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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
 

1.1 My full name is Graeme Robert McIndoe.  I am a registered architect and 

qualified urban designer with 33 years of professional experience and am a 

director of McIndoe Urban Limited, which has developed from the practice 

which I originally founded in 1992.  I provide urban design consultancy to 

central and local government and private sector clients.  

 

1.2 I studied as a Commonwealth Scholar in 1985-86 at the Joint Centre for 

Urban Design at Oxford Polytechnic in England where I gained a Master of 

Arts in Urban Design, and a Diploma in Urban Design (with distinction).  I 

also have a Bachelor of Architecture with first class honours (1982) and a 

Bachelor of Building Science (1980) from Victoria University of Wellington 

(VUW).  

 

1.3 I am a fellow of the New Zealand Institute of Architects (NZIA) and 

McIndoe Urban Limited is a 'NZIA Practice'.  My experience includes 17 

years in a permanent half-time position teaching at the VUW School of 

Architecture where I was a senior lecturer and taught professional practice, 

architectural design, and urban design history, theory and methods.  

 

1.4 My background, including appointments and relevant projects, is described 

in more detail in the description of qualifications and experience in my 

evidence for the Residential hearing.  Other projects with specific 

relevance to this evidence are listed below: 

 

District plan and design controls for commercial and industrial areas 

 

(a) author of the ‘Central Area’, ‘Centres’ and ‘Business Area’ 

regulatory design guides in Wellington City Council’s district plan; 

 

(b) author of design assessment criteria and advisor on standards for 

the Inner, Outer, Fringe and Local Business zones in Palmerston 

North City Council’s (PNCC) district plan.  As part of that work I 

also: 
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(i) visited and viewed all Inner and Outer Business, and 

Industrial, sites and developments in Palmerston North;  

 

(ii) surveyed the outcome, on the ground, of all resource 

consents within Palmerston North’s Inner and Outer 

Business zones over the five year period to c2008; and 

 

(iii) have subsequently been providing professional resource 

consent design review to PNCC implementing those 

controls; 

 

(c) preparation of urban design evidence for Scentre Group on the 

Regional Policy Statement component of Auckland Council’s 

Unitary Plan (2014); 

 

(d) contributor to the district plan provisions for the Wynyard Quarter 

on Auckland’s waterfront (c2010); 

 

      Commercial and industrial masterplanning and design 

 

(e) design review of all building and public realm development for the 

Wynyard Quarter on Auckland’s waterfront (2007-ongoing); 

 

(f) contribution to Palmerston North’s North East Industrial Zone 

masterplanning (2013-14); 

 

(g) Kilbirnie Town Centre masterplanning for Wellington City Council 

(2009); 

 

(h) Whitby Town Centre masterplanning for Porirua City Council 

(c2011); 

 

(i) Richmond Town Centre Revitalisation for Tasman District Council 

(2010-14); 
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Commercial and retail development urban design consultancy 

 

(j) urban design advice and reporting for Westfield/Scentre Group on 

Westfield Newmarket and Westfield St Lukes (2010-ongoing); 

 

(k) preparation of urban design evidence for New Zealand Retail 

Property Group’s planned redevelopment of Auckland’s Milford 

shopping centre into a mixed use development. (2012-13); 

 

(l) urban design advice and reporting on Auckland’s Downtown 

redevelopment project for Precinct Properties (2014-ongoing); and 

 

(m) urban design advice and reporting on Wellington’s 20 

Customhouse Quay redevelopment project for Newcrest (2014-

ongoing). 

 
1.5 I have been engaged by Christchurch City Council (Council) to provide 

evidence in relation to the urban design matters in the proposed 

Replacement District Plan (pRDP). 

 

1.6 I have been providing the Council with my expertise in relation to the 

Industrial and Commercial (as well as Residential) sections of the pRDP 

since January 2015 when my firm (myself and co-director Andrew Burns) 

was commissioned to undertake an urban design review of these parts of 

the pRDP.  Subsequently I provided urban design evidence to the Panel 

Hearing for the Residential chapter (14) of the pRDP.  While I am familiar 

with Christchurch through my involvement in various recent projects, I have 

not been on any site visits relating to this evidence.  

 

1.7 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. 
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1.8 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view while 

preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) the Statement of Expectations contained in Schedule 4 of the 

Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) 

Order 2014; 

 

(b) the notified and revised proposed versions of the Commercial and 

Industrial proposals in the pRDP; and  

 

(c) the Expert Conferencing Statement for Urban Design (30 March 

2015). 

 

1.9 I have read parts of Mr Mark Stevenson’s draft evidence for the Council, 

and the revised Commercial and Industrial Proposals dated 8 April 2015 

(revised Proposals).  I have also had discussions with Mr Stevenson and 

am in general agreement with the revised Proposals, although I have 

identified in my evidence some points of divergence, and the reasons for 

those. 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My evidence focuses on the urban design matters in the general provisions 

and zones of the pRDP, and does not cover location-specific subzones or 

Outline Development Plans (ODPs), although some of my observations for 

general provisions might also be applied to site-specific sub-zones. 

 

2.2 I have focus throughout my evidence on the appropriateness of urban 

design provisions (Commercial Issue 10), including the objectives, policies, 

rules and guidelines, and the extent to which they provide certainty of 

quality outcomes without being onerous, overly prescriptive or complicated.  

 

2.3 I am aware of the tenor and direction of submissions on the pRDP but 

have not read these.  As they appear to have been comprehensively 

addressed by Mr Stevenson in the revised Proposals, my evidence 

focuses instead on an urban design overview of the revised Proposals 

rather than on the submissions that have requested them. 
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3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

3.1 Both the Commercial and Industrial Chapters have been refined to be 

more enabling in response to the Statement of Expectations.  

 

3.2 Subject to the changes that I recommend, the proposed controls are 

suitably comprehensive and provide for an appropriate level of amenity. 

 

3.3 Matters raised at the urban design expert conferencing, subject to a few 

minor developments that I have identified, have been addressed. 

 

3.4 I recommend the following further modifications1 to the Commercial and 

Industrial Chapters as currently proposed by the Council: 

 

(a) the requirements for verandas along some frontages in 

Commercial Core Zones should be reinstated;  

 

(b) verandas should not be required in Commercial Local Zones, but 

should be facilitated in that zone;  

 

(c) retain the notified 250m² permitted area threshold in Business 

Local Zones; 

 

(d) permit, subject to a reduced area threshold, visible additions to 

buildings within Commercial Core and Local Zones; 

 

(e) retain a 6m frontage setback for Industrial Zones opposite land 

zoned "Residential";  

 

(f) retain controls on fences at frontages for all Industrial Zones;  

 

(g) provide a 10 metre frontage setback for Industrial General 

opposite land zoned "Rural";  

 

                                                   
1
 These are described in full through my evidence, and I recommend other relatively matters of detail. 
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(h) modify height control for both Commercial Core and Industrial 

Heavy zones within 30 metres of a residential zone boundary to 

avoid visual dominance; and  

 

(i) Retain landscaped area within the Industrial Park zone at 20%. 

 

3.5 Quality compromises and some poor outcomes are likely to arise with 

developments within Commercial Zones due to the relatively high area 

triggers for consent and therefore an increased reliance on permitted 

standards for large developments in sensitive neighbourhood centres. 

 

3.6 The matters of discretion for both chapters are appropriately focussed, 

comprehensive and suitably expressed. 

