
 

 

Highlights package 

The relief sought by KI Commercial challenges the policy framework of the Strategic Directions and 

Commercial chapters of a centres based approach, which give effect to the CRPS. My evidence 

conveys that the relief sought does not support this approach in providing for out of centre 

development.  

In determining the appropriateness of the relief, it is not a question of how much floorspace is 

practical or realistic and whether this has an adverse effect on the Central City or commercial 

centres but a question of whether the relief to provide for new commercial activity accords with the 

Act’s purpose and is consistent with the policy framework under section 32. 

As stated in my evidence, Objective 15.1.1 and 15.1.2 establish a framework that supports centres. It 

is not a framework that provides flexibility to the extent of eroding the very outcome it is seeking to 

achieve as implied by Mr Putt.    

 

Policies 15.1.2.1 and 15.1.2.4 quite explicitly establish and direct commercial activity to centres, 

which is supported by 15.1.3.2 of limiting future growth and development of commercial activity in 

the Commercial Mixed use zone. The philosophy is to manage resources in such a manner to give 

priority to the recovery and growth of some locations over another.  

As the Panel conveyed in paragraph 103 of Decision 11, “Implementation of a centres based 

approach is a market intervention. It may have trade competition consequences. However, we 

agreed with Mr Heath that the centres approach concerns what is in the best interests of the 

community, particularly, a recovering community”. 

Mr Putt refers in paragraph 23 to Objective 15.1.3 as not subscribing limitations on activities and 

land use for existing buildings. However, in my opinion the objective is not to be read is isolation and 

the policy framework clearly anticipates limits on scale and types of activity in order to support the 

centres based approach.  

Mr Putt in his rebuttal evidence refers to an approach that endorses a hierarchy of commercial 

activities across the City while being integrated with commercial activity “expectations” in parts of 

the City outside of the centre’s network but within appropriate commercial zones. The plan provides 

for commercial activity outside centres, offering the flexibility described by Mr Putt. This is namely 

through maintaining the function of office parks and provision for a limited amount of commercial 

activity in other defined locations. However, the plan seeks to foreclose any expectation that mixed 

use zones are a location for new commercial activities beyond those permitted.  

Mr Putt refers at paragraph 14 to the “special circumstances” and “spatial context” of the site as 

providing the rationale for the request. I am not aware of any special circumstances or context that 

justifies the relief on this site and not other vacant sites or buildings in a mixed use context outside a 

centre.  

I agree with Mr Putt that the buildings at 9 and 11-13 Bernard Street are physical resources capable 

of being adapted for different uses over time. This flexibility in use is achieved through provision for 

a broad range of activities including some forms of retail activity. I therefore do not consider the 

resource is “wasted”.  

In terms of costs and benefits, Mr Keung refers to the wider benefits of KI Commercial’s relief for the 

Addington area. I question how the relief sought supports the Neighbourhood centre of Addington 



 

 

or recovery of the Central City. The evidence of KI Commercial otherwise is focussed on benefits and 

costs relevant to it as the landowner.  

To enable commercial activity will direct demand away from other more appropriate locations as 

conveyed by Mr Osborne and, as discussed in my evidence, will not be consistent with the 

uncontested objectives of the plan.  

 

 


