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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Mark Sutherland Teesdale.  I hold the position of Principal 

Urban Designer - Development at Christchurch Central Development Unit 

("CCDU") within the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority ("CERA").  

I have been in this position since February 2012. 

1.2 I hold a Bachelor of Landscape Architecture from Lincoln University and 

post graduate Certificate in Urban Design from Westminster University, 

London.  I am a member of The Urban Design Group UK and Urban Design 

Forum NZ.  Prior to joining CCDU, I previously worked as an urban 

designer for Boffa Miskell Ltd and prior to that for Levitt Bernstein 

Architects, based in London.  A summary of my qualifications and past 

experience is in Appendix MST1. 

1.3 Whilst working for Levitt Bernstein Architects I worked on a number of 

housing intensification/renewal projects, ranging from medium to high 

density and from small scale (10 houses) to large scale (2,000 plus 

houses).  I have been involved in the urban design aspects of housing 

intensification projects in Christchurch for both the private and public 

sectors.  In 2011, I worked on secondment to the Christchurch City Council 

where I was involved in urban design assessments for resource consents of 

medium density housing. 

1.4 I have been providing the Crown with expert advice in relation to housing 

since February 2012, in particular as the Design Lead for the East and 

North Frame Residential Precinct (750 plus new houses) and ‘The Liveable 

City’ Chapter in the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan ("CCRP").   I also 

provided advice to the Crown (through CERA) to inform the Crown's 

submission on the Proposals for the Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

("Replacement Plan") with respect to residential intensification.    

1.5 I have been engaged by the Crown (through CERA) to assist in developing 

a Geographic Information Systems ("GIS") model to provide information 

about intensification capacity in Christchurch and provide evidence on 

Proposal 14 (Residential) of the Replacement Plan in relation to residential 

housing intensification, from an urban form perspective.   

1.6 In preparing my evidence, I have been involved in workshops this year with 

Christchurch City Council ("Council") officers and advisors to discuss 
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housing intensification and the approach taken by the Crown with respect to 

the GIS model.   

1.7 Following these discussions, the Council requested in late February this 

year that I provide a joint statement of evidence detailing the matters that 

have been agreed between the Council and the Crown on the location 

criteria that should be used in the model I have mentioned (and describe 

further below) for the purpose of identifying areas in which appropriate 

medium density intensified housing could be located.  

1.8 The reasons that I am providing a joint statement at this time include:  

(a) the degree of agreement that has been achieved in discussions 

between the Council and the Crown; and  

(b) to make information about the agreed location criteria for 

intensification that is used in GIS model available to submitters as 

early as possible so that they have an opportunity to comment on it 

in their evidence.   

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses as 

contained in the Environment Court’s Practice Note 2014.  I have complied 

with the practice note when preparing my written statement of evidence, 

and will do so when I give oral evidence before the hearings panel.   

2.2 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming 

my opinions are set out in my evidence to follow.  The reasons for the 

opinions expressed are also set out in the evidence to follow. 

2.3 Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of expertise and 

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

detract from the opinions that I express. 

3. SCOPE 

3.1 I have been asked by the Crown and the Council to provide evidence in 

relation to the matters that have been agreed between the Crown and the 

Council about the location criteria that should be applied to determine 

appropriate locations for residential intensification in Christchurch.    
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3.2 The scope of this joint statement of evidence is limited to the matters that 

have been agreed between the Council and the Crown in the discussions 

between the two parties. My statement addresses the following: 

a) The investigation of the intensification issues including:  

a. An explanation of why the GIS modelling has been 

undertaken. 

b. A description of the model. 

c. An outline of the process undertaken by the Crown and 

the Council to agree upon location criteria for intensified 

housing, and the extent of agreement reached between 

the parties. 

b) A description and explanation of the urban form criteria that the 

parties have agreed should form the basis for determining the 

location of further residential intensification through medium 

density zoning. 

3.3 I will be providing a second statement of evidence for the Crown on broader 

matters related to the Crown’s submission on intensification. This second 

statement will be filed with the other evidence for the Crown.   