 

4. BACKGROUND 

 

4.1 In January and early February 2015 Andrew Burns, co-director of McIndoe 

Urban Limited, and I undertook a review of the notified Commercial and 

Industrial Chapters of the pRDP.  In this review we recommended changes 

to simplify and focus the Commercial and Industrial Chapters, with the view 

of being more enabling (as a response to the Statement of Expectations), 

while maintaining appropriate amenity outcomes.  Our report informed Mr 

Andrew Macleod’s report (for the Property Group)2 to the Council.  

 

4.2 Subsequently, in mid-March 2015, I reviewed and reported on the 

Council’s revised Commercial and Industrial Chapters, and discussed 

various changes with Mr Stevenson.  Following this there has been 

ongoing development of the content of those chapters, including a 

systematic response to submitters, removal and/or refinement of content 

throughout, and simplification and clarification of the wording.  The 

changes are, in my opinion, considerable and comprehensive, and make 

the plan more enabling in response to the Statement of Expectations.  At 

the same time there has been appropriate consideration of urban design 

and amenity outcomes, although I have identified concerns regarding a few 

matters. 

                                                   
2
 Independent Assessment of Residential, Commercial and Industrial Chapters of the Proposed Christchurch Replacement 

District Plan, dated 11 February 2015. 



 

26063502_5.docx  9 
 

 

5. OUTCOMES OF MEDIATION 

 

5.1 I participated in the urban design expert conferencing on 30 March 2015, 

at which there was agreement on virtually all of the urban design matters 

discussed.  I summarise important agreements (or otherwise) below: 

 

5.2 Issue 1: General 

 

(a) the importance of appropriate urban design controls, and the 

reasons why; 

 

(b) the role of supermarkets and department stores in centres; 

 

(c) public realm quality as a focus of urban design, and the need to 

integrate functionality; and 

 

(d) the importance of relating controls specifically to context. 

 

5.3 Issue 2: Commercial provisions 

 

(a) assessment criteria need to be more concise; 

 

(b) the application of assessment criteria should be more specific to 

context, project type and zone intent; 

 

(c) additional assessment criteria are required to address 

functionality, relation to different street frontages, and relevance of 

application in different sites and situations; 

 

(d) greater permissiveness is desirable for residential activity that may 

be located in certain parts of centres; 

 

(e) the plan can be more permissive for residential activity in 

commercial zones at ground at the rear of sites and near the 

fringe of the zone; 
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(f) in Commercial Local Zones, bulk and location rules requiring 

street frontage and glazing are supported, along with urban design 

assessment for larger development above a trigger point; 

 

(g) in Commercial Core Zones, a trigger for consent is desirable to 

permit small developments and additions, but large developments 

should be subject to Restricted Discretionary scrutiny; 

 

(h) appropriate trigger points were discussed but not agreed; and 

 

(i) Commercial Retail Park Zone should not preclude supermarket 

and department stores, but should avoid small format specialty 

retail stores. 

 

5.4 Issue 3: Industrial provisions 

 

(a) controls should be focused at the interface with other zones such 

as Residential and Rural, and fronting arterial roads, and can be 

reduced within the Industrial Heavy Zone; 

 

(b) controls requiring front fence permeability are important and 

should be retained; 

 

(c) there is scope to allow greater or unrestricted height for industrial 

activities to allow for plant within the Industrial zones where 

located away from residential and rural-residential areas; 

 

(d) potential conflict between Industrial Objective 1, Policy 3 and 

Objective 2 was identified, and it was agreed that it is important 

that when industrial activities are provided for, addressing the 

adverse effects of these activities should not unduly restrict the 

activities from taking place; and 

(e) landscaping controls should be retained along street frontages, 

and within the site for the Industrial General Zone, because it is at 

the interface with other more sensitive zones, but is not required 

within any site within the Industrial Heavy Zone.  
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6. OVERARCHING ISSUES FOR BOTH COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL 

 

 Enabling the recovery and facilitating growth 

 

6.1 The proposals will be relatively permissive and enabling of development.  

They are considerably more permissive and enabling than the controls 

applied to similar zones in other cities3.  With a focus on permitted 

standards, removal of various controls relating to the public realm, and 

attempts to reduce the number of resource consent processes, in my view 

these revised chapters can be expected to facilitate development.  

 

6.2 However, this enablement will come at the cost of a decrease in the quality 

of some development in Commercial Zones, including its relation to the 

public realm.  This decrease in quality will be the result of: 

 

(a) increased reliance on permitted standards that may manage 

aspects of development, but being non context-specific, are a 

relatively blunt instrument.  As quantifiable minima and maxima, 

they are generally less than optimally effective as a means of 

achieving quality outcomes; and 

 

(b) reduced recourse to design review and design development that 

usually occurs as part of a resource consent process, and which 

leads to better design outcomes.  

 

6.3 Outcomes will often but not always be compromised by a reduction in 

design control.  Given the relative permissiveness of the controls in 

centres, the quality of outcomes here will not necessarily be consistent with 

those expected and being achieved in other parts of the country.  

Nevertheless, given the required focus on enabling development, a 

trade-off is required and a balance has been struck that, with some further 

minor changes such as those I have suggested, in my view, maintains an 

adequate as distinct from optimal level of control4. 

 

                                                   
3
 Considering Wellington and Palmerston North, for example, this permissiveness relates to area thresholds for resource 

consent in the Commercial zone, extent of building to frontages, and veranda requirements. 
4
 My primary concerns are around deletion of the veranda requirement in the Commercial Core zone, and the level of the 

threshold for Restricted Discretionary consent on the Business Local Zone, which are discussed in greater detail below. 
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 Regulatory vs non-statutory approaches 

 

6.4 There is debate around whether a regulatory approach requiring 

well-designed and laid out development, or a non-statutory approach of 

encouraging good outcomes, should be taken.  For the reasons outlined in 

my evidence at the Residential hearing, I consider that an appropriately 

calibrated regulatory approach is necessary, and this applies to both 

Commercial and Industrial activity. 

 

6.5 I have discussed this matter in detail in section 9 of my Residential 

evidence and repeat my conclusion on the importance of appropriately 

targeted and effective controls in achieving efficiency: 

 

Non-regulatory approaches offer some merits but are relatively 

ineffective and give no certainty that poor outcomes with adverse 

effects will be avoided.  Only regulatory approaches give certainty 

that acceptable outcomes will be achieved. 

 

7. COMMERCIAL OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

 

7.1 I have reviewed the modified objectives and policies, concentrating 

particularly on Objective 3, as this has a specific focus on urban design 

concerns.  I consider the modified objectives and policies to be suitably 

comprehensive and fit for purpose, and have only one further comment to 

make on these.  

 

15.1.2.2 Policy 10 – Design of new development, part b 

 

7.2 I support the Council’s proposed modification to this policy, and also the 

removal of specific reference to large format retail (LFR).  As proposed, 

this reads: 

Recognise the scale, form and design of the existing built form and 

functional and operational requirements of activities. particularly large 

format retail activities. 

 

I support this modification because functional and operational requirements 

of all activities, not just LFR, should be considered. 
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7.3 I also recommend a minor editorial change to clarify the text, and suggest 

either of the two options below: 

 

(a) Recognise the scale, form and design of the setting for 

development, existing built form and the functional and operational 

requirements of activities. 

 

Or alternatively: 

 

(b) Recognise the scale, formal modulation and design of the setting 

for development, existing built form and the functional and 

operational requirements of activities. 

 

8. URBAN DESIGN PROVISIONS AND DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR 

COMMERCIAL 

 

8.1 Having reviewed the most recent version of the pRDP, I will deal first with 

the key issues before considering matters of detail. 

