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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 Ltd which has developed from the practice which I 

originally founded in 1992 and which undertakes urban design consultancy for 

central and local government and private sector clients. 

 

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

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

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

Bachelor of Architecture with first class honours (1982) and 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 Ltd, is an '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 I was the lead author of the Ministry for the Environment's Urban Design 

Toolkit (ed.1, 2005) and the Value of Urban Design: the economic, 

environmental and social benefits of urban design (2005).  I co-authored the 

Ministry for the Environment's national urban design training curriculum, and a 

similar training programme for the Victorian State Governments Department of 

Sustainability and the Environment.  I have also developed and delivered 

urban design training programmes for Land Transport New Zealand, the NZIA, 

and local authorities including Auckland and Wellington city councils. 

 

District plan, design control and review experience 

 

1.5 I have been involved with the development of WCC's district plan at various 

times over the last 23 years, have made urban design inputs to all parts of 

Palmerston North City Council's (PNCC) rolling plan review since 2003, and 

contributed to district plan formulation for Nelson and Porirua City Councils. 

My involvement in the Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan (PAUP) includes 

providing evidence for submitters, an urban design review of the PAUP for 

Auckland Council's Built Environment Unit, and planning and facilitating 
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workshops on Universal Design and introducing urban design aspects of the 

PAUP to Auckland Council's councillors and community board chairpersons. 

 

1.6 Since writing half of Wellington City Council's (WCC) first generation of design 

guides in the early 90s, and more recently all bar some appendices of WCC's 

current second generation of design guides, I have been involved in design 

assessment and review, and also systematic auditing of project and consent 

outcomes for both WCC and PNCC.  

 

1.7 My design review experience includes chairing both WCC's waterfront 

Technical Advisory Group (TAG), and the Nelson City/Tasman District Council 

urban design panel. McIndoe Urban Ltd is the primary supplier of expert urban 

design review to both WCC and PNCC.  In these capacities I have recently 

reviewed multiple residential projects including single unit dwellings, new-build 

and apartment conversions, multi-unit housing developments, and retirement 

villages.  I am also a member of Waterfront Auckland's TAG, and of the 

Auckland Council's urban design panel.  

 

Recent residential design experience 

 

1.8 In addition to past architectural experience on the design of residential 

projects, the following experience is relevant.  I:  

 

(a) wrote WCC's original Multi-unit Housing Design Guide (1994), and 

also the Residential Design Guide (c2005) that has replaced it; 

(b) was a member of the Auckland Council's Steering Group (2012-13) 

for the Auckland Design Manual (ADM), and also both peer reviewed 

and contributed content to the residential chapters of the ADM; 

(c) contributed design related content and standards to PNCC's 

Residential chapter, in process as part of the rolling district plan 

review (2013-ongoing); 

(d) directed two multi-unit housing planning and design studies for PNCC 

to test and subsequently promote the proposed residential standards 

and assessment criteria (2014); 

(e) assisted PNCC with strategic growth planning for residential, site 

assessment, structure planning and formulating structure plans and 

controls for a recently completed plan change for residential growth 

(2000-2014); 
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(f) contributed urban design advice and input into the text of residential 

standards and assessment criteria for Nelson and Porirua City's 

district plans. (c2010-11); 

(g) am a founding and ongoing member of the TAG for the WCC's social 

housing upgrade project (c2010 ongoing); 

(h) am a member of WCC's project control group for the Arlington 

housing redevelopment (2015, ongoing); 

(i) undertook detailed post-occupancy evaluation for WCC of three of 

their completed social housing upgrade projects. (2012-2014); 

(j) am currently engaged on writing the urban design review reports on 

behalf of Waterfront Auckland for major apartment developments on 

the Auckland waterfront; and 

(k) planned, facilitated and reported on a major Auckland Council 

workshop to inform the integration of 'Universal Design' into the 

proposed Auckland Unitary Plan. 

 

Appointments 

 

1.9 I was a member of the 2009/10 TAG (Urban) that advised the Minister for the 

Environment on RMA 2, and of the Leaders Group of the Ministry of Justice's 

National Task Group for Community Violence Prevention which directed the 

CPTED Guidelines produced by the Ministry of Justice.   

 

 Recent experience in Christchurch  

 

1.10 In Christchurch I have recently been involved with the Prestons Road 

Residential Plan Change, University of Canterbury music school proposal, and 

Ilam campus master planning.  I was a speaker in the earthquake recovery 

seminar series organised by the NZIA in February 2011.  I assisted with 

producing the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority (CERA)  

Christchurch Retail Precinct Plan (2013/14), I chair Christchurch City Council's 

(Council) Christchurch Town Hall refurbishment 'Heritage Advisory Team', 

and I also chaired the TAG for CERA's Canterbury Earthquake Memorial 

Project (2014).  