3.4 The documents I have referred to in preparing my evidence include:  

(a) the Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch - Mahere 

Haumanutanga o Waitaha (“Recovery Strategy”); 

(b) Christchurch Central Recovery Plan – Te Mahere ‘Maraka Otautahi 

(“CCRP”); 

(c) the Land Use Recovery Plan – Te Mahere Whakahaumanu Taone 

(“LURP”);  

(d) Canterbury Regional Policy Statement – Chapter 6 (“RPS”); 

(e) the Replacement Plan Proposals;  

(f) the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) 

Order 2014, particularly Schedule 4 – Statement of Expectations; and 

(g) Decision 1 of the Independent Hearings Panel (Strategic Directions 

and Strategic Outcomes). 
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3.5 My evidence is limited to the area of my expertise.  I have worked alongside 

experienced planners Stephanie Styles, Maurice Dale, Ken Gimblett and 

Sandra McIntyre, property specialist John Schellekens (CBRE) and GIS 

practitioners to develop a GIS model to provide information about the 

capacity for intensification in Christchurch and appropriate locations for 

intensification to occur.   

3.6 The criteria that inform the GIS model have also been developed and 

refined through workshops that have been held with Council officials and 

advisors and the Crown's expert witnesses, including John Schellekens, 

Sandra McIntyre and me.   

3.7 In addition to the location criteria, which I address in my evidence, the GIS 

model relies also on the input of commercial and economic criteria to 

determine the capacity for intensification and the locations in which 

intensification is likely to occur.  Those commercial and economic criteria 

are outside the area of my expertise and so I do not refer to them or apply 

them in this evidence. However, my understanding is that substantial 

agreement has now been reached on those commercial and economic 

criteria and that they will be addressed in the evidence of Dr Fairgray for the 

Council and in the evidence of Mr Schellekens for the Crown. 

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 One of the key issues for the Council and for the Crown in relation to 

Proposal 14 is whether or not it will be able to deliver the level of capacity, 

particularly with respect to intensification, that will be needed in 

Christchurch to provide for housing needs or to meet the targets identified 

in the Land Use Recovery Plan and the Canterbury Regional Policy 

Statement ("RPS").1   

4.2 To ascertain whether there is sufficient provision for intensification in 

Proposal 14, consideration needs to be given to the market-based 

commercial factors and to locational factors.  These factors can be applied, 

through modelling, to test the capacity provided for in the Replacement Plan 

by all zones and can inform the appropriateness of the policy criteria for 

creating Residential Medium Density zones.  I have undertaken a two 

staged analysis, involving GIS based modelling, (with assistance from Mr 

Schellekens, Ms McIntyre and technical and planning support from Boffa 

                                                
1
 See page 15 of the Crown's submission.   
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Miskell) to identify the appropriate filters and criteria for the purpose of 

identifying areas of land that are able to be used for medium density  

intensification in Christchurch.   

4.3 The Council and the Crown participated in workshops to discuss both the 

realistic capacity and the policy criteria for the provision and development of 

medium density housing.  The Council and the Crown have agreed on the 

appropriate location criteria that should be applied in identifying, through 

modelling, land that can be used for intensification and upon amendments 

to location criteria that had been expressed in policy 14.1.1.1 in order to 

reflect good urban form, and that is the subject of this evidence.  

4.4 Matters related to realistic capacity will be addressed in the evidence of Dr 

Fairgray for the Council and Mr Schellekens for the Crown.  

5. INVESTIGATION OF THE INTENSIFICATION PROBLEM 

5.1 As mentioned in paragraph 4.1, one of the key issues in relation to the 

residential proposal is whether or not its provisions are such that the 

intensification targets can be achieved.  There are two aspects of this issue 

to be addressed.  First, market-based commercial modelling tests the 

Replacement Plan's theoretical based capacity.  Secondly, the 

appropriateness of the policy criteria for creating the Residential Medium 

Density zones needs to be re-examined, having regard to the good practice 

urban form. 

