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1.0 QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERTISE 

1.1 My full name is Timothy John Church. I am employed as a Senior 

Principal/ Urban Designer with Boffa Miskell Ltd. I hold the 

qualifications of a Master of Urban Design and a Bachelor of 

Landscape Architecture. I am an active member of both the 

Christchurch Urban Design Panel and New Zealand Urban Design 

Forum. I have practised as an Urban Designer for the past 13 years 

and Landscape Architect for the previous four years.  

2.0 CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I have read the Code of Conduct for expert witnesses in the 

Environment Court Practice Note. I agree to comply with this Code. 

The evidence in my statement is within my area of expertise, except 

where I state that I am relying on the evidence of another person. 

I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might 

alter or detract from the opinions I express. 

3.0 PREVIOUS INVOLVEMENT WITH THE STYX CENTRE 

3.1 The previous owner of the Styx Centre site, Calco Developments 

Limited, initially appointed Boffa Miskell in 2006 to provide Urban 

Design, Landscape Architecture and Ecology advice in relation to a 

private plan change application. As part of this, Boffa Miskell 

prepared a combined Urban Design and Landscape Assessment, 

which accompanied the proposed Plan Change 22 (PC22) in 

October 2007. I was responsible for co-writing that assessment. 

3.2 I presented urban design evidence at both the Council Hearing, in 

July 2009, and the Environment Court Hearing, in October 2010, on 

behalf of the Applicant. The Court approved PC22 with conditions.  
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4.0 SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

4.1 I have been asked by the Submitter to provide high-level urban 

design evidence relating to their submission (1187). This includes: 

a) Urban design implications of applying the Commercial Core 

zone provisions to the Styx Centre site. 

b) Suitability of the Revised Key Pedestrian Frontage provision 

from an urban design perspective.       

4.2 The planning evidence of Ms Harte provides background to the 

submission and further explanation of the relief sought.  

4.3 My basic premise for this evidence is that the Styx Centre site is 

already considered suitable for the development of a Key Activity 

Centre (KAC) and District Centre, as tested through the 

Environment Court and Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP) 

processes. In my view, it is the nature of that development and how 

good urban design can be achieved on this site that are pertinent 

questions to be addressed in my evidence. 

5.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

5.1 In my evidence, I firstly discuss the potential for merging the Styx 

Centre site into the Commercial Core zone. I note that at the time 

the Styx Centre was introduced through PC22 it provided for a 

higher level of amenity than most other Business 2 zones. I now 

consider the Commercial Core zone has reached greater parity with 

these provisions and such a clear distinction in relation to urban 

design matters is no longer needed.  

5.2 I then consider the ongoing relevance of the ODP for the site and 

conclude, from an urban design perspective, there are reasonable 

grounds for it to be simplified or removed. As part of this, I also 

recommend that the height controls are simplified for the Styx 

Centre site and aligned to the build form standards of the 

Commercial Core zone, where appropriate. However, I recommend 
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the Operative height and associated built form controls for Special 

Area A is reinstated adjacent to the Styx River corridor.  

5.3 Likewise, I support the removal of the requirement for a 

Development Plan in the Revised Commercial Proposal. While I 

regard the integration of the Styx Centre site with its context is 

important, I consider that it is more appropriate to provide a flexible, 

‘living’ masterplan document as a contextual reference for the 

Resource Consent process, rather than tied to the first stage 

consent itself.     

5.4 Finally, I support a greater weighting towards place-based 

regulatory mechanisms, such as 15.8.1 Urban Design Matters of 

Discretion, which provide a good basis for a case-by-case 

assessment as a Restricted Discretionary Activity. I specifically 

review the Revised Key Pedestrian Frontage rule and conclude, in 

this instance, that the Urban Design Matters of Discretion already 

provide for good development outcomes at the public interface of 

the Styx Centre site and would be better utilised in place of what I 

consider to be an overly prescriptive rule in this instance.  

6.0 APPLYING THE COMMERCIAL CORE PROVISIONS TO THE 

STYX CENTRE SITE  

6.1 In my view, at the time PC22 was made operative it potentially 

provided for a higher level of amenity than most other Business 2 

(B2) zones across Christchurch. This recognised that the Council 

had its own concerns over amenity in the operative B2 zone 

generally and was in the process of carrying out its own internal 

review of the current B2 provisions. The PC22 provisions provided 

greater control over the urban design outcomes than might have 

been achieved otherwise.  

