26 to 37 of Decision 11 for an 

overview of the framework in Chapter 6 of the CRPS. 

22 Decisions version dated 18 December 2015
23 Paragraph 25.18
24 Statement of Evidence of Mark David Stevenson on behalf of Christchurch City Council Planning 9 June 2016.
25 Statement of Evidence of Mark David Stevenson on behalf of Christchurch City Council Planning 9 June 2016.
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4.32 KI Commercial's relief does not in my view give effect to the CRPS in that 

it does not support and maintain the network of centres, which are 

intended for a diversity of opportunities as sought by Objective 6.2.5 of 

Chapter 6 to the CRPS. 

4.33 The additional capacity provided for through the relief sought does not in 

my view give effect to the provisions above, particularly: 

(a) the achievement of an urban form in which centres are the focus 

of the community including commercial activities; 

(b) support in the recovery period to the existing network of centres;  

and

(c) avoidance of development that adversely affects the function and 

investment in the Central City and Key Activity centres.

4.34 The scale of development provided for in KI Commercial's relief, while 

limited to two sites, will in my view detract from the outcomes sought for 

the City’s urban form.  As discussed earlier, there is a risk that activity in 

the existing buildings or replacement of the existing stock could attract 

demand away from locations where commercial employment is 

anticipated to be located and will therefore not support their recovery. 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan (RDP)

4.35 The relief sought is not consistent with Objectives of the RDP including 

the Strategic Directions proposal 

4.36 Objective 3.3.1 of the Strategic Directions chapter seeks an expedited 

recovery and future enhancement of Christchurch in a manner that meets 

the Community’s needs.  I refer back to paragraph 4.13 where I discuss 

how the relief supports the community’s wellbeing.

4.37 Objective 3.3.2 seeks to minimise transaction costs and reliance on 

consent processes.  As discussed in earlier evidence,26 this differs subtly 

from the wording in the Statement of Expectations.  However, the relief 

sought by KI Commercial would minimise transaction costs and reliance 

26 Paragraph 6.56 of my Statement of Evidence dated 9 June 2016 for the Office tenancy proposal.
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on resource consent processes through not requiring consent for retail, 

office activities and commercial services at these sites.

4.38 The Strategic Directions chapter also anticipates that investment certainty 

is fostered (3.3.1(b) and the policy framework clearly sets out the 

outcomes intended (3.3.2(b)).  The relief sought will potentially erode the 

certainty and confidence that commercial activity is directed to the central 

city and commercial centres, diluting the overall strategy for managing 

growth.  

4.39 Objective 3.3.5 recognises the critical importance of business to the 

recovery of the city and to community well-being.  Similarly, Objective 

15.1.1 of the Commercial chapter of the proposed RDP recognises the 

importance of commercial activity.  However, the former is in the context 

of the wider city, the latter in the context of a framework that supports 

commercial centres.  The relief may well support the well-being of the 

individual landowners and business on their sites, but taken in the broad 

context of the city, it is not in the best interests of the community to enable 

commercial activity outside centres. 

4.40 The relief will also not support a coherent urban form in providing for 

commercial activity in a parcel otherwise detached from any existing 

commercial centre.  I consider this to be inconsistent with Objective 3.3.7, 

which anticipates a well-integrated pattern of development, and Objective 

15.1.2 which anticipates an urban form that provides for the integration of 

commercial activity with community, residential and recreational activities.  

This cannot be achieved to the maximum potential in locations outside 

centres, with centres being the focus of these activities.

4.41 Both the Strategic Directions and Commercial chapters recognise the 

Central City and other commercial centres as the focal points of the 

community (Objectives 3.3.7 (e), 3.3.8 and 15.1.2).  Provision for 

commercial activities outside such centres will not support their role as 

focal points or their recovery as described earlier in the context of the 

CRPS. 

4.42 Finally, Objective 15.1.2(a)(ii) and (v) anticipates the efficient use and 

continued viability of the physical resources of centres.  I refer to 
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paragraph 4.14 above where I convey that the relief will not in my view 

achieve the purpose of the Act, in sustainably managing the physical 

resource of centres. 

5. DECISION VERSION OF RULE 15.7.2.1

5.1 The decision version of the Commercial proposal put forward a more 

restrictive approach than was recommended to the Panel in the closing 

legal submissions of Council for the Stage 1 Commercial and Industrial 

hearing.  For reference, the Council’s position in closing legal submissions 

was to permit Retail activity, Office activity and Commercial services (but 

not commercial activity) as follows:27

P12 Retail activity in an existing building 

or building consented for retail 

activity at the DATE OF DECISION

a. Nil

…

P9 Commercial services in an existing 

building or building consented for 

office activity at the DATE OF 

DECISION

…

P810 Office activity in an existing building 

or building consented for office 

activity at the DATE OF DECISION

a. NIL

5.2 Paragraph 65.2 of my rebuttal evidence for the stage 1 hearing stated:

The zoning and rules for the Commercial Mixed Use zone are 

intended to recognise what exists but to not provide for further 

expansion/ intensification of office and retail activity in these areas. 

To do so would run counter to the centres based approach and 

dilutes the potential investment and activity in the Central City and 

suburban centres.

5.3 I then went on to state on the stand as follows:

27 P2 and P10 of Rule 15.7.2.1.
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MR PEDLEY: So the wording there is that any retail or office 

activities in an existing building or building consented for those 

activities at the date of the decision is permitted. Now, does that 

mean that if a building is existing at the date of the decision, it can be 

used for retail or offices with no restrictions? 

MR STEVENSON: Yes, but it is restricted by the size of the building 

and what the building is intended for.  

MR PEDLEY: Okay, so if it is an existing building at the date of the 

decision, that building can be used for retail or offices in the future? 

MR STEVENSON: That is correct.

5.4 As conveyed in correspondence to Mr Pedley on 3 June 2015:28 

The intent of the rule is that an existing building can be used for retail 

or office activity, whether it is vacant or used for a different purpose 

at present e.g. commercial service.  However, the nature and scale of 

the building that exists will potentially limit the ability to use it for 

office or retail activity.

5.5 The basis for the rule recommended to the Panel was to enable the use of 

vacant buildings for retail activity, office activity or commercial services.  

While this would support the utilisation of existing resources, the 

implication of the rule as recommended would be that any building in the 

Commercial Mixed Use zone could be utilised for retail activity, office 

activity or Commercial services.  This could result in: 

(a) conversion of existing buildings utilised for a different activity; 

and

(b) re-use of a vacant building previously designed for any activity.

5.6 The Commercial Mixed Use zone extends along the length of Blenheim 

Road, the south side of Main South Road, either side of Mandeville Street, 

and an area north of Lincoln Road between Clarence Street and the 

railway line.  The potential scale of retail activity, office activity, and 

commercial services across a large area over the life of the RDP would 

undermine the centres based approach of the Commercial chapter and 

28 Email from Mark Stevenson to David Pedley dated 3 June 2015, Subject: “RE: Commercial Mixed Use Zone – 
KI Commercial”
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not support the function of the Central City or suburban centres, nor their 

recovery.

5.7 On this basis, I have re-considered the position I held in the Stage 1 

hearing.  I now consider that the relief that I was proposing at that time 

was not the most appropriate, given the significant risk that such an 

approach presents to the policy framework of the Strategic Directions 

proposal and Commercial proposal.

Mark David Stevenson
11 August 2016