 

Thresholds for urban design assessment – Commercial Core Zone:  

 

8.2 The threshold identified in 15.2.2.1 Permitted activities P1 is as below. 

 

a.   Any building shall  

1. comprise no more than 1,000m2; and  

2. have an elevation at or facing the street of no more than 20 

metres in length. 

 

8.3 The main design issue is the suitability of such a threshold in terms of 

balancing enabling development with amenity outcomes.  In other words, 

the issue is whether the 1000m2 threshold is either too generous, or too 

restrictive for this zone.  I consider it is very generous, at the risk of being 

overly so, and is certainly enabling of development. 

 

8.4 Placing this threshold in the context of other places:5 

                                                   
5
 Refer to WCC District Plan, Rule 7.1.4.2; PNCC District Plan R11.6.1.2 (a); and R 11.9.1.2 (a) respectively. 
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(a) in Wellington (Suburban) Centres: 100m² or resulting in a site 

coverage of greater than 20%;  

 

(b) in Palmerston North Inner Business Zone (that is the core of the 

central city): 400m² for new buildings and extensions to existing 

buildings; and  

 

(c) in Palmerston North Outer Business Zone: 500m2 for new 

buildings and extensions to existing buildings 

 

8.5 However, the proposed threshold also places a restriction on the width at 

the street edge, thus recognising the significance of effects at the street 

edge.  I consider this package as a whole is possibly acceptable, but it 

remains at the margin of acceptability.  This is because, in my opinion, the 

proposed threshold is likely to lead to poor quality outcomes in some 

medium scaled development that is reliant on quantifiable permitted 

standards alone.  

 

8.6 My opinion is based on my previous investigation as well as my experience 

viewing proposed developments.  I have found that small scale 

development tends to be of reasonable quality, and being restricted in 

scale, has a reduced visual or amenity impact.  Larger scale development, 

particularly large format retail, has a tendency towards poor quality urban 

design outcomes without appropriate controls.  For that reason a more 

conservative area threshold might be used, and I recommend 500m² in this 

zone. 

 

Appropriateness of exemptions from compliance with built form standards – 

Commercial Core Zone:  

 

8.7 The proposed exemption from the built form standards (refer 15.2.2.1, P1) 

is described as below: 
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The following forms of development are exempt from compliance with this 

rule: 

a. New buildings or additions to buildings not visible from a Publicly 

accessible space; or 

b. Repairs, maintenance, and seismic, fire and/or access building 

code upgrades; or 

c. Refurbishment, reinstatement and/or additions that do not 

increase the building footprint. 

 

8.8 I consider these exemptions to be valid and supportable.  In relation to 

these: 

 

(a) where a building or part of building is not visible, then it will have 

no effect.  I expect this exemption may have limited application, 

given that most sites within centres will be visible from a publicly 

accessible space;  

 

(b) many larger buildings are likely to be substandard in these 

respects, and in many cases, and where heavily used, they 

become a public safety risk.  Subjecting them to requirements for 

architectural as well as safety upgrade may discourage any 

upgrade, with consequent risk to worker and customer safety.  

Therefore I consider that this exemption from compliance with built 

form standards for repairs, maintenance and necessary upgrades 

is desirable; and  

 

(c) refurbishment that does not increase the building footprint is 

similarly supportable. 

 

 

8.9 My only concern with these exemptions is that they do not enable those 

minor additions that will be visible from publicly accessible space.  That is, 

the standard in this respect is not enabling enough.  I suggest a lower area 

threshold for visible additions to an existing building, given these may be at 

the frontage.  On the basis of my experience in other cities, and for 

consistency with the intentions in Christchurch, I recommend that a 500m² 

addition should be permitted to an existing building.  
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8.10 This recommendation is based on the following logic: 

 

(a) the effects of an addition of a certain size at the frontage may be 

broadly similar (but not, for the reasons noted below, identical) to 

those from a new building of the same size and in the same 

location.  It is therefore appropriate to permit visible additions of a 

certain size where visible from a publicly accessible space; 

 

(b) however, a significantly greater risk of adverse effects, from 

potential visual dominance, scale relationships, and monotony of 

building form, arise when large scale additions (say of 1,000m²) 

are made to an already large (say 1000m²) building, all of which is 

visible from a publicly accessible space.  I therefore consider that 

a threshold for ‘visible’ additions should be much lower than 

1000m². 

 

Appropriateness of exemptions from compliance with built form standards – 

Commercial Retail Park Zone:  

 

8.11 An exemption is provided for in 15.6.2.3 Restricted discretionary activities, 

under activity category RD3 (in the Commercial Retail Park Zone), where a 

building of 2,000m2 or more is subject to Restricted Discretionary Status 

except where:  

 

c. the development is limited to repairs, maintenance, and 

seismic, fire and/or access building code upgrades. 

 

For the reasons noted above at paragraph 8.8, I consider this desirable. 

 

Thresholds for urban design assessment – Commercial Local Zone:  

 

8.12 The threshold should in my view be retained at 250m2 as notified, not 

350m2 as now proposed in the revised Proposal.  This is because local 

Commercial Zones are relatively small with small scale, fine grained 

development, and are usually set in a more sensitive residential context. 
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8.13 Even a 250m² threshold remains generous, as comparison with other 

places reveals.  Comparable standards are: 

 

(a) in Wellington (Suburban) Centres: 100m² or resulting in a site 

coverage of greater than 20%; and 

 

(b) in Palmerston North Local Business Zones: 50m² or 20% of the 

existing floor area, whichever is smaller. 

 

8.14 For reasons noted above at paragraph 8.8 in relation to this issue, the 

proposed exemptions should be included. However for Business Local 

Zones I recommend an exemption for visible additions to an existing 

building of up to 125 m².  This is for the reasons I have outlined in 

paragraphs 8.9 and 8.10, but with the threshold scaled down to this zone. 

 

Appropriateness of deletion of identification of Key Pedestrian Frontages  

   

8.1 Identification of and reference to Key Pedestrian Frontages (KPF) has 

been deleted from the revised Proposal6  (These were previously covered 

the Commercial Core Zone (15.2.3.3 b. i. A) and are also referred to for 

North Halswell (15.2.6.1 RD8, c. ix).  In my view, a veranda requirement 

should be retained in the plan, and this is discussed below at paragraph 

9.15.  Should the Panel determine that veranda requirements should be 

retained over areas heavily used by pedestrians, then KPFs may need to 

be identified as a means of triggering any veranda requirement.  I can 

make no comment on the actual frontages that were identified in the 

notified plan, as that would require a detailed examination of each situation 

to which the KPF standards are applied.  However, as KPFs correlate with 

areas where an intensity of pedestrian activity can be expected, they are a 

logical trigger mechanism for a shelter requirement.  

 

                                                   
6
 Except that a reference to Key Pedestrian Frontages is retained in 15.8.2.4 a. i. (Matters of discretion for non-compliance with 

activity specific standards relating to ‘Centre vitality and amenity’.) 
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9. COMMERCIAL CORE ZONE 

 

Activity status for Residential Activity 

 

9.1 It is appropriate that residential activity, as proposed in 15.2.2.1 P20, is 

permitted at ground level at the rear of sites.  This allows for mixed use, a 

presence after dark and natural surveillance, and enhances housing 

choice.  

