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1. The evidence I have provided for this hearing is in relation to the amended relief sought 

by KI Commercial on land that sits within the commercial mixed use zone outside the 

Addington Neighbourhood Centre.  My evidence assesses the appropriateness of this 

relief when considered in the context of the Strategic Direction and Commercial 

Chapter frameworks of a consolidated centres approach.   

2. As outlined in my previous evidence commercial activity in Christchurch City had 

become increasingly dispersed prior to the 2011 earthquake.  Subsequently the 

destruction of the CBD saw the necessary accommodation of dislocated commercial 

activities within suburban areas, resulting in a dramatic increase in suburban 

commercial development and supply.   

3. A key outcome sought by the statutory documents drafted following the earthquake 

was the recovery of the CBD as the primary commercial centre.  While this direction 

is underway the CBD remains in a state of recovery with significant commercial hurdles 

still to overcome.  A key factor in the timely recovery of the CBD and the overall 

consolidation of commercial activity is the level of competing commercial space 

provided in suburban and out of centre locations.   

4. My understanding is that the KI Commercial relief seeks to provide additional 

commercial space in an out of centre location, adding to an existing commercial market 

that already exhibits significant levels of suburban capacity and simply adds to the 

level competition faced by the CBD and other centres.   

5. The evidence presented by Mr Sellars for KI Commercial raised two issues: 

 The proposed location is such that it will not impact upon the demand for 

commercial floor space in centres or the CBD 

 The proposed level is only 0.56% of the total proposed CBD development 

6. While the KI Commercial site may be located in a sub-prime position, the relief sought 

would effectively have two impacts on the market.  The first is to increase the overall 

supply of commercial space in the market, essentially diverting commercial activity 



 

 

from another location (unless the argument is that this activity would not otherwise 

locate in Christchurch).  The second is the overall effect on viable development.  As 

supply increases, rents are likely to fall (as outlined in Mr Sellars evidence, a current 

issue for Christchurch) and this fall is likely to impact upon the viability of development 

in fundamental centres such as the CBD which already face issues in terms of financial 

feasibility.   

7. Although outlined in my evidence there is not necessarily a linear relationship between 

the level of disequilibrium in a market and its effects, it is my understanding the relief 

sought should be assessed in light of the Strategic Directions chapter and the objective 

of consolidation.  Within this context the level of impact is not as relevant as the fact 

that the provision of additional commercial space out of centre is contrary to this 

objective.   

8. The rebuttal statement of Mr Sellars primarily reiterates his first point, that the market 

for this location will not compete for in-centre activity.  As outlined in my evidence, 

this location may not directly impact the CBD by diverting tenants but given the finite 

demand in the market (not fixed as stated in Mr Thompson's evidence paragraph 23), 

it will divert commercial activity away from a location that is provided for in the pRDP 

and in turn increase the competition for commercial activity away from the CBD.  

Although this location may appeal to a smaller proportion of the market, its inclusion 

still has ramifications for the entire market.   

9. While the rebuttal evidence of Mr Thompson provides a more far reaching argument 

against the consolidation of commercial activity, I have identified only some of the key 

misinterpretations of my evidence, the context in which it sits, and basic economic 

principles.  These include: 

 While arguing against the benefits of commercial consolidation, Mr Thompson 

does not appear to have considered the Strategic context, 

 Mr Thompson’s academic information bears no relevance to the Christchurch 

economy post-earthquakes, 

 Mr Thompson has cited several academic articles relating to the lack of precision 

around identifying and calculating agglomeration benefits, however significant 



 

 

research exists (including in the New Zealand context1) identifying these 

benefits and this research is generating significant change in strategic planning 

documents worldwide.   

 The level of impact is potentially less relevant than the fact that the relief 

sought is contrary to the Strategic objectives 

 Mr Thompson's comment regarding the crucial economic role of the CBD 

(paragraph 26) is both fundamentally incorrect and contrary to the direction of 

the CRPS, Central City Recovery Plan, and Strategic Directions chapter.   

 Mr Thompson has, incorrectly, summarised that I have argued for a restriction 

of supply below that required to meet market demand.  This is in fact contrary 

to my previous evidence.  It is my position that the pRDP provides more than 

sufficient capacity to meet future demand.  

 Mr Thompson’s argument that the provisions of the pRDP will simply increase 

rent is incorrect.  As identified in Mr Sellars evidence, rent levels are falling.  A 

key economic concern of mine is not that rents rise but that unnecessary 

increases in inappropriately located commercial development do not continue 

to drive rents down further.   

 While I agree with Mr Thompson that the provision of greater levels of 

commercial capacity will lower rents, this must be balanced with sustainable 

growth and the recovery of the CBD. 

 The KI Commercial site is not in the Addington Neighbourhood Centre 

 Both the growth and capacity assessments undertaken by Mr Thompson for 

commercial activity appear to be crudely based simply on past rates, and have 

not considered significant changes in the market and projected labour force 

rates.   

 

                                                           
1 Mare, D.C (2008) Labour Productivity in Auckland Firms, Motu Working Paper 08 – 12,                                         
Ascari Partners Ltd and Richard Paling Consultants  (2007a), Assessing Agglomeration Effects in Auckland : Linkages 
with Regional Strategies. 



 

 

10. Having considered the rebuttal of both Mr Sellars and Mr Thompson it remains my 

economic opinion that the relief sought by KI Commercial is not only contrary to the 

objectives of the pRDP but is likely to result in an economic disbenefits to the 

Christchurch community.   