 

1.11 Most recently, I undertook an independent urban design review for the Council 

of the Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan (pRDP).  I have been 

engaged by the Council to provide evidence on the revised Residential 
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Chapter (part) being supported by the Council at hearing
1
, in particular on 

whether the revised chapter accords with the Statement of Expectations.
2
 

 

1.12 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.   

 

1.13 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; 

 

(b) Chapter 3 Strategic Directions (decision version 26 February 2015); 

 

(c) Chapter 14 Residential (part) (notified version 27 August 2014); and 

 

(d) Chapter 14 Residential (part) (revised version 9 March 2015). 

 

1.14 I am fully familiar with the documents (a), (b) and (c), having reviewed them in 

detail.   While I have scanned most of document (d), the scope of my detailed 

review is limited to the matters identified in sections 6 and 8 of my evidence.  

 

2. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

 

2.1 My evidence covers the following topics: 

 

(a) the Statement of Expectations; 

(b) my involvement in the Property Group's independent assessment of 

the Residential Chapter against the Statement of Expectations and 

urban design themes emerging from the review; 

(c) how the Council has responded to the Property Group's assessment 

in the revised Residential Chapter supported by the Council; 

(d) the Urban Growth, Form and Design Objective 3.37 (which is 

included in the Panel's decision on the Strategic Directions chapter) 

                                                   
1
 Filed with the Independent Hearings Panel on [9 March 2015]. 

2
 Statement of Expectations from Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014. 
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and whether the revised residential proposal will achieve the outcome 

sought by that Objective; and 

(e) achieving good urban design – the merits of regulatory and non-

regulatory approaches. 

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 It is possible to reduce both the number and extent of controls, and 

unnecessary consents without perceptible loss of amenity, and I consider this 

has been substantially addressed in the version of the Residential Proposal 

dated 9 March 2015 (Revised Proposal)  

 

3.2 Changes to the standards that I support and which I consider are an important 

means of addressing the statement of intentions while maintaining acceptable 

design and amenity outcomes are: 

 

(a) deletion of the requirement for Life-stage inclusive and adaptive 

design for most new residential units; 

(b) maintaining 35% maximum site coverage for both multi-unit 

development and retirement villages while substantially increasing 

their maximum permitted height;  

(c) reducing minimum internal boundary setback to 1.0m; and 

(d) reducing minimum permitted size of windows overlooking the street in 

New Neighbourhood Zones. 

 

3.3 I also recommend further changes to the plan, beyond what is described in the 

revised version of 9 March 2015: 

 

(a) maintaining a Life-stage inclusive and adaptive design requirement 

for around one tenth of the units in large multi-unit developments; 

(b) reducing the outdoor living space requirements for minor residential 

developments; 

(c) allowing for further flexibility in the location of waste management and 

service spaces at the road boundary; and 

(d) raising the permitted maximum building height on Banks Peninsula to 

be the same as that in Christchurch City. 
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3.4 Section 14.9 Matters of discretion has been edited, simplified and modified to 

provide appropriately comprehensive criteria in a significantly more useable 

format. This includes significant and successful reworking of what is now 

[14.9.1] Urban design and Maori urban design principles. At the same time 

there is scope for further minor enhancement and simplification by:  

(a) eliminating potential need for energy use modelling on adjoining 

sites; 

(b) addressing how Maori concerns are usefully and effectively 

integrated into section [14.9.1], and the accuracy of the title of that 

section; 

(c) grouping some Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 

(CPTED) criteria; and 

(d) reinstating assessment criteria 14.9.8 relating to ‘Building overhangs.  

 

3.5 Multi-unit development in the Residential Suburban and Suburban Density 

Transition Zones should be subject to standards for minimum unit size, ground 

floor habitable space, building overhangs and acoustic insulation.  

 

3.6 I consider Objective 3.3.7 of the Replacement Plan to be sound and suitably 

comprehensive. It complements the other objectives in section 3.3 and its 

content is appropriate. 

 

3.7 One of the outcomes of Objective 3.3.7 is a high quality environment.  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. 

 

3.8 Urban design panels are effective in preventing poor planning and design 

outcomes, only if they are supported by the content of the district plan. 