5.2 In order to assess the way in which commercial and economic factors and 

locational factors would define areas of land in which medium density 

intensification could occur, the GIS model that I have mentioned was 

developed. In developing the model, I worked together with Mr Schellekens 

and Ms McIntyre, with additional technical and planning support.  

5.3 The GIS model is a computer programme which presents sets of data 

spatially.  The data is usually held and edited in spread sheets or database 

tables. That data is then attributed to areas and converted into a map-

based shape file, which form ‘layers’ in the model.  The model can include 

any number of these layers, such as land zoning (both operative and 

proposed), walkability network, cadastral property parcels, building age 

range, technical land classification, and ownership per parcel, topographical 

information and rateable value statistics.  Once the model is built, each land 

parcel has an attribute for each of the above criteria assigned to it. The 
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model can be searched or interrogated either by individual or collective 

layers. When viewed collectively, depending upon the way the model is 

interrogated, areas that are suitable for intensified development can be 

considered.  The model is accurate and areas can be measured or 

extracted relatively easily. 

5.4 The data used in the model were gathered from information held already by 

the Council, CERA and by Canterbury Regional Council. 

5.5 In developing the model, a two-stage analysis was used. The two stages 

were: 

(a) Problem definition – applying a range of market-based commercial 

filters to the following residential zones provided for in the 

Replacement Plan: Residential Medium Density (RMD), Residential 

Suburban Density Transition (RSDT), and Residential Suburban 

(RS), to ascertain likely capacity. The modelling identified properties 

with a reasonable likelihood (based on the Crown’s commercial 

inputs) of being development-ready and enabled calculation of likely 

‘real’ capacity for intensification.   Primarily the commercial filters 

that the GIS modelling used included the following elements:  

(i) the removal of zoned areas not available for residential 

redevelopment, such as industrial land;  

(ii) building age (houses built within a recent time period are 

unlikely to be redeveloped in the next 10 years); 

(iii) improvement and land value proportions (determining 

commercial feasibility of development);  

(iv) site area (determining subdivision potential under the 

proposed rules for the Replacement Plan); and  

(v) whether a site is single titled or already unit titled (properties 

already converted into multiple ownership are considerably 

less likely to be redeveloped).  

Mr Schellekens for the Crown and Dr Fairgray for the Council will 

address the detail of this work.   

(b) Determining and applying policy criteria for medium density housing.  

This involves identifying criteria for the location and extent of areas 
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in which intensification could occur in order to consider whether or 

not Proposal 14 makes adequate provision for residential 

intensification. This is the focus of my evidence. 

5.6 The GIS model was built up with layers (individual datasets) for each of the 

proposed policy criteria so that, as I have mentioned, the results produced 

when the policy criteria are combined could be mapped spatially.  As the 

areas suitable for intensification rely on capacity considerations, as well as 

location criteria, a map has not yet been produced which identifies the 

areas which are suitable for residential medium density development.     

5.7 Two workshops were held earlier this year involving experts for the Crown 

and the Council to discuss both the problem definition and policy criteria for 

medium density zoning.  I participated in those workshops as did the 

following people: 

Andrew Collins – facilitator (first session only). 

 

Crown: 

Sandra McIntyre, Wendy Robertshaw (record-keeping), John Schellekens  

(first session only),  Stephanie Styles, Brian McAuslan. 

 

Council: 

Scott Blair, John Scallan (first session only), Paul Whyte, Josie Schroder - 

urban design (first session only), David Falconer – traffic (first session only), 

Jason Ridley – GIS (first session only), Doug Fairgray - economics (first 

session only),  Bridget O'Brien – wastewater (first session only), Brian 

Norton – stormwater (first session only), Brigitte De Ronde (first session 

only). 

5.8 The focus of the workshops was to discuss housing intensification in the 

Replacement Plan, and the approach taken (and assumptions used) by the 

Crown in the GIS modelling commissioned by the Crown/CERA. 

5.9 The outcomes of these discussions in terms of land capacity will be 

addressed by Dr Fairgray for the Council, and by Mr Schellekens for the 

Crown.  