 

9.2 In the urban design conferencing it was also agreed that “the Plan can 

[also] be more permissive for residential activity if ….near the fringe of the 

zone”.7  The possibility of ground level retail at the street frontage is, in my 

opinion, already provided for by assessment matter 15.8.2.2d, which 

reads: 

 

Any potential for residential activity to restrict the ability of existing 

or future commercial activities to operate or establish without 

undue constraint. 

 

9.3 While protecting potential for retail activity, this criterion anticipates how, 

and by extension where, any ground level residential activity might be 

provided for, subject to a Restricted Discretionary consent application. 

 

Activity status for parking buildings 

 

9.4 Parking buildings are now proposed to be permitted in the Commercial 

Core Zones, subject to compliance with general conditions, and with no 

activity-specific conditions.  I do not support that change.  

 

9.5 While parking buildings are a potentially beneficial component of a 

Commercial Core, they are also challenging to design and integrate well, 

so are the most problematic building type within centres.  If poorly located 

and/or designed they can have a significant adverse effects.  These effects 

may relate to: 

 

                                                   
7
 Paragraph 12. 
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(a) visual effects relating to the appearance of long spandrels and 

open, dark spaces behind (as viewed during the day); 

 

(b) the stacking of such layers and the visual monotony that creates; 

 

(c) the significant horizontal dimension typically required to achieve 

efficiency and economies of scale with layout and ramps; 

 

(d) the impact of parking at ground level, including vehicle entrances 

and inactivity along the edge which can disrupt a street frontage; 

 

(e) visual dominance of the streetscape because of a combination of 

width and height; and 

 

(f) safety and security issues in relation to pedestrian accessways. 

 

9.6 I consider that parking buildings should have a Restricted Discretionary 

activity status.  Given the potential for significant adverse effects, standard 

matters of discretion should apply with important attributes of parking 

buildings addressed as follows: 

 

(a) Appearance at and relationship to the street edge: This would be 

addressed by 15.8.1.1 a. i. consideration of local context; 15.8.1.2 

a. ii orientating active areas of buildings towards the street, and v. 

regarding car parking location and design; and also by 15.8.1.3 a. 

iii. “utilising articulation and modulation” and iv8: “Limiting 

disproportionately long continuous walls";  

 

(b) Ground level edge conditions and location and effect of entrances 

at the street edge: This would be covered by 15.8.1.4 Access, 

parking and servicing; and  

 

(c) Safety and security: This would be addressed by 15.8.1.2 b, which 

relates to connectivity where beneficial, and safe movement and 

passive surveillance. 

                                                   
8
 Currently not numbered, but under iv. 
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9.7 With the matters of assessment appropriately now proposed to have 

regard to the functional requirements of the activity, street type and 

adjacent land uses, I consider that the matters of discretion, including 

those above, can readily and appropriately be applied to this challenging 

building type. 

 

15.2.3.1 Maximum building height  

 

9.8 The maximum permitted building height in a District Centre is retained at 

20 metres and the Council’s current proposal is to eliminate the 

requirement for a step down to a maximum height of 12 metres for all sites 

that are wholly or partly within 30 metres of a residential zone.  I do not 

support this change for the following reasons: 

 

(a) the previously required setback (15.2.3.1 b) avoids the tallest 

buildings within a District Centre being very close to the boundary, 

and by providing for transitional heights to 12 metres, also avoids 

the potential visual dominance of this over adjacent residential 

areas which can rise to a maximum of 8 metres; and 

 

(b) the setbacks and recession planes that apply at the interface will 

provide sufficient scale reduction and manage sunlight, however 

they would still allow a tall building relatively close to a residential 

zone boundary, unless this height control is also retained. 

 

9.9 There is some justification for change in that the trigger of any site that is 

wholly or partly within 30 metres of the residential boundary could be too 

onerous, with the height of buildings in a very large site and a great 

distance from the boundary being unnecessarily restricted.  For that reason 

I suggest a change to the text as follows: 

 

Any part of a site in a District Centre wholly or partly within 30 

metres of a residential zone…shall have a permitted height of 12 

metres. 
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15.2.3.2 Minimum floor to ceiling heights  

 

9.10 The permitted minimum floor to ceiling height between ground and first 

floor has been retained at greater than or equal to 3.5 metres, with height 

measured from the top of the finished floor level to the ceiling surface. 

 

9.11 There are two drivers for such a standard.  The first is functionality to 

ensure sufficient height to allow ground floors, particularly at street 

frontages, to accommodate a range of uses, including retail uses.  A 

second and aesthetic driver is to avoid ground floors that appear 

compressed and facades that are poorly proportioned and appear squat.   

Traditionally, the ground floor height of a building will be at least the same 

as or greater than the floor heights of the upper levels.  Experience of this 

common pattern sets up expectations of generosity of ground floor height 

for the viewer.  Deviation from that pattern breaks those expectations, and 

usually such a façade will be perceived as compressed and 

compositionally flawed.  

 

15.2.3.3 Building setback from road boundaries/street scene (Commercial 

Core) 

 

9.12 15.2.3.3 a. i. now requires buildings fronting an arterial or collector road to 

be built up to only 70% rather than 100% of the road boundary.  This 

allows significant design flexibility so is enabling, however can be expected 

to lead to some breakdown of street edge definition and therefore street 

edge quality in certain locations, such as where a line of traditional retail 

fronts the street. 

  

9.13 Nevertheless, depending on the design and means of occupation of any 

setback areas, this risk may be partially offset by providing for occupation 

at the street edge (such as outdoor dining associated with a café or 

restaurant) and thereby contributing to street edge activation within 

centres.  A further quality control measure is with the proposed clause ii 

ensuring that the building should be built to the frontage at and within 10 

metres of the corner. 
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9.14 Provision within that area built to the street edge to be setback up to 4 

metres from the road boundary for a maximum width of 10 metres provides 

for a landscaped open space or pedestrian entry.  This is further enabling. 

The risk that this might be used for car parking at the street edge should be 

addressed by a qualification that such setbacks are not permitted to be 

used for car parking.  

 

15.2.3.3 Building setback from road boundaries/street scene (Commercial 

Core Veranda Requirement) 

 

9.15 The notified requirement to provide a veranda or other means of weather 

protection along the full width of the building fronting the street (15.2.3.3 C) 

has been deleted.  This will be considerably enabling and may open 

architectural opportunities, but will lead to good quality architectural 

outcomes only in situations where skilled and experienced designers or 

architects are responsible for the design of the building.  

 

9.16 I consider verandas or appropriate shelter in key locations in centres is 

very important, including for obvious reasons of shelter, and this standard 

should be retained.  Removal of a veranda requirement from the 

Commercial Core Zone will lead to negative public realm amenity effects 

including: 

 

(a) monotony with unrelieved facades;  

 

(b) loss of potential to provide shade in summer;  

 

(c) loss of shelter from rain; and  

 

(d) loss of potential to divert wind downdrafts off the face, which will 

be relevant where a building is conspicuously taller than those 

around, and exposed to prevailing winds.  

 

9.17 Each of these effects is of concern in its own right.  Collectively, they are 

significant.  For these reasons the veranda requirement should be retained 

in this zone. 
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9.18 Given the obvious benefits of verandas in many instances, if the Panel 

were to decide they are not required, they should nevertheless be 

facilitated.  The standards need to permit, if not require,  verandas and/or 

cover at building entrances that extend over the footpath.9  Cover at 

entrances is desirable to prevent water ingress at these entrances during 

inclement weather, and provides a moment at which people can adjust wet 

weather gear before entering or leaving the building.  These will also 

contribute to legibility of entrances, and visual interest along facades.  