 

4. STATEMENT OF EXPECTATIONS 

 

4.1 I consider the Statement of Expectations (SOE) establishes a sound direction 

by signalling an imperative for process efficiency by various identified means. 

In principle, process efficiency is (highly) desirable.  However it must always 

be allied with effectiveness in achieving the intended district plan outcomes.  If 

the plan is not also effective, it cannot be efficient.  
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4.2 From my review of the notified draft district plan provisions, it is clear it is 

possible to reduce both the number and extent of controls, and unnecessary 

consents without perceptible loss of amenity, and on the basis of what I have 

seen I consider this has been substantially addressed with the latest version of 

the plan. 

 

5. THE PROPERTY GROUP'S INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT 

 

5.1 McIndoe Urban Ltd was commissioned by the Council to undertake an urban 

design review to of the Residential, Commercial and Industrial sections of the 

proposed pRDP in early January 2015. This was to support the work being 

undertaken by the Property Group.  I reviewed all parts of these three 

chapters, taking primary responsibility for reporting on the Residential section. 

 

5.2 The McIndoe review concluded that the plan provisions are in general sound, 

however there are opportunities for further amendment to address the 

Ministers'
3
 SOE without loss of amenity in outcomes.  Our review identified 

around 43 issues in the 'general' sections and 'location-specific' residential 

sections of the pRDP.  

 

5.3 Some of our key recommendations relating to the Residential chapter 

included: 

 

(a) deleting the requirement for life-stage design for all units;  

(b) giving greater flexibility with modification of various standards;  

(c) subjecting multi-unit housing in the general suburban zone to the 

same height and coverage controls as detached housing; and 

(d) achieving consistency between different sections of the plan. 

 

6. COUNCIL'S RESPONSE TO THE STATEMENT OF EXPECTATIONS 

 

6.1 I have not considered in detail all of the text in the 9 March Revised Proposal. 

Therefore if I have not commented on any part of it that should not be taken to 

mean I either agree or disagree with that particular content. 

 

                                                   
3
 Minister for the Environment and Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery. 
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Deletion of Life-stage inclusive and adaptive design for new residential units  

 

6.2 The previously proposed Built Form Standard 14.2.3.11 which required all new 

residential units with their primary pedestrian entrance and some habitable 

space at ground to be 'life stage inclusive and adaptive design' has been 

deleted in the 9 March Revised Chapter. 

 

6.3 Life-stage inclusive and adaptive design for new residential units is, in my 

view, excessively onerous in terms of space and consequently cost if applied 

to all new units as proposed.  Some of the requirements are excessive as a 

universal provision, such as providing reinforced walls for future installation of 

a stair lift in a two storey dwelling, an apparently 'accessibility ready' shower, 

and lever controlled opening windows.  It is logical and may be necessary that 

all units in a retirement village be designed in this way, but such a requirement 

is, apart from for a much smaller proportion of dwellings, not appropriate for 

other dwelling types. 

 

6.4 There is merit in providing for universal access and the standards identified 

are in themselves relevant, however for detached houses and the majority of 

multi-unit development this may be encouraged but should be optional.  For 

multi-unit housing life-stage inclusive and adaptive design might be provided 

for in a small proportion of the units, say 10%.  That might translate to one unit 

in ten to 14 units, and one unit in every 10 or part thereof for development of 

15 or more units.  

 

6.5 My opinion on the merits of this is based on three precedents: 

 

(a) the consensus that emerged from a recent stakeholder group 

workshop on Universal Design for the proposed Auckland Unitary 

Plan (with participation of leading disability access advocates) was 

that a small proportion of units in any multi-unit development should 

integrate Universal Access; 

 

(b) my experience with WCC housing upgrade projects which is for a 

demographic that includes a high proportion of tenants with physical 

and other disabilities.  WCC provided accessible units on the ground 

floor only, and only in some complexes.  This was to provide for the 
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anticipated tenant mix without incurring unnecessary and excessive 

cost; and 

 

(c) in other jurisdictions (for example the UK) in the order of 10% of new 

dwellings are required to provide for universal access.  

 

14.2.2.1 P19 Outdoor living space requirements for minor residential units
4
 

 

6.6 The notified version of this standard suggested that for a minor residential unit 

to be a permitted activity, both the existing residential unit and the minor 

residential unit required 90m² of outdoor living space.  I had commented on 

this suggesting that requiring 90m² outdoor living space for a minor residential 

unit is onerous and unnecessary. 

