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INTRODUCTION 

1 My name is Paul Keung.   I am the Chief Executive Officer of K I Commercial 

Limited, based in Addington, Christchurch.  I was born and raised in 

Christchurch, and live in Christchurch.  I own residential properties in 

Christchurch, and in Kaikoura where I also run a sheep and beef farm.  

2 I have been self-employed for 20 years prior to taking on this current position, 

which I have been in now for four years.  I also hold the position of Chief 

Representative for Kevin Eder my Director for a group of companies trading in 

Asia and I help with property investment in New Zealand for the broader group. 

As part of my career I also consult to international property and construction 

related companies. 

3 I have completed several tertiary accredited courses in accounting, computing, 

marketing, strategic management, total quality management, psychology and 

social science.   I have directed investment, construction and civil works 

companies.  I have managed property investments in Addington for 20 years, 

the first being residential properties in the old show grounds.   I have managed 

property investments, the construction and day to day running of residential, 

commercial and rural property for fifteen years nationwide and abroad.  I have a 

particular focus on residential and commercial investment in Canterbury and 

Christchurch, although our shareholders are nationwide. 

4 K I Commercial Limited (KI Commercial) is an investment company involved in 

property, energy and tourism.   The company also provides management 

services and consults on many aspects of property related processes.   The 

company plans to continue to invest into commercial property in Addington.   I 

am authorised to provide this statement of behalf of K I Commercial.  

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

5 This rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the evidence of Mr Mark 

Stevenson and Mr Philip Osbourne on behalf of Christchurch City Council dated 

11 August 2016. 

6 In this evidence I cover the following matters: 
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(a) KI Commercial’s investment in Addington, and costs to KI Commercial if 

it cannot utilise its site in Addington 

(b) Response to the evidence of Mr Stevenson 

(c) Response to the evidence of Mr Osbourne 

KI COMMERCIAL INVESTMENT IN ADDINGTON  

7 KI Commercial has been instrumental in preserving some of the existing use 

rights of the area, and in so allowing some growth to continue in the historic 

Business 4 zoned Addington.  The office and retail activity previous allowed 

under the Business 4 zoning for new, or existing buildings that were not 

occupied with retail or office tenants at the time of the recent zone change to 

Mixed Commercial have all been removed.    

8 KI Commercial has also now taken steps to invest further in the Addington area, 

after investing significant funds into the earthquake strengthening and restoring 

of its buildings in 9 to 13 Bernard Street.  

9 However, KI Commercial is not in a position to be able to take the benefit from 

expected outcomes it has hoped to achieved for Addington, or the funds it has 

invested into its building to be of benefit, because its building was not tenanted 

at the date the Panel’s decision was released.  This places KI Commercial in 

the inequitable position of having achieved a benefit to Addington, at a large 

cost to itself, but being unable to enjoy any of the benefits it has sought to 

preserve for its own buildings or those it wants to invest in as part of the rebuild 

of Christchurch. 

10 If KI Commercial cannot fully utilise its buildings, that investment in Addington 

will become a cost to KI Commercial, with no return.  In addition, KI Commercial 

will suffer further costs in the future in lost rents, as it will continue to own these 

buildings, but will not be able to use them in the way which makes them 

economically viable.  These are significant amounts of potential loss as outlined 

in my Affidavit 28th June 2016, and no compensation has been offered. 
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EVIDENCE OF MARK STEVENSON 

11 At paragraph 4.4 Mr Stevenson states the quantum of floor space used for the 

business at 9 Bernard Street is not known at the current time.  I’m sure I have 

previously disclosed that our offices will occupy 250m2 of the building.  I 

comment on the total GFA available in both buildings prior to the earthquakes in 

my previous Affidavit dated 28th June 2016: 

9 Bernard Street has a GFA of 916m².   Prior to the earthquakes this 

included three mezzanine floors of 80m² each, which brought the total 

floor area to 1156m². 11 Bernard Street has a GFA of 1385m², which 

was 1835m² prior to the earthquakes including 250m² of mezzanine 

floors at the road front, and a further approx. 200m² of mezzanine floors 

spread throughout the building.  

12 At paragraph 4.8 My Stevenson states that the total quantum of floor space 

(GFA) permitted for a new building on our sites is 10,470m2. This is excessive 

and completely unrealistic. The correct maximum theoretical capacity is much 

less, as per the evidence of Mr McDermid.  

13 Mr McDermids calculations are in line with the amount of floor space that has 

been achieved by new, post-earthquake, commercial buildings that have been 

developed on properties nearby to KI Commercial’s sites at 9 and 11-13 

Bernard Street.  