These benefits should be achievable and such private provision of public 

amenity should be able to occur without onerous process (such as a 

resource consent) or any type of penalty (such as an annual encroachment 

fee). 

 

9.19 If veranda controls were to be retained, and as their purpose is to provide 

amenity for pedestrians, I consider the ‘Key Pedestrian Frontage’ 

requirement remains valid as a means of appropriately targeting any 

veranda requirement.  The question remains as to whether any specific 

key pedestrian frontages are appropriate, and as I have not undertaken 

field work and study of Christchurch street frontages, I can make no 

comment on that matter.  

 

15.2.3.4 Minimum building setback from the internal boundary with a 

Residential Aone  

 

9.20 The permitted minimum setback from internal boundaries has been 

reduced from 6 metres to 3 metres.  I consider this appropriate as it: 

 

(a) continues to ensure that a large scale commercial building is not 

constructed right at the boundary;  

 

(b) will be applied in combination with the recession plane standard, 

and with this combination of standards allows sufficient space for 

visual separation and large scale boundary landscaping; and 

 

                                                   
9
 An example of a standard that provides for inclusion of verandas where they are not required can be found in the Wellington 

City Council district plan, 34.6.2.7.1. 
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(c) is consistent with the treatment of such boundaries in other district 

plans.  

 

15.2.3.5 Sunlight and outlook at boundary with a Residential Zone  

 

9.21 The plan proposes to apply the residential recession planes.  This is a 

sound principle, which rather than applying a blanket 45 degree plane to all 

boundaries:  

 

(a) properly targets the control on the actual shading effects that will 

be experienced with different boundary orientations;  

 

(b) by protecting residential areas immediately adjoining industrial 

areas with the controls that apply to any internal residential 

boundary, gives any residential activity at the interface with 

commercial areas the same level of amenity as residential areas 

anywhere else in the adjoining Residential Zone; and 

 

(c) achieves consistency throughout the district plan in the treatment 

of sunlight and shading on residential activity. 

 

9.22 As a refinement of that, the standard does not mention which of the 

diagrams in Appendix 15.10.2 applies.  It may need to clarify that the 

recession plane applicable to Commercial activity at the interface with the 

Residential Zone is that which also applies to the type of residential zoning 

of the adjacent site.  

 

15.2.3.6 Outdoor storage  

 

9.23 The standard (15.2.3.6 a) is proposed to be changed from requiring that 

any outdoor storage area be located to the rear of a building on the site, to 

allow storage within the side yard setback, and screened from any 

adjoining road or site.  I support this change as it will provide for greater 

site planning flexibility while avoiding storage at the street edge and 

managing visual effects. 
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15.2.3.8 Landscaping and trees 

 

9.24 I support the proposed change to 15.2.3.8 a.i. which, by confirming 

reference is to the shared internal boundary, clarifies the wording of the 

standard. 

 

9.25 In general terms, standards for height, setbacks, landscaping and 

recession planes have been integrated to achieve an appropriate relation 

to Residential Zones.  

 

10. COMMERCIAL LOCAL ZONE 

 

Activity categories 

 

10.1 The Commercial Local Zone no longer provides for parking buildings in any 

activity category.  Acknowledging that there may be an instance when cars 

might be provided for in a building within this zone, parking buildings 

should have an activity status.  Given the potential significant impact of a 

two-storey parking structure of any size within a local centre, I recommend 

car parking buildings in the Commercial Local Zone should be a Restricted 

Discretionary or Discretionary activity.  This should be irrespective of their 

floor area. 

 

15.3.3.2 Building setback from road boundaries 

 

10.2 While appropriately requiring building to the frontage, the controls also now 

provide for a “setback of 3 metres from the road boundary for a maximum 

width of 6 metres”.  This is appropriate to allow flexibility for building 

entrance spaces, outdoor dining or possibly landscape.  This variation will 

also lend some intricacy to the street edge. The standard should ensure 

this space cannot be used for car parking. 

 

15.3.3.2 Building setback from road boundaries – verandas in the Commercial 

Local Zone 

 

10.3 The plan now proposes that a veranda is not required along road 

frontages.  Given the significantly reduced maximum permitted height and 



 

26063502_5.docx  26 
 

typically significantly scale of local centre development, as well as an 

absence of shelter immediately beyond local shops, the adverse effects 

that might occur without verandas in Commercial Core Zones are not likely 

to apply in the Commercial Local Zone.  Therefore, I agree that they are 

not required at frontages in this zone. 

 

10.4 However, consistent with my recommendation for the Commercial Core 

zone in paragraph 9.18, should a building owner or developer wish to 

provide a veranda or an entrance canopy projecting over the footpath, that 

should be facilitated rather than penalised.  

 

15.3.3.3 Sunlight and outlook at boundary with a Residential Zone 

 

10.5 I support the proposed change to apply the residential recession plane, 

with the same rationale and observations as for the Commercial Core 

Zone, as discussed at paragraph 9.21 above. 

 

15.3.3.5 Outdoor storage areas  

 

10.6 Development in this zone is required to be built to the street frontage, 

except for vehicle and pedestrian entrances and the proposed setback of 

up to 3 metres deep by 6 metres wide.  Therefore, as long as storage 

cannot be located within either the vehicle accessway or the frontage 

setback it will necessarily be back from the frontage or screened.  Storage 

at the street edge within the setback negates the purpose of such setbacks 

and will lead to very poor street edge conditions and should be avoided.  

Similarly, a storage area should not be in view from the road, although 

there are unlikely to be major conflicts if it is in view from an adjoining 

commercial activity.  However, it may be problematic if a storage area is in 

view from an adjoining residential site.   

 

10.7 To address these issues I recommend the following amendments to the 

text of 15.3.3.5 a.: 

 

 Any outdoor storage area shall be screened by 1.8 metre high 

fencing or landscaping from any adjoining road or residential site. 
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 Outdoor storage areas shall not be located within the setbacks 

specified in Rule 15.3.3.2 

 

15.3.3.6 Landscaping and trees 

 

10.8 I support the proposed removal of 15.3.3.6 a. ii. relating to landscaping of 

parking located between the building and the street.  This standard 

appears to be redundant because all buildings are required (with minimal 

defined exceptions) to be built to the street frontage in the Commercial 

Local Zone, so parking is not permitted in this location. 

 

11. COMMERCIAL BANKS PENINSULA ZONE 

 

15.4.3.1 Maximum building height 

 

11.1 The maximum building height in all parts (excluding Lyttelton) of the 

Commercial Banks Peninsula Zone including Akaroa has been raised from 

7.5 metres to 8 metres.  This minor adjustment is desirable for consistency 

with the maximum permitted height in Commercial Local Zones in other 

parts of Christchurch.  It also gives slightly greater scope for design 

flexibility, spatial generosity and roof features.  Assuming two storey 

development exists at the street edge, a 0.5 metre increase in maximum 

permitted height will be insufficient to have a material effect on scale 

relation. 

 

15.4.3.6 Outdoor storage areas  

 

11.2 I recommend that these standards be identical to those I recommend at 

paragraph 10.6 above for the Commercial Local Zone, for the same 

reasons. 
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12. COMMERCIAL RETAIL PARK ZONE 

 

15.5.2.1 Permitted activities – supermarkets 

 

12.1 Supermarkets have been added as a permitted activity (15.5.2.1, P2).  This 

activity status for supermarkets was discussed in the urban design expert 

conferencing and is supported by the participants at the conferencing.10 

These zones are ‘drive to’ locations and, distributed around the city, 

provide potential for supermarkets as a local ‘drive to’ activity.  These 

zones would become problematic should they also attract the specialty 

retail that is necessary in local centres, however the 450m2 minimum gross 

leasable retail tenancy standard addresses that issue. 