  
6.7 I understand that there was an error in wording of the notified standard. This is 

now amended so that that the total outdoor living area on a site needs to be 

90m² which can then be divided between the main unit and the minor unit. 

 

 14.2.3.3 Building height  

 

6.8 I support deletion of the proposed 5.5m maximum height requirement for multi-

unit development in the Residential Suburban Zone and substitution of 8m to 

align with most other buildings. 

 

6.9 A 5.5m single storey height standard would restrict choice of unit type, 

unnecessarily reduces density and would lead to poor use of land. There 

should be no height differentiation between multi-unit and any other residential 

type, and other standards also apply which will provide for protection of 

amenity off site. Given application of the other residential standards, similar 

levels of amenity outcomes will be achieved.  

 

6.10 I also support the proposed increase in maximum height to 11m for those parts 

of a retirement village more than 15m away from their site boundary. Such a 

height would allow for three storey development. This enhances the viability of 

providing lifts which are essential for above ground accommodation for the 

elderly. The setback will be effective in avoiding shading and visual dominance 

effects across the boundary. That increase, in combination with site coverage 

                                                   
4
 This rule applies in the Residential Suburban Zone and Residential Suburban Density Transition Zone 
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(if it was to be increased from 35% to 40%), may however have the effect of 

over development, a matter I will discuss below.  

 

6.11 The uppermost parts of the building will be visible over the rooftops in a typical 

suburban neighbourhood. However an increase of one storey above an 

existing two storey residential context is in principle readily able to be 

integrated into a residential context. Articulation of the building form in plan will 

be desirable to break down the scale, and furthermore the height is such that 

large trees within the retirement village can readily soften the effect. 

  

 14.2.3.4 Site coverage for multi-unit development 

 

6.12 I support the reduction of site coverage for multi-unit residential from 40% to 

35%, in combination with increasing the maximum permitted height for multi-

unit development from 5.5m and one storey, to 8m.  

 

6.13 The standard relates to the residential setting for the development.  If a certain 

site coverage is appropriate in any zone, then it should apply to all 

development within that zone.  

 

6.14 This coverage allows for the areas of planting around buildings including trees 

which will be an important means of both providing internal amenity within the 

development as assisting with visual integration into the neighbourhood. 

 

14.2.3.4 Site coverage for retirement villages 

 

6.15 The Retirement Villages association and Ryman's planner have requested that 

retirement villages be exempt from the 40% site coverage requirement. That in 

my view would be inappropriate, as particularly in combination with the 

potential for parts of a retirement village to rise to 11m, this could lead to 

perceptions overdevelopment. 

 

6.16 Increasing the site coverage to 40% would tend to lead to a reduced extent of 

open space and domination of the ground surface with paving for parking and 

vehicle movement, although this is less of an issue in those types of retirement 

village where the retirees do not own or drive a car  
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6.17 The coverage is now proposed to be 35% and in my view this is appropriate 

for three reasons: 

 

(a) there is no compelling reason why the coverage standard that applies 

to multi-unit housing should also not apply to a retirement village, 

which is a form of multi-unit housing;  

(b) the standard relates to the residential setting for the development. If a 

certain site coverage is appropriate in any zone, then it should apply 

to all development within that zone;  

(c) this coverage allows for the areas of planting around buildings 

including trees which will be an important means of both providing 

internal amenity within the development as assisting with visual 

integration into the neighbourhood.  This is particularly important 

where buildings might rise to 11m; and 

(d) should a retirement village operator wish to exceed the 35% site 

coverage I consider that is a matter that could be dealt with in a 

consent process which will be required as a matter of course for such 

a large scale development. This would allow the applicant to make a 

case for an increase at the same time as providing Council with 

leverage to ensure that issues of potential over-development such as 

visual dominance and absence of planting are avoided.  

 

6.18 If there is to be special allowance for retirement villages, I consider that a 11m 

maximum height standard which better allows for the apartment type 

development that is a feature of this development type, is both more enabling 

and more appropriate from an urban design perspective.  

 

14.2.3.7 Minimum internal boundary setback 

 

6.19 The minimum building setback from internal boundaries is now proposed to be 

reduced from 1.8 m to 1.0m. This is beneficial, providing for increased site 

planning flexibility and enhanced use of any lot. With retention of 35% site 

coverage, neither will it lead to over development. This distance is sufficient to 

allow daylight and ventilation, and the 0.8m reduction will have no material 

effect on acoustic or visual privacy.  
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 14.2.3.9 (2)(c) Road boundary building setback 

 

6.20 Previously the standard required that no part of the garage door that does not 

intrude into the driveway when open, and that has been changed to require 

that no part of the garage door when opening or shutting extends beyond the 

site boundary.  This is a small and subtle change that nevertheless provides 

greater design choice and flexibility by allowing for example, 'Tiltadoor' type 

garage doors which open over the driveway to be used. 