14 In addition, Mr McDermids calculations are for an economically viable rebuild, 

meaning that if more floors were added, either the valuable retail space on the 

ground floor would need to be deducted for car parking, or underground car 

parking would be required which is at a cost of approximately $10,470m2 or 

over $2,000,000 per floor - this is simply not heard of.  There is simply not the 

space on site for the additional car parking that would be required for a building 

with this foot print, with more than two floors.  Any other solution requiring 

underground car parking or large outdoor car stackers is not viable.  We have 

looked into these options for car parking, and they result in a loss to KI 

Commercial.  Rental on the site would have to be over $1,000/m2 to recover 

costs, which is not achievable. 
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15 Please see the table Appendix A showing an aerial photograph of two 

neighbouring sites (335 and 351 Lincoln Road) that have been developed by 

construction of new buildings  completed by prominent developers in 

Canterbury. Appendix A also shows the percentage site coverage and the total 

GFA achieved for these developments. These figures illustrate what is 

realistically and commercially feasible, and are consistent with what Mr 

McDermid has calculated for our land, which is markedly less than the GFA 

calculated by Mr Stevenson.  Mr McDermid completed the design through to 

consent for one of those buildings, and is known to be an expert in Christchurch 

for intensive development of land.   For completeness I have also attached the 

titles of our properties which are smaller than the figures I have used, which are 

actual surveyed m2. 

16 In addition, the maximum theoretical capacity referred to by Mr Stevenson is 

based on the amount of floor space that could be provided if the buildings on 

site were removed, and the site were completely redeveloped.  However, this is 

not intended by KI Commercial. The best use of the site is to work with what is 

there in the existing buildings, and preserve the history and investment value of 

the property.  Naturally we would not be pursuing this outcome if it were not so.  

17 As mentioned in my evidence in chief, we are working on restoring the existing 

buildings and the total development GFA could not exceed 3600m2.   A new 

building would achieve a significant reduction to 3600m2.  Further the new 

Mixed Commercial Zone does not allow for 20m heights like the historic 

Business 4 zone but rather 15m.   

18 In order to back our position it is proposed by KI Commercial  that it would 

accept a total GFA limit of 3,600 m2 of office and or retail space allowed across 

the two sites at 9 and 11-13 Bernard Street.  

19 At paragraph 4.40 Mr Stevenson states that the relief sought will not support a 

coherent urban form, as it is providing for commercial activity in a parcel 

otherwise detached from any existing commercial centre. This is not correct, the 

area is surrounded by other commercial activities, such as the Court Theatre, 

Show Place, Hazeldean Business Park, Tower Junction, the Cargo Bar 

shopping area, the MDS Law building, Horncastle Arena, Addington Raceway, 

the Rugby grounds, Jailhouse Backpackers, Turners and Armstrong Prestige 
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car yard, and there is good connectivity to adjacent buildings and streets. In 

addition, there are two large commercial office developments beside and 

opposite  the site, at 351 and 335 Lincoln Road. 

EVIDENCE OF PHILIP OSBOURNE 

20 At paragraph 2.9 Mr Osbourne states that the increase in supply redirects 

demand from elsewhere in the market.  At Paragraph 5.5 Mr Osbourne states 

that it is unlikely that commercial office space in this location will attract 

business activity that would have not otherwise located in Christchurch, and will 

simply result in a redistribution of activity from other locations. 

21 However, KI Commercial’s tenants that will most likely occupy the site in the 

future are the same or similar to those that previously occupied the building. 

There is office space available already in the area with Hazeldean Business 

Park, Show Place, the MDS Law building and the two large office developments 

neighbouring our site.  Instead of pure office on the site we envisage a 

community based mix of retail, medical and bar facilities to support the local 

community which include the court theatre, office workers, the local residents of 

Addington and the users of Addington raceway, Horncastle Arena and the 

rugby grounds. We also want to offer some mixed use spaces for serviced 

offices for transient commercial sales representatives that would find it 

inappropriate to be in the CBD.   We envisage up to 1000m2 of office space 

and the balance being in retail and other service based tenants. 

22 KI Commercial’s intention is to support Addington by looking after the 

community and local people in this area by provision of buildings that will 

provide tenants that serve local needs.  Addington has had consistent and 

significant growth over the last 20 years which has been driven by the local 

community, and evidenced in developments such as; Show Place, Hazeldean 

Business Park, Tower Junction, the Cargo Bar shopping area, the MDS Law 

building, Horncastle Arena, Jailhouse Backpackers, Turners and Armstrong 

Prestige car yard, to name a few.  These businesses are here to stay and pre-

date the earthquakes.  In addition, the Addington Mall was and is tired, and 

does not cater for the calibre of tenants now in Addington, it is unlikely to do so 

in the near future. 
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CONCLUSION 

23 At this stage KI Commercial has expended an enormous amount of resource 

into these buildings, including involvement in the District Plan Review process, 

and cannot even re-occupy these buildings. We are simply seeking to ensure 

that this significant investment is not undermined and provide for a viable and 

productive future use of our properties and the community.     

24 In all our applications we have made every effort to be transparent and to reach 

agreement with the Council so as to best support the overall goal to rebuild our 

Christchurch.   

25 While is accepted that we may or may not fully utilize all our requested rights to 

retail and office, it certainly adds to the value and quality of our investment 

which we would very need to maintain.  

 

 