 

Maximum plot ratio  

 

12.2 The notified 0.5 maximum plot ratio (described in 15.6.3.2) has been 

removed.  I consider this appropriate for the following reasons: 

 

(a) The high reliance on vehicle access and customer parking means 

that in practice, often close to 50% of the site will be required for 

parking to allow the development to function; and 

 

(b) 15.6.3.8 Landscaping and trees also applies, which will also 

reduce the perceived density. 

 

15.5.3.2 Minimum building setback from road boundaries 

 

12.3 I consider that the proposed setback, reduced from a notified 6 metres to a 

now proposed 3 metres is appropriate within the development, but not 

should this be opposite a Commercial Local Zone, or any type of 

Residential Zone.  This large format development will permit very large 

walls which are permitted to rise to 15 metres above ground close to the 

street edge.  

 

                                                   
10

 Refer to paragraph 15. 



 

26063502_5.docx  29 
 

12.4 Commercial buildings built to this standard will contrast markedly with 

dwellings in adjacent Residential zones that may be permitted to rise to 

8 metres and must be set back 4.5 metres from the road frontage, and they 

will be unduly visually dominating.  In these sensitive situations, 

commercial buildings need to be softened and screened, and a 3 metre 

setback is insufficient to achieve this.  The additional setback (6 metres as 

notified) applied at these zone interface situations would reduce the visual 

dominance of such very tall buildings at these street edges, and allow for 

substantial planting.  Therefore I recommend the following changes: 

 

(a) further qualify permitted standard a. to require a 6 metre setback 

for sites fronting to any land zoned Residential or Commercial 

Local; and 

  

(b) make consequential changes to permitted standard c. relating to 

corner sites, to ensure that the qualification of the 6 metre setback 

when fronting other specified zones also applies to this situation. 

 

13. APPROPRIATENESS OF MATTERS OF DISCRETION FOR COMMERCIAL 

 

15.8.1 Matters of discretion for Urban Design  

 

13.1 Various submissions have raised the appropriateness of the matters of 

discretion and whether they can be simplified and/or made relevant to 

specific forms of development and/or limited to managing effects.  This 

matter was discussed in urban design conferencing where it was agreed 

that:11 

 

9. Generally assessment criteria need to be more concise.  This 

includes reducing repetition…and removing onerous criteria e.g. in 

relation to conserving energy as it is excessively onerous to prove. 

 

10 Application of the assessment criteria should be more specific…to 

 the street type, context and character of the site, and the type of 

 activity and the intent and purpose of the zone. 

                                                   
11

 Expert Conferencing Statement Urban Design  (30 March 2015), paragraphs 9-11 
 



 

26063502_5.docx  30 
 

 

11 More specific assessment criteria need to be added in relation to: 

o Functionality of the commercial activity; 

o Recognising that a different type of relationship is required 

for different street frontages; and 

o The relevance to the particular site and the location and 

nature of development e.g. can it be seen from the street 

front or [will it] impact on the public realm. 

 

13.2 These issues have been addressed in the Council’s latest proposed 

version of the matters of discretion as described below. 

 

15.8.1.1 Context and character 

 

13.3 In 15.8.1.1.a. i., the Council’s current proposal now recognises that it may 

be appropriate depending on local context to maintain consistency with or 

diverge from local character.  This is appropriately enabling and is 

consistent with good urban design practice which is to consider context 

and design accordingly.  This helps to avoid an anti-change bias that 

simply seeks to reinforce existing character through repetition regardless of 

the appropriateness or quality of that character.  This is particularly 

problematic where large commercial activities come into close proximity 

with residential areas and where the characteristics of the two are 

generally very different, and where it is often acceptable to depart from 

existing character. 

 

13.4 A new 15.8.1.1 b recognises functional necessities while at the same time 

requiring contribution to a high quality urban environment.  The Council’s 

approach is consistent with the urban design conferencing agreed 

statement12 that:  

 

Good design will integrate all relevant concerns, achieving 

functionality as well as urban design outcomes [and that] public realm 

quality is important, as is functionality. 

 

                                                   
12

 Expert Conferencing Statement Urban Design  (30 March 2015), paragraphs 3d and 6 
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15.8.1.2 Relationship to street and the creation of public spaces 

 

13.5 15.8.1.2 a) has been simplified by removing repetition in relation to the 

design of frontages.  The Council has also added a qualification to 15.8.1.2 

a) to have regard to functional requirements of the activity, the street type, 

adjacent land uses and the level of pedestrian activity. This is entirely 

appropriate and enabling, and signals that design, including the design and 

location of carparking, should be context-specific. 

 

13.6 15.8.1.2 b) has been shortened with removal of three sub-matters.  Given 

that the deleted matters are broadly covered by the ‘headline’ matter, there 

will be little loss of effectiveness, although some increased risk of 

uncertainty.  

 

13.7 I support inclusion of provision for connectivity where it is beneficial.  This 

is because while fine-grained connectivity is in principle a desirable quality 

in centres, too much connectivity, particularly if it leads to ‘inactive edges’ 

or takes people unnecessarily through service areas, can lead to safety 

and security risks.  Connectivity also may not give benefits unless it 

provides convenient links between destinations.  

 

13.8 Because the matters in this list no longer address the creation of public 

spaces I support the Council’s editorial change to the title: 

 

 Relationship to street and the creation of public spaces  

 

 15.8.1.3 The site, buildings and amenity 

 

13.9 I support the Council’s proposed addition to 15.8.1.3 iii.  The reference to 

modulation of building facades and form clarifies intent.  

 

15.8.1.4 Access parking and servicing 

 

13.10 15.8.1.4 a. i. has been phrased to recognise context-specificity and 

functionality13 and also that, depending on the specifics of the activity and 

                                                   
13

 I refer to the urban design conferencing agreement paragraphs 3f, 6 and 8 relating to these principles,. 
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the context, both location and/or design might be used to achieve an 

acceptable outcome.  I support the Council’s rephrasing of this matter.  

 

15.8.2 Matters of discretion for non-compliance with activity specific 

standards 

 

15.8.2.2 Activity at ground floor level 

 

13.11 I consider introduction of reference to operational and functional 

requirements of the activity in combination with the existing nature of 

activities and built form is appropriately enabling and also maintains the 

reference to the local context that is essential for good urban design.14  

 

15.8.3 Matters of discretion for built form standards 

 

15.8.3.3 Minimum building setback from road boundaries/streetscene 

 

13.12 Assessment criterion 15.8.3.3 a. v. relating to verandas and other means 

of weather protection has been removed as a consequence of proposed 

deletion of the veranda standard. As previously noted, I support retention 

of the veranda requirement for Commercial Core Zones, and its deletion 

from Commercial Local Zones.  If a requirement for a veranda should 

remain, then 15.8.3.3 a. v. should also be retained. 

 

13.13 The addition of d to 15.8.3.3, relating to functional requirements and/or 

existing building form, scale or design necessitating non-compliance, 

appropriately recognises functionality.  At the same time the higher test of 

any non-compliance for functional reasons being necessitated (rather than 

simply desired) reduces the risk of unsubstantiated departure from the 

standard.   