 

14.2.3.14 Waste management spaces 

 

6.21 The notified text has been helpfully simplified and clarified, however 14.2.3.14 

(c) in my view remains unnecessarily restrictive.  

 

6.22 It establishes the sound principle that such service facilities as rubbish storage 

and private facilities such as laundry drying should ideally not be at the street 

edge nor visible from the street.  However, this standard does not address that 

these facilities could be located between a garage or service room and the 

street. To address this issue and allow some design flexibility the storage 

areas for waste and recycling bins and space for washing lines might be 

located between the units and the street, if integrated into the building or 

landscape and appropriately screened so that neither bins nor washing line 

are visible from the street. 

 

 Residential Banks Peninsula Zone 

 

14.4.3.2 Building height 

 

6.23 A maximum height of 7 metres is in my view unduly and unnecessarily 

restrictive, likely to compromise good quality design outcomes and is 

inconsistent with the permitted height in other parts of the plan. This restriction 

will be particularly restrictive on the sloping sites which are common on Banks 

Peninsula but not in Christchurch City. In my view in order to allow for better 

design outcomes on sloping sites the permitted height should be 8 metres, as 

in Christchurch City. 
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 Section 14.9  Matters of discretion  

 

6.24 In undertaking my review of the proposed draft I considered that the 

assessment criteria were generally sound and provide appropriate scope for 

assessment. Various changes have been made to the assessment criteria in 

the 9 March Revised Version involving simplifying format by compressing the 

matters into a reduced number of sections, better aligning content by topic and 

reducing the number of criteria. I consider this to provide appropriately 

comprehensive criteria in a significantly more useable format. 

 

  14.9.2 Building height and daylight recession planes 

 

6.25 Council has reformatted and renamed this as Impacts on Neighbouring 

Property.  Criterion c within this currently reads: “Any potential loss of sunlight 

admission to internal living spaces with regard to energy utilisation.” In my 

view it should be modified to read: “Any potential loss of sunlight admission to 

internal living spaces” 

 

6.26 Energy utilisation on neighbouring sites is an important consideration and a 

consequence of blocking sunlight, and may be a reason for this criterion. 

However, it impossible to assess energy utilisation on neighbouring sites 

without complex and costly qualitative modelling. This is unnecessary and the 

effort is not proportional to the benefits arising from that information. 

Furthermore in my opinion the most relevant issue of sunlight is simple well-

being and amenity, and that is not able to be addressed with the proposed 

wording, whereas by deleting the energy utilisation qualification, internal 

amenity could be considered. 

 

[14.9.1] 14.9.6  Urban design and Maori urban design principles  

 

6.27 This section has been reformatted, modified and now integrates criteria which 

were distributed through other parts of section 14.9. The resulting combination 

and compression of a whole range of related criteria into this single section will 

contribute to plan usability and it is appropriate that it is the first issue 

addressed. 
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6.28 This list of criteria is suitably comprehensive, and its content is appropriate for 

assessing the quality of multi-unit housing, however I consider there remains 

some scope for simplification. 

 

6.29 Reference is also made to six Maori design principles which remain undefined 

This list is an unnecessary complication, and does not assist the interpretation 

and application of the other matters within [14.9.1]. Two of these matters have 

apparently been taken through into criteria 1b and 2b respectively. It is unclear 

what the other principles are, how they relate to residential deign, and where 

their application is appropriate.  

 

6.30 A stronger, more effective and therefore appropriate means of addressing 

Maori concerns in residential design is to address these in the objective and 

policy framework, and to then ensure that where appropriate and applicable 

they are identified and integrated throughout [14.9.1] as specific matters for 

assessment of residential projects. 

 

6.31 As it stands I consider the title of [14.9.1] as ‘Urban design and Maori urban 

design principles’ to be both inaccurate and unwieldy. The content relates to 

residential site planning and facility design which is a subset of urban design, 

but which is not representative of urban design in the accepted sense. As 

noted above, neither are Maori design principles identified. For accuracy, 

clarity of language and simplicity these should be renamed as ‘Residential 

design principles’ 

 

6.32 There is some repetition in the sub-criteria i to vi within 2.c. relating to CPTED. 

In order to simplify assessment and reporting, these could be combined from 

six into four sub-criteria without any loss of content. 