5.10 In the balance of this evidence, I address the substantial agreement that 

has been achieved between the Council and the Crown on the appropriate 
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policy criteria that should be applied to identify the location of medium 

density zoning.   

6. LOCATION OF RESIDENTIAL INTENSIFICATION  

Where should housing intensification be provided for outside of the Central 

City? 

6.1 First, I have excluded intensification in the Central City in the discussion 

below, because this is already defined by the Liveable City Chapter of the 

CCRP.  The Liveable City Chapter defines the Central City as the primary 

location for housing intensification and I support this.  Provision for housing 

intensification in the Central City is four-fold; through the Central City Living 

Zone (CCLZ), the Central City Mixed Use Zone (CCMUZ), the Central City 

Business Zone (CCBZ) and through public sector-led projects such as the 

East and North Frame Residential Precinct, Breathe – Residential 

Demonstration Project and MBIE-led housing in Welles Street.  In his 

evidence Mr Schellekens will outline the expected capacity of each of these 

supply sources. 

6.2 In my experience there are broadly four urban design approaches to how a 

city’s intensified housing areas can be provided for: 

(a) Concentric ‘rings’ of housing density around the city centre. 

This approach is based on the concept providing ‘rings’ of different 

housing density around a city centre, decreasing in density as they 

move away from the centre.  The general assumption for this 

approach is to reflect a clear built form hierarchy around the city 

centre.  This approach underpins a large extent of the current Living 

3 zoning in Christchurch, which largely surrounds the avenues that 

border the west, north and east of the Central City and Hagley Park. 

The limitation of this approach is that in my opinion it does not 

accurately reflect the actual amenity that residents in the area are 

and will be provided with and can place medium density housing in 

areas which do not have good walkable access to amenities in 

comparison to other areas.  City planning has moved on from this 

approach because it is known that people require and desire to have 

amenities near to where they live.  In my opinion, this approach is 

less appropriate in Christchurch's post-earthquakes because the city 

has become far more polycentric with the key activity centres 
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playing a greater role.  The key activities centres, such as Hornby, 

have undertaken growth whereby they now provide a more 

significant offering than pre earthquakes.  Hence, they have a 

greater ability to support surrounding medium density housing.  

(b) Nodal or activity centres.  This approach is based on the concept 

of the ‘walkable neighbourhood’, where increased housing density is 

located within a relatively easy walking distance (usually 800 metres 

or 10 minutes’ walk) of key activity centres ("KACs") with amenity 

such as local shops, parks, public transport and community facilities.  

This approach is pedestrian and cycle focused and public transport 

enabling.  The intent of the Residential Medium Density areas in 

Proposal 14 exhibits this approach combined with concentric 

principles above.  The approach is commonly used in cities.  Of 

relevance in New Zealand, the proposed Auckland Plan provides for 

a five tier layer of activity centres: City Centre, Metropolitan Centre, 

Town Centre, Local Centre and Neighbourhood Centre.  Housing 

intensification is promoted within walking distance of those activity 

centres. 

(c) Corridor.  This approach is based on the concept of locating 

increased density along “movement corridors”.  The key benefits of 

the corridor approach are increased access to transport 

infrastructure, such as buses, light rail and trains.  The new parts of 

Dubai exhibit this approach strongly, as they are built along a 

significant motorway and light rail corridor.  With this approach, 

density is not necessarily located within or close to commercial 

centres but, because of the public transport links, it is easier to 

access these amenities as compared with suburban locations. 

(d) Combination. Many international cities exhibit a combined 

approach as normally a strictly ‘nodal’ or ‘corridor’ approach does 

not achieve sufficient urban densities to support local amenities and 

transport provision. A good example of this is London.  London’s 

housing density is primarily determined by access to public transport 

(Public Transport Accessibility Level rating - PTAL) and therefore 

key corridors of movement for both trains and buses are supported 

by increased density.  The PTAL is a GIS based model which 

creates a rating ranging from 1 to 6 for each parcel of land, with 6 

representing areas which are highly accessible to multiple forms of 
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public transport.  It is my understanding the model we used for 

‘walkability’ was created by Abley Transportation Engineers Limited 

(ATEL) for Christchurch City Council, and is essentially uses the 

same principles as the London PTAL model.   