 

15.8.3.7 Landscaping and trees 

 

13.14 Mobil Oil et al have submitted on the appropriateness of landscaping 

having regard to safety.  Considering visibility, reference in the matter to 

                                                   
14

 The importance of context-specificity is covered in paragraph 8 of the Urban Design Expert Conferencing statement, along 
with in paragraph 10, the street type as well as the site, activity and intent and purpose of the zone.  
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the appropriateness and design of landscaping allows the possibility of not 

requiring trees at the frontage for safety reasons, and also recognises that 

visibility, and therefore safety, can usually be achieved with the design of 

landscaping.  That is, softening of frontages with planting is usually 

important, and where visibility is required it is usually possible to ensure 

that massed planting is sufficiently low, and the crowns of any trees 

required are sufficiently high, to ensure good sightlines through and onto, 

for example, a service station forecourt. 

 

14. AMENITY IN INDUSTRIAL ZONES 

 

14.1 Any previous or perceived over-emphasis on improving amenity values in 

industrial zones has in my opinion been eliminated, and this chapter is 

appropriately enabling of development.  The proposed set of controls can 

be expected to be effective in achieving acceptable amenity in Industrial 

Zones.  

  

Focusing controls on prominent locations 

 
14.2 In addressing this issue, submitters seek a refined approach by focusing 

on locations where a higher level of amenity may be appropriate, for 

example, sites with frontage to arterial roads.  This issue was specifically 

discussed at the urban design conferencing where it was agreed that 

levels of control within the Industrial Zone can be light, but should be more 

restrictive when at the interface with other zones.15  Frontages opposite 

residential or rural areas and fronting onto arterial roads were seen as 

important, and justifying controls which would not apply within the zone. 

 

14.3 In relation to this targeted application of control (urban design conferencing 

statement paragraph 21) the urban design experts16 considered that it was 

important to retain landscaping controls along the street frontage but 

otherwise these would not be necessary.  The urban design experts also 

considered that the requirement for a percentage of on-site landscaping 

within any site zoned Industrial Heavy should be deleted, but this should 

                                                   
15

 Expert Conferencing Statement Urban Design  (30 March 2015), paragraphs 16 and 17. We also agreed (paragraph 8.v. that 
“controls should be context-specific and only where they are needed to achieve the desired outcome’. 
16

 Expert Conferencing Statement Urban Design  (30 March 2015), paragraph 21 
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be retained for the Industrial General Zone which is located at the interface 

with other more sensitive zones. 

 

15. OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES FOR INDUSTRIAL ZONES 

 

15.1 The urban design expert conferencing identified a potential conflict 

between Industrial Objective 1 Policy 3 which provides for a range of 

industrial activities, and notified Objective 2 (now Objective 3).  This 

potential conflict, which recognised that industrial activities inherently have 

adverse effects but then requiring these to be avoided remedied or 

mitigated, has been addressed with the Council’s proposed Objective 3a 

which reads: 

 

Adverse effects of industrial activities and development on the 

environment are avoided, remedied or mitigated managed to 

support the anticipated outcome for the zone and the level of 

amenity in the surrounding zone is not adversely affected by 

industry. 

 

I consider this to be a proper and appropriate response.  

 

16.1.3.2 Policy 8 – Managing effects on the environment 

 

15.2 Part a of this policy is now proposed to read: 

 

The effects of development and activities in industrial zones, 

including reverse sensitivity, visual, traffic, noise, glare and other 

effects are managed through the location of uses, controls on bulk 

and form, landscaping and screening, particularly at the interface 

with arterial roads, and rural and residential areas, while 

recognising the functional needs of the activity. 

 

15.3 This part of the policy is now suitably comprehensive and gives appropriate 

reference to the sensitive interfaces and functionality.  
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16. STANDARDS COMMON TO INDUSTRIAL GENERAL AND INDUSTRIAL HEAVY 

ZONES 

 
Maximum height for buildings and fences or screening structures (16.2.3.1, 

and 16.3.3.1) 

 

16.1 In my opinion, 16.2.3.1 b, which is applicable to fencing and screening 

structures in the Industrial General Zone located between any building and 

the road boundary, and the related Figure 16.1 should be retained as 

notified.  This is for the following reasons: 

 

(a) this standard provides for overlook of the street, which is 

fundamental to achieving acceptable street amenity.  It was 

agreed in the Urban Design Expert Conferencing Statement that: 

 

Controls relating to front fence permeability should be included 

as we consider site security and worker safety (CPTED) is a 

fundamental concern of industrial activity, as well as being 

important for site presentation17; and  

 

(b) the Industrial General Zone is currently and accurately described 

as “providing a buffer between residential areas and the Industrial 

Heavy Zone.”18  This necessitates an approach which is 

compatible with residential, and means that the absence of control 

on front fence height or type would not be consistent with that 

interface. 

 
16.2 Similarly and for the same reasons 16.3.3.1 b., which relates to fencing, 

should be retained in the Industrial Heavy Zone. 

 

Minimum building setbacks from road boundaries  (16.2.3.2 and 16.3.3.2) 

 

16.3 Responding to application of controls to specific situations,19 the minimum 

setback for ‘any activity fronting to an arterial road or opposite a residential 

zone’ should be retained as notified as 6 metres as opposed to the 

                                                   
17

 Expert Conferencing Statement Urban Design  (30 March 2015), paragraph 18 
18

 In 16.1.1.3 Policy 3 Range – of industrial areas. a. i. A. 
19

 The context-specific design agreed by the urban design experts in conferencing, paragraph 8.v. 
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proposed 3 metres in both the Industrial General (16.2.3.2) and Industrial 

Heavy (16.3.3.2) Zones.  This qualification should also be extended to 

cover rural zoned land and therefore also ‘rural residential’ activity. 

 

16.4 This is because:  

 

(a) industrial activity at the maximum height of 15 metres close to the 

street edge would be unduly visually dominating where it faces 

arterial roads and other more sensitive zones such as residential 

and rural; and 

 

(b) this dimension is necessary to achieving a basic scale transition 

across a road to Residential Suburban (and Residential Suburban 

Density Transition), which is proposed to have a 8 metre 

maximum permitted height and is required to be set back 4.5 

metres. 

 
 

Minimum building setbacks from the boundary with a Residential Zone 

(16.2.3.3, and 16.3.3.3) 

 

16.5 The proposed reduction from the notified 6 metres to a proposed 3 metres 

is acceptable, as it is consistent with the treatment at the 

Commercial/Residential Zone interface, and appropriate for the same 

reasons as apply there. 

 

Sunlight and outlook at boundary with a Residential Zone and road (16.2.3.4, 

and 16.3.3.4) 

 

16.6 The standard has been changed to apply the appropriate recession plane 

control applying to the adjoining Residential Zone.  This is consistent with 

the proposed treatment of this issue in the Commercial Zones, and 

appropriate for the same reasons as previously discussed there. 
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Landscaped areas (16.2.3.6, and 16.3.3.6) 

 

16.7 The urban design experts in conferencing agreed that it is important to 

retain landscaping controls along the street frontage:  

 

Landscaping – Important to retain controls along the street frontage, 

but otherwise not necessary.  For example, remove requirement for a 

% of landscaping within site for Industrial Heavy zone, but retain for 

Industrial General. Necessary for IG because it is an interface with 

other sensitive zones. 20 

 

Therefore 16.2.3.6 a. should remain as notified. 