 

6.33 I recommend sub-criteria i and iv are combined to read: 

 

“Orientation of buildings towards the street including generous areas of 

glazing across the building frontages, particularly at ground level.” 

 

6.34 Sub-criteria v and vi could be combined to read: 

 

“Identifiable pedestrian entrances directly accessible from the street (or 

access way) and highlighted by building and/or landscape design.” 
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 14.9.8 – Building overhangs 

 

6.35 Assessment criteria 14.9.8 ‘Building overhangs has been deleted. If the 

building overhang standard is to be retained, there will be situations where it is 

appropriate to deviate from that standard, and that needs to be able to be 

properly assessed. By identifying the matters to be avoided when providing for 

overhangs, 14.9.8 is enabling and in my view should be retained.  

 

 New Neighbourhood Zones 

 

14.6.3.13 Ground floor habitable space and overlooking of the street. 

 

6.36 The notified proposed plan required each ground floor habitable space to have 

a window at last 4m² overlooking the street. This is too restrictive as it is 

readily achieved with a living or bedroom window but not with a typical kitchen 

window. Council’s revised proposal of 2m² remedies that situation, readily 

allowing kitchens with over-bench windows to be located to overlook the 

street.  
 
 

 

7. OBJECTIVE 3.3.7: URBAN GROWTH, FORM AND DESIGN  

 

7.1 I have reviewed that new objective 3.3.7 recommended by the Independent 

Hearing Panel to replace several provisions in the notified version.  I consider 

this objective to be sound and suitably comprehensive.  It complements the 

other objectives in section 3.3 and its content is appropriate. 

 

7.2 The fundamental intentions of integrating land use and infrastructure and 

consolidating urban form are consistent with best practice urban growth 

management.  Relating to this, recognition of the need in paragraph (j) to 

coordinate development with the funding and sequencing of necessary 

infrastructure is important and will tend to preclude ad hoc and opportunistic 

development. 

 

7.3 The direction of this objective is broadly consistent with the recognised 

sustainable urban growth practice including the internationally recognised 

Smart Growth principles.  The objective also properly recognises the particular 

local context of Christchurch and the imperative for rebuilding and recovery. 
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7.4 The objective to achieve a high quality urban environment is fundamental to 

good urban design practice, and supported particularly by (a) relating to 

attractiveness for residents, businesses and visitors, an appropriate lever for 

the quality outcomes sought in the Residential chapter.  

 

7.5 In addition the objective provides the necessary rationale for much of the 

quality-related content of the Residential controls and addresses the quality 

and attractiveness of the public realm, which is a core urban design concern. 

 

7.6 I consider that at an overview level the proposed modified Residential chapter 

provides the means of achieving this objective.  

 

8. MULTI UNIT DEVELOPMENT IN THE RESIDENTIAL SURBURBAN AND RSDT 

ZONES 

 

8.1 Multi-unit development in the Residential Suburban and Suburban Density 

Transition Zones are not subject to standards for minimum unit size, ground 

floor habitable space and acoustic insulation. I consider that this omission 

would risk compromising the quality of multi-unit development, and I 

recommend that they be included in the Proposal. 

 

8.2 Council advise that their intention was that the standards that apply in the 

Residential Medium Density Zone that target multi-unit development should be 

applied to multi-unit development elsewhere in the city. I consider that to be 

necessary to consistently address important aspects of residential amenity, 

and appropriate because multi-unit development creates similar issues 

regardless of the zone in which it is located.  

 

8.3 I have reviewed 14.3.3.13 Minimum unit size, 14.3.3.14 Ground floor habitable 

space, 14.3.3.12 Building overhangs and 14.3.3.16 Acoustic insulation and 

consider these standards to be readily and appropriately applicable in other 

residential zones.  
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9. REGULATORY AND NON-REGULATORY MEASURES FOR URBAN DESIGN 

 

Leaving urban design to the market 

 

9.1 In my opinion, applying minimal design controls and relying on the market to 

determine quality would lead to failure.  This would result in a wide mix of 

quality, including a proliferation of poorly resolved, low quality development 

produced with no consideration to the neighbourhood and specific context in 

which it sits, and which offers an unnecessarily poor living environment. 

 

9.2 I note however that some high quality development can be expected to occur 

irrespective of controls. That is by the relatively restricted number of 

developers, pitching at the upper-middle and top end of the residential market, 

who work with suitably skilled and experienced design teams. 