6.3 To illustrate the main approaches, I have generally supplied international 

examples as New Zealand cities are relatively new to addressing urban 

intensification and the outcomes of these approaches are not strongly 

exhibited yet.   

6.4 In my opinion, the Replacement Plan should follow the nodal or activity 

centres model as the approach to address intensification in the first 

instance.  This is largely because making use of the existing amenities 

around KACs and larger suburban commercial centres will be the best use 

of the existing assets and infrastructure in Christchurch.   These centres 

have been built up over a period of time and are only likely to increase in 

provisions provided not decrease.  Of relevance is a typical Greenfield 

chicken and egg scenario, where new commercial centres, such as 

supermarkets, require demand and want to follow developed residential 

areas whereas residential occupants seek amenities in close proximity from 

the outset.  This is a situation which is addressed by intensifying housing 

around existing commercial centres, as residents can move into an area 

confident of the amenity on offer from day one. 

6.5 Of relevance, the proposed Auckland Plan’s ‘preferred urban form’ is 

structured around a number of housing intensification proposals, but 

strongly favours intensification around existing centres.  Because of 

Auckland’s scale the existing centres are divided into the five tiers that I 

mentioned in paragraph 6.2 (b) above. There is a higher level of housing 

density promoted around most of these nodes, compared with the 

Replacement Plan.  However, the core planning approach is the same. 

6.6 Adelaide is of a more comparable scale to Christchurch than is Auckland.  

Since working at CERA I have been using Adelaide as a relevant 

benchmark for housing initiatives.  In 2014, I visited Adelaide to investigate 

its solutions to housing intensification.  There are many parallels and 

lessons in Adelaide that are relevant to Christchurch. Greater Adelaide’s 

foundation planning document, “The 30 Year Plan”, is largely similar to the 

approach I recommend for intensification in Christchurch, in terms of the 

ways in which it directs intensification.  The 30 Year Plan aims for 70% of 
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growth to be taken up in intensification, which is higher than the LURP 

proposes for Christchurch at between.  The 30 Year Plan proposes a 

greater share of new housing in existing urban lands and particularly within 

transit corridors.  This takes advantage of existing infrastructure, revitalises 

existing urban areas, maintains village integrity and provides the critical 

mass of population.  These are all similar intents to my recommended 

approach in Christchurch. 

6.7 In my opinion, once the nodal or activity centres model approach has 

largely been implemented, then corridor based intensification should follow.  

For the avoidance of doubt, I consider that this approach does not need to 

be facilitated by the Replacement Plan because the first and best place to 

intensify is around developed commercial centres.  The corridor approach 

will require significantly more transport infrastructure considerations and 

investment.   Again, it is an approach the proposed Auckland Plan and 

Adelaide’s 30 Year Plan is providing for but Christchurch does not require it 

because the anticipated housing growth in the period until 2028 can be 

accommodated without this approach.   

6.8 Clearly, the approaches discussed above cannot be applied uniformly over 

an existing urban context and rezoning areas.  There are a number of 

practical considerations to address in implementing these approaches, such 

as: 

(a) Environmental constraints such as natural hazards, natural features 

and ecology.  

(b) Character - existing qualities or assets that warrant protection or 

management.  

(c) Infrastructure constraints such as waste water capacity issues. 

(d) Commercial feasibility such as likely development readiness. 

(e) Transport including road corridor capacity and safety issues.   