 
16.8 However paragraph 21 above in the Urban Design Expert Conferencing 

Statement is ambiguous and does not in my view capture the subtleties of 

the discussion on frontage landscaping for the Industrial Heavy Zone.  It is 

not consistent with other parts of the record relating to context-specific 

design, for example paragraph 17 which states: 

 

Design frontage amenity controls should be focussed on those relating 

to a more sensitive zone interface or arterial roads.  This should 

include ensuring that activities address the street, this would be by 

setback, landscaping control and offices located at the front of the site, 

in these circumstances. 

 

16.9 In my view, considering both of these paragraphs, and with regard to 

context-specificity of controls and enabling development, the frontage 

landscaping control should continue to be applied to those Industrial Heavy 

sites facing land zoned Residential or Rural, and fronting arterial roads, but 

need not be applied to road frontages within the interior of the Industrial 

Heavy Zone.  

 

                                                   
20

 Paragraph 21. 
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17. INDUSTRIAL GENERAL ZONE 

 

16.2.3.2 Minimum building setback from road boundaries  

 

17.1 This standard makes no allowance for adjacent rural zones.  Rural Zones 

are relatively unbuilt and open, and in my opinion a 10 metre minimum 

setback is appropriate and necessary to:  

 

(a) relate to this openness;  

 

(b) achieve consistency with the proposed interface condition for 

development in the Industrial Heavy Zone;   

 

(c) provide for substantial tree growth that would help achieve a 

transition across the zone interface; and 

 

(d) achieve consistency with the treatment of the proposed Industrial 

Heavy Zone interface with rural described in 16.3.3.6 b. 

 

18. INDUSTRIAL HEAVY ZONE   

 

16.3.3.1 Maximum height for buildings and fences or screening structures 

 

18.1 The plan establishes a maximum permitted height of 15 metres for sites 

within 20 metres of a Residential or Rural Zone, and no height limit 

thereafter.  That is appropriate to give flexibility in providing industrial plant 

while addressing effects across the zone boundary.21  

 

18.2 However, to be more enabling of for example a large single site adjacent to 

a boundary, to be consistent with the similar standard that I consider 

should be applied at the Commercial interface with Residential (a 30m 

setback rather than 20m), and to preclude unlimited height at the road 

frontage and particularly directly across a 20 metre wide road from 

residential or rural land, I recommend that the trigger is reworded as 

follows: 
                                                   
21

 The approach of allowing “greater or unrestricted height under certain circumstances” (such as these) was agreed as 
appropriate, “specifically for industrial activities”, that is plant, in the Urban Design Expert Conferencing Statement, refer 
paragraph 19.  



 

26063502_5.docx  39 
 

Those parts of sites within 30 metres of a Residential or Rural zone 

boundary, or within 30 metres of a boundary with an arterial road, or 

fronting across a road to an area zoned Residential or Rural:  

 

16.3.3 5 Outdoor storage of materials 

 

18.3 It is appropriate that, similar to the notified version, there be no storage of 

materials on the frontage setbacks opposite a Residential or Rural Zone or 

fronting to an arterial road.  However, on frontages not subject to those 

qualifications and within the Industrial Heavy Zone storage may be at the 

frontage,22 although it would need to avoid any required landscaped strip. 

To allow this, I recommend that the following be reinstated to 16.3.3.5 a.: 

 

The outdoor storage of materials shall not be located within the 

minimum specified in Rule 16.3.3.2. 

 

16.3.3.6 Landscaped areas 

 

18.4 I support the 10 metre width of landscaped strip along the road boundary 

of industrial heavy sites opposite a Rural Zone, and by implication the 

10 metre setback that requires in this situation. As noted above, this 

condition should also be applied to the Industrial General interface with 

Rural Zones.  

 

19. INDUSTRIAL PARK ZONE 

 

16.4.3.2 Maximum building coverage of a site 

 

19.1 I support the proposed increase of the maximum permitted site coverage 

from 25% to 50%.  This is in combination with a likely high demand for 

surface car parking which will inherently limit site coverage with buildings, 

and a minimum of  20% as notified23 of the site required to be dedicated to 

landscaping (excluding those areas required to be set aside for trees within 

or adjacent to parking areas).24  Such a combination of standards would 

                                                   
22

 This is as discussed and described in paragraph 16 of the Expert Conferencing Statement Urban Design 
23

 This is now proposed to be 10%. I consider that to be inadequate, and address this in paragraph 19.4. 
24

 Refer 16.4.3.7 a. landscaped areas 
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allow the intended park-like openness and ambience to be retained while 

enabling more intensive development.  

 

16.4.3.5 Sunlight and outlook at boundary with a residential zone 

 

19.2 The proposed approach of using the applicable residential recession plane 

at the interface with residential is supported for the reasons previously 

described. 

 

16.4.3.6 Outdoor storage of materials / Car parking 

 

19.3 Screening outdoor storage areas from any adjoining Residential Zone is 

supported in this zone where a higher degree of amenity is anticipated. 

 

16.4.3.7 Landscaped areas 

 

19.4 The proposal for 16.4.3.7 a is that the minimum percentage of the site to 

be landscaped (excluding other defined areas of planting) will be 10% 

rather than the previously proposed 20%.  

 

19.5 I do not support this reduction.  Policy 3 a ii A identifies that the Industrial 

Park Zone is to provide for industrial activities “in a high amenity 

environment dominated by open space and landscaping.”  A combination 

of doubling the permitted site coverage from 25% to 50% and halving the 

required landscaped are from 20% to 10% is not consistent with that 

policy.  With this permitted balance of buildings and landscaping it might be 

possible to achieve high amenity with good design, but the zone will not be 

dominated by landscaping.  

 

19.6 I support the proposed approach of deleting a requirement for an even 

spacing of trees as this gives greater design flexibility in this park 

environment, and will not lead to undue risk of poor outcomes if the 20% 

landscaped area requirement is retained.  This would, along with the 

required boundary planting and trees associated with carparking, allow the 

necessary emphasis on open space and landscaping to be retained. 
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20. APPROPRIATENESS OF MATTERS OF DISCRETION FOR INDUSTRIAL  

 

16.5.1 Matters of discretion for built form standards 

 

20.1 The matters of discretion are fit for purpose, and address appropriate 

issues  including reference to functionality.  These strike an acceptable 

balance between enablement and amenity.  However, there is some scope 

for minor editorial development to further simplify and focus three of the 

matters of discretion, and I outline these below. 

 

16.5.1.1 Maximum height of buildings and fencing or screening structure 

 

20.2 a i. is very similar to a v., which focuses on visual effects, repeating much 

of a i.  In dealing with the adverse effects of the increased height, a i. 

inherently considers visual effects.  I therefore recommend that 16.5.1.1.a. 

v. is deleted. 

 

20.3 Should the Panel choose to, as I have recommended, retain standards for 

fencing and screening structures in all Industrial Zones, a consequential 

change will be to retain the title of 16.5.1.1 b. to read as notified: Fencing 

or Screening Structures Height, rather than being qualified to apply only to 

the Industrial Park Zone as proposed in the revised Proposal. 

 

16.5.1.2 Maximum building coverage of a site 

 

20.4 I support the addition as requested by the Crown of consideration of 

functional requirements in considering consent relating to site coverage, 

but consider the proposed wording should be modified as below: 

 

d. The extent to which a greater site coverage reflects is necessitated 

by functional requirements of the activity 

 

This is because the use of the word ‘reflects’ in this way is vague and 

imprecise and therefore might be used to justify any departure from the 

standard, whether or not that is necessary for functionality.  Being specific 

about ‘necessity’ gives greater clarity of intent.  
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Graeme Robert McIndoe 

13 April 2015 