 

9.3 A qualification on that is that developers tend to prioritise internal aspects, and 

externalities such as relation to the street edge may be ignored. So even in the 

case of the best outcomes that can be expected under design being left to the 

'market', some poor urban design outcomes can be expected, even though the 

internal residential environment and level of amenity on site might be 

excellent.  

 

9.4 From my current experience undertaking design review work on residential 

projects in Palmerston North and Wellington, many of the developments are of 

poor quality, and I have no reason to consider that development in  

Christchurch would be different. In fact development pressures, from for 

example a buoyant economy, tend to stretch the capacity of the design 

fraternity, bring designers with lesser skills and developers with lower quality 

expectations into the market and quality tends to drop. In my opinion, the 

rebuild will present similar challenges.  

 

9.5 Considering multi-unit residential development, the challenge to achieving 

acceptable outcomes that I regularly observe is that the project designers do 

not have either the capability or experience to undertake the type or scale of 

project they are tackling.  Many neither understand urban design issues nor 

consider them relevant or give them appropriate weight in their designs.   
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9.6 In a residential context, by this I mean issues of local character, connections to 

the neighbourhood and most critically that an appropriate level of amenity is 

achieved within a large or complex multi-unit residential development.  

Generally, detached single unit dwellings are designed acceptably well, at 

least to a level where there is not an unacceptable compromise to amenity on 

or off site. 

 

9.7 Furthermore, in many cases the designers are aware of the issues, but are 

instructed by their client, the developer, to not address them.   

 

9.8 If a matter is important, or the project is large and complex, then in my opinion 

delivering an acceptable result should not be left to chance, that is, to the 

market. A well-focused, effective and efficient regulatory approach is 

necessary.  The characteristics of good multi-unit residential design such as 

outlined in Chapter 14.9.1 under Matters of Discretion will not necessarily be 

comprehensively identified let alone adequately addressed unless there is a 

regulatory requirement to do so. 

 

Benefits of a regulatory approach 

 

9.9 By applying appropriately comprehensive design thinking at the outset 

prompted by the incentive of Council district plan expectations, the 'bricks and 

mortar' can be later deployed to provide high amenity accommodation, 

benefitting both the occupants of that housing and the wider neighbourhood 

into the foreseeable future. Alternatively, with poor design, the same amount of 

'bricks and mortar' are deployed into configuration which provide a low level of 

liveability, and are of relatively low value, when a little more attention to layout 

and design could have achieved much better results.  In sum, poor design is a 

lost opportunity that compromises both the economic and amenity value of the 

project. 

 

9.10 The value of appropriate regulation is illustrated by the case of a development 

I am involved with reviewing for a local authority.  The proposed development 

is a conversion of a largely unoccupied existing commercial building to 

residential in conjunction with seismic strengthening - a project intent which is 

in principle laudable.   
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9.11 However, the proposed design was very poor.  Convoluted and inefficient 

internal planning resulted in unacceptably poor internal amenity with lack of 

daylight to habitable rooms. This would not have been able to be addressed 

without reference to design criteria in the district plan.  The Council's request 

for these issues to be addressed was initially met with resistance, but re-

planning readily achieved an acceptable result.  In this example, the lever of 

being able to reject the application for consent unless satisfactory residential 

amenity was provided for was essential. 

 

9.12 I have further direct experience of design negotiation around a large multi-unit 

townhouse development which achieved more bed-spaces, car parking and 

green open space on a site with only a minor change to configuration.  That 

design negotiation would not have been possible without the leverage of 

appropriately targeted design controls in the district plan.  

 

9.13 Assessment criteria applied to large or complex residential projects with a 

process of discretionary (or restricted discretionary) resource consent helps to 

achieve a higher standard of urban design outcomes, not least because if a 

project is flawed in any fundamental way, consent may be withheld.   

 

Non-regulatory methods for achieving good urban design 

 

9.14 Non-regulatory means have some merit, but are limited in their effectiveness 

and do not, in my view, give sufficient certainty. 

 

9.15 Advocacy of quality urban design by local authority and central government 

organisations can be provided through use of websites describing and 

encouraging good design. An example is the New Zealand Urban Design 

Protocol. Such advocacy can help to develop awareness of the potential of 

good design (including its contribution to value) and can lead to positive 

change, but offers no certainty that the outcome of any one large residential 

development will be of adequate quality.  