Policy framework as defining criteria – medium density 

6.9 The notified version of Policy 14.1.1.1 had prescribed, in subparagraph 

(a)(iii), a range of criteria for the location of new residential medium density 

development. Those subparagraphs were in the following terms: 

Ensure… 
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iii  new residential medium density development is immediately available and 

located within and around suitable Key Activity Centres and larger 

neighbourhood centres where it meets the following criteria:  

 A  achieves a net density of 30 households per hectare; 

 B  accessible to a public transport mode;  

 C within a 400 metre walkable distance of a selected Key Activity Centre 

or larger suburban commercial centre;  

 D  able to be efficiently serviced by Council owned storm water, 

wastewater and water supply networks;  

 E located outside Special Amenity Areas unless the potential adverse 

effects of increased density on the unique residential character and amenity 

of these areas can be mitigated;  

 F in close proximity to existing parks or open space, or where there is a 

local deficiency of parks and open space, this is able to be efficiently 

addressed to support medium density development;  

 G is located outside of high hazard areas and/or those areas where the 

adverse environmental effects of land remediation out weigh the benefits; 

and  

H  there is adequate potential for the land to be redeveloped and yield 

30hh/ha based on the age of the housing stock and the presence of 

sufficient vacant land, property amalgamation potential, and large sites that 

have not been redeveloped in the last 20 years;  

6.10 In its submission on the Proposal, the Crown questioned the extent to which 

some of the factors listed there were appropriate and sought to have them 

removed. The Council in the revised version of the Proposal, provided on 9 

March 2015, has now removed those criteria. However, in terms of the 

modelling exercise that I have described for the purpose of determining 

whether or not the intensification targets can be met and, if not, for the 

purpose of identifying potential areas for intensification, the Council and the 

Crown have agreed upon the locational criteria that I come on to describe 

below. 

6.11 The locational criteria relate to the proximity of medium density 

development to: 



 

 Page 13 

(a) Public transport – the bus network. 

(b) KACs and larger neighbourhood centres. 

(c) Public open space. 

(d) Public schools. 

6.12 A fundamental aspect of good practice urban planning and design is for 

residential development to support the viability of existing facilities and 

services (shops, community and health facilities, public transport, schools), 

which are accessible by walking, cycling and public transport.   

6.13 The purpose in focusing on these criteria is to ensure that medium density 

development can access public transport, is within a walkable distance of a 

KACs or larger suburban centres and is in close proximity to existing parks 

or open space.   

Accessible to public transport 

6.14 There are two main arguments for addressing bus oriented public transport 

of the kind that Christchurch has at present and will have for some time.  

One is that housing intensification and commercial centres should be 

planned around existing main bus routes. The other is that bus transport 

networks should be adapted to service established and developing 

commercial centres and intensive housing areas.  I support the latter 

because the bus network is inherently more flexible than commercial 

centres.  It is not certain that the Canterbury Regional Council will not make 

changes to the bus routes between now and 2028.  However, because 

Canterbury Regional Council has recently changed the bus network to suit 

the future growth of the City, in my opinion it is unlikely to be changed 

substantially again in the foreseeable future.  This view is supported by my 

understanding of the Council’s discussions with ECan, which doesn't expect 

that the core public transport routes will change significantly.  It is more 

likely that the feeder bus routes will be changed rather than the core routes.   

6.15 Accordingly the bus network should be used as a locational criterion. The 

current ‘hub and spokes’ bus network has been planned to closely align 

with KAC’s and larger neighbourhood centres.  Therefore, based on our 

modelling work I do not anticipate that accessibility of the bus network will 

be a substantial constraint to intensification. It should support it. 
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6.16 With these considerations in mind, an agreed criterion for intensified 

housing is that it should be within 800 metres of current bus routes. 

Walkability to KACs and larger suburban commercial centres 

6.17 The previous policy 14.1.1.1 (iii) C required medium density development to 

be within a 400 metre walkable distance from KACs or larger suburban 

commercial centre.  In general terms, 800 metres distance or 10 minutes 

walking from KACs or certain large neighbourhood centres and public 

transport is a universally accepted metric for locating increased density 

housing2.  I note that the Council’s section 32 analysis (see page 8, 

Appendix 4) identifies that the Council also considers that 800 metres is 

appropriate.   

6.18 A 10 minute walking time is generally accepted as the maximum period of 

time that people will readily spend walking to and from local amenities, 

before they will use other forms of transport such as car travel.  The 800m 

walkability area is sometimes determined by a 400 metre radius ‘as the 

crow flies’.  In my experience this is a crude measure and assumes the 

street network is relatively consistent.  An actual GIS walkability measure, 

which takes into signalised crossing points etc is better, and was the 

approach which we applied in the GIS modelling.   