6.2 I consider the Revised Commercial Core Proposal in the 

Replacement Plan has now reached greater parity with the original 

PC22 provisions. For example, the Replacement Plan has now 

substituted the original urban design assessment matters with its 

wider Urban Design Matters of Discretion (15.8.1), which I support. 
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In my opinion, there is now a good case to further integrate the built 

form standards of the two zones and minimise any further 

unnecessary repetition, as anticipated by the Statement of 

Expectations.   

Integrated Development of a Greenfield Site 

6.3 One of the outstanding questions in my mind is the adequacy of the 

Commercial Core and Commercial Core (Belfast) provisions to 

achieve integrated development of the greenfield Styx Centre site?  

6.4 In my opinion, there will always be the potential for large existing 

centres to be significantly redeveloped. In recent years, we have 

already seen extensive redevelopment initiatives at Hornby, 

Northlands/Papanui, Barrington and Riccarton for instance. I 

acknowledge wholesale redevelopment is less likely than on the 

Styx Centre site, but I consider the urban design provisions in the 

Commercial Core zone should anticipate this type of development.  

6.5 In my view, the main difference for the urban design assessment of 

a greenfield site is managing its integration into the existing 

landscape context. I consider the Styx River is a critical feature of 

the site, which has been specifically addressed by the Submission 

that I discuss later in my evidence.  

Outline Development Plan 

6.6 The Replacement Plan carries over the Special Provision Plan, now 

termed an Outline Development Plan (ODP), for the Styx Centre 

Site (15.9.2). I have reviewed the content of the ODP from an urban 

design perspective and consider there is merit in simplifying this as 

part of the proposed rezoning. Rather than relying on an ODP, 

which permanently fixes the location of functional elements, I 

consider the processes in the Commercial Core zone of the 

Replacement Plan can adequately control the quality of urban 

design outcomes within the site. I discuss buildings height controls 

and the Urban Design Matters of Discretion (15.8.1) separately 

within my evidence.  



Statement of Evidence of TIMOTHY CHURCH 

 

C14131_06_PRDP_1187_TChurch_UD_Evidence_20150424  5 

Building Heights 

6.7 A range of height limits are indicated on the existing ODP, including 

5m, 8m, 12m, 15m, 16m and 20m. Notwithstanding the original 

rationale for the existing height limits, I consider the notified 

approach to the Notified ODP, in the context of the Statement of 

Expectations, is too fine grained and potentially complicated to 

apply to a development that may extend across these different 

height areas. In my experience, changes to height limits in locations 

that do not have clear edge conditions, such as a road or natural 

feature, can be complicated to apply and cause inefficiencies where 

buildings straddle particular height boundaries.     

6.8 As a general comment, I consider the Styx Centre site to be a 

suitable location where the potential urban design impacts of 

increased building heights would most likely be buffered from the 

surrounding activities by road and rail corridors, large separation 

distances from neighbours and existing shelterbelt planting.  

6.9 Of most significance is the restricted building heights alongside the 

Styx River, currently shown at 5m and 12m on the ODP and in 

written provisions 15.2.3.1 d-e of the Notified Commercial Core 

zone. I support the general intent of the Submission that maintains 

lower building heights around the Styx River. However, I cannot 

support the omission of the existing Special Area A, with an 8m 

height limit and associated built form controls, located near the 

south eastern corner of the site adjacent to the Styx River corridor. I 

understand there was considerable Landscape evidence, outside 

my area of expertise, provided during the PC22 Council Hearing 

where specific provisions were included to address potential 

adverse effects relating to the Styx River corridor.  

6.10 In establishing an appropriate height for the balance of the site, I 

support a consistent and legible built form with other KAC’s in the 

city. The Replacement Plan proposes a building height for the 

Commercial Core zone at 20m and I understand from the Submitter 

that this is consistent with some of the built from practicalities of 
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designing commercial centres, such as accommodating cinema 

complexes.  

Development Plan Rule 

6.11 The requirement for a Concept Plan in the Operative Plan was 

carried over and is now termed a Development Plan in the Notified 

Replacement Plan. This Development Plan was to apply to the 

whole site and be approved through a resource consent process 

and would have been the basis for subsequent resource consents 

for later stages.  

6.12 I consider that it is important to have a coordinated approach to the 

development across the Styx Centre site. However, I do not support 

the existing regulatory approach of locking in a long term 

Development Plan early in the development’s evolution.  In my 

view, a Development Plan has the potential to be an overly static 

document that could lack detail, be inconsistently interpreted and 

restrict innovation in the later stages. Existing constraints may 

change and new opportunities will arise. A topical example of this is 

the planned underground car park identified on the ODP. Like many 

other developers in Christchurch, I understand the Submitter now 

sees this as impractical and a high construction risk following the 

Canterbury Earthquakes. 