 

9.16 Urban design seminars and training can be similarly useful in raising 

awareness, but again offer no certainty.  Training in relation to challenging 

design issues can be useful if it is in combination with a regulatory approach, 

meaning that there is an incentive for all of those involved in designing and 

approving development to ensure that they are ‘up to speed’. 
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9.17 Advisory guidelines are helpful, but can be ignored, so also give no certainty 

on whether they will even be considered let alone their outcome achieved.  

These are useful to provide background to a matter raised in the district plan, 

or as guidance to assist with interpreting the plan and meeting its 

requirements. Examples are Wellington City Council's Guidelines for Design 

against Crime and Design Guidelines for Wind, and Auckland Council's 

Auckland Design Manual.  These documents sit outside their respective district 

plans and support rather than replace regulation.  

 

Permitted activity design standards  

 

9.18 Permitted activity standards are generally effective for relatively small and 

simple residential projects.  That includes single unit dwellings, and small 

multi-unit developments up to and including two or three units.  Here the 

design task to achieve reasonable amenity is relatively simple, and the 

development is so small that even if it is of relatively poor quality, by adhering 

to the standards it is likely to have a minimal or limited negative effects on the 

surrounding neighbourhood.  

 

9.19 Beyond detached dwellings and small multi-unit development, in my opinion, 

as the scale (and hence prominence) and complexity of a project increases, a 

greater degree of control is necessary to assure reasonable quality.  

 

9.20 Permitted standards could be developed to, by themselves, attempt to deal 

with large multi-unit housing developments, even though many aspects of 

quality cannot be quantified.  This approach has several major flaws: 

(a) in attempting to be effective in addressing those matters which arise 

with complex multi-unit housing, standards will often be very detailed 

and inordinately numerous; 

(b) quantifiable standards do not account for the variety of different ways 

of responding to the unique features of any given site or to the variety 

of acceptable ways to solve any given design problem; and  

(c) in attempting to provide for flexibility and responsiveness, a set of 

standards tends to become inordinately complex and unwieldy, and 

at the same time will continue to restrict choice and design 

innovation. 
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9.21 Systematic auditing of multi-unit housing project and consent outcomes I 

carried out for WCC found that use of design assessment criteria in the form of 

design guides for multi-unit development as a controlled activity was leading to 

higher quality outcomes than previously experienced under permitted activity 

standards.  However poor outcomes were still arising.  In the worst cases, the 

change was akin to 'lipstick on the pig'.   

 

9.22 This and my subsequent design review experience leads me to conclude that 

controlled activity status does not give sufficient leverage in the process of 

'design negotiation' to achieve sufficient enhancement of poor quality planning 

and design.  Restricted discretionary status for multi-unit housing encourages 

early pre-application discussion with the council, and getting the overall form 

and planning resolved to an extent where an appropriate degree of amenity 

will be achieved.  

 

9.23 My experience in formulating controls, auditing project outcomes, design 

review, and design for developers therefore leads me to diverge from 

Mr Macleod's opinion in his independent assessment.  I support restricted 

discretionary status for multi-unit housing in Christchurch with a reasonably 

low trigger of around three or so units for the reason that in my view a lesser 

activity status is likely to lead to unacceptably poor design outcomes in many 

circumstances. 

 

Effectiveness of urban design panels 

 

9.24 The urban design panel is a group of skilled, experienced independent design 

professionals who provide design review as a form of peer assessment.  I 

have worked on various TAGs undertaking design review and on the 

Nelson/Tasman and Auckland urban design panels. I have also recently on 

multiple occasions appeared before the Auckland urban design panel. 

 

9.25 Typically only complex, or prominent or otherwise challenging projects 

including major private development are subject to panel review.   

 

9.26 A panel identifies and supports good design, and also identifies opportunities 

for enhancements to a manifestly high quality design proposal. As 

independent expert design reviewers, the panel gives Council consent officers 
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confidence to support an application for consent, and the applicant confidence 

in proceeding.  This is a major 'value-add' arising from a panel review. 

 

9.27 On the other hand, a panel may challenge aspects of a project. This should 

always be in a constructive way that identifies potential issues to resolve and 

possibly directions that might be explored. However, where there is no 

imperative in the district plan for an applicant to address a challenging or 

difficult issue, the advice of the panel can and is likely to be ignored.  I have 

directly experienced that outcome where the district plan had a deliberate but 

excessive degree of 'enabling' and allowed a very poor outcome that with 

minor attention to design could have been addressed at minimal or negligible 

additional cost to the developer.   

 

9.28 On the whole, in my experience urban design panels are effective in 

preventing poor planning and design outcomes, only if they are supported by 

the content of the district plan.  
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