6.19 Accordingly, it is agreed between the Council and the Crown that a criterion 

for intensified housing is that it should be located within an 800 metre 

walkable distance from KACs and larger suburban commercial centres.   

6.20 The use of the phrase "larger suburban commercial centre" in the former 

Policy 14.1.1.1 (iii) C warrants some discussion in the context of the 

modelling criteria to be used.  

6.21 The GIS modelling illustrated that, generally, the need to achieve location 

approximate to KACs and larger suburban commercial centres is the key 

limiting factor in achieving intensification in the Residential Medium Density 

qualifying areas.  Therefore, a clear understanding of what qualifies as a 

KAC and larger suburban commercial centre is critical. 

6.22 The KACs, as defined by the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, 

provide for a range of everyday activities such as offices, supermarkets, 

retail (such as banks and cafes), community facilities and, in some cases, 

                                                
2
 Urban Design Compendium UK – English Partnerships and The Housing Corporation 
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places of work.  These centres are Riccarton, Papanui, Belfast, Shirley, 

New Brighton, Linwood, Barrington, Halswell and Hornby.  The larger 

suburban commercial centres are more loosely defined, but in my opinion 

still need to fulfil the same everyday functions.   

6.23 The qualifying requirements for a larger suburban centre should be 

considered by relevant experts in the commercial part of the plan.  From an 

urban design perspective, my opinion is outlined below. 

6.24 For the purpose of identifying and applying locational criteria for intensified 

medium density housing, larger suburban commercial centres should 

provide for a medium to large supermarket and at least 5 to 10 retail units 

with associated car parking and amenity areas.  The rationale for a 

supermarket this size and a group of retail/community facilities or zoned 

area:  

(a) First, the supermarket size relates to my experience and 

understanding of a typical store which has the "full’ selection of 

offerings as opposed to a store focused more towards convenience-

related offerings.  With that being the case, somebody who did not 

want to use their car could shop within walking distance of their 

home.    

(b) Secondly, at least 5 to 10 retail units enable all or a combination of 

the following: local health provider (doctor), café/hospitality, 

bookshop/postshop, butcher, bakery and fast food outlets.  The 

remaining area is likely to be made up of car parking, back of house 

areas and landscaping.   

6.25 Data from a Melbourne paper ‘Shall we Dense?’3 outlines a viable key 

activity centre requires a local population of 10,000 people or more to serve 

it.  The paper provides that a large neighbourhood centre requires a 

population of 4,000 to 10,000 people and that a small neighbourhood centre 

requires 1,000 to 4,000 people.  Based on these figures, the likely number 

of residents within a fully developed Residential Medium Density zone, 

defined by the 800m walkability extents, would be between 2000 to 6000 

people, 30 to 60 households per hectare (hph).   

                                                
3
 ‘Shall we Dense’ Melbourne 2011 by Simon McPherson and Adam Haddow  
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6.26 Because any housing intensification change will be gradual, and some of 

the lower density housing will remain for some time, I expect the actual 

populations in Christchurch will fall short of the desired targets identified in 

this study.  It does however, highlight the importance to the viability of these 

commercial centres, of a sufficient population catchment and of a certain 

level of density in order for them to continue to thrive and grow.  On the 

flipside it illustrates the intensification capacity that these developed centres 

can already support for the surrounding residential areas.   Currently many 

of the KACs and larger suburban commercial centres fall below those 

targets and are therefore heavily reliant on people travelling to them for 

business. 

6.27 It is worth noting that I am not suggesting intensification around these 

activity centres will significantly reduce vehicle usage in the short/medium 

term.  The intensification density of 30 to 60 hph, is still car-based 

development, with generally the same on site car parking provision as for 

typical standalone housing.  People will continue to use vehicles for 

destination shopping, workplaces, schooling and other key activities.  

Changes in intensification will however start to provide real transport 

choices and move us towards a more compact city. 

6.28  The Council and the Crown have agreed upon the use of the criteria 

described above when modelling