6.13 I prefer a ‘living’ masterplan approach, which could provide initial 

confidence to both the developer and Council that a well-considered 

process has been followed, a strong design rationale is 

communicated and demonstrates that at least one option exists to 

complete the balance of the site in a coordinated way. I recommend 

this document, preferably prepared by a qualified Urban Designer, 

be requested under 15.9.13 Requirements as part of the ‘context 

and site analysis’ and ‘detailed design’ statements in the 

Replacement Plan. In my opinion this then allows a staged 

development on the Sytx Centre site to proceed efficiently through a 

number of Resource Consent processes, while allowing to it to be 

assessed by Council in its wider context.  
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6.14 I understand that the need for development plan has been removed 

from the Revised Commercial Proposals dated 8 April. I support this 

revised approach for the reasons set out above. 

Urban Design Matters of Discretion 

6.15 I consider the 15.8.1 Urban Design Matters of Discretion in the 

Revised Commercial Chapter generally cover the expected urban 

design principles related to developing a good quality commercial 

development on the Styx Centre site. In particular, I support the 

proposed contextual qualifications to 15.8.1.2 a), noted in Mr 

McIndoe’s evidence, recognising the functional requirements, street 

types, adjacent land uses and the level of pedestrian amenity of 

commercial developments, as agreed during the Urban Design 

Conferencing.  

6.16 I consider good urban design is less about meeting a checklist of 

quantifiable rules or fixed lines on an ODP, but more about 

balancing a range of qualitative considerations to achieve an 

optimum outcome for the site and context. I therefore support a 

greater weighting towards regulatory mechanisms, which provide a 

good basis for this case-by-case assessment. Where conflicts 

between matters of discretion arise, then compromises can be 

considered in the context of achieving a better overall balance of 

development outcomes. This allows for flexibility of design while 

providing scope to control poor development outcomes. With this in 

mind, I have specifically reviewed the  street scene provisions under 

15.2.3.3 and how they relate to the Styx Centre in the next section.  

7.0 KEY PEDESTRIAN FRONTAGES REVISION 

7.1 I am aware that the Revised rules of 8 April have removed the 

pedestrian frontage notations and rule and replaced with 

requirements on arterial and collector roads, which is applicable to 

the Styx Centre. In particular they propose a new built form 

standard in the Commercial Core zone requiring buildings to be built 
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up to 70% of the road frontage. This may include a setback of up to 

4m for a maximum width of 10m.  

7.2 I regard the 70% threshold, or approximately 570m, for the extent of 

commercial frontage to be excessive for the Styx Centre site, 

particularly in relation to most other centres in Christchurch. 

Furthermore, I consider the Styx Centre site offers better 

opportunities for locating higher quality pedestrian frontages that 

are buffered from heavy traffic, closer to the amenities of the Styx 

River and potentially complemented by other retail frontages 

positioned across internal streets. In my view this is a better 

potential use of what is likely to be a finite length of higher quality 

retail frontage.  

7.3 I also question the tight definition of the revised street scene 

provision, being largely restricted to the road boundary. Moreover, 

the exception for a setback within the frontage may be relevant in 

some commercial circumstances, yet is unlikely to be perceptible in 

the context of the long Styx Centre site boundaries.  In Appendix A, 

I have presented a range of examples that in my opinion achieve 

the intent of active frontages, human scale and edge continuity 

without building right up to the street boundary. These include an 

example of the food and beverage outlets along part of the Main 

North Road frontage of the adjacent Supa Centa. 

7.4 While I agree with the intent of provision 15.2.3.3. Nonetheless 

when tested against the Styx Centre site, I consider the provision is 

one example of where the Urban Design Matters of Discretion are 

better utilised in place of this prescriptive and quantitative rule. In 

my review of these matters, particularly 15.8.1.2, there is 

considerable duplication with the wording of the street scene rule 

and associated Matters of Discretion for any non-compliance. My 

recommendation is to allow for assessment of the proposed public 

frontages on their merits through the Urban Design Matters of 

Discretion, enabling good outcomes to be achieved through 

dialogue with the Council’s urban designers and its independent 

Urban Design Panel. 
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TIMOTHY CHURCH  
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APPENDIX A – Pedestrian Frontages 

Examples of alternative building setbacks from  

road boundaries/ street scene in commercial centres 

  

Figure 1: Outdoor dining (semi-enclosed) Figure 2: Outdoor dining (within setback) 
 

  

Figure 3: Buffer planting to offices Figure 4: Slip lane & short stay car parking 
 

  

Figure 5: Urban Square Figure 6: Pocket Park 

 

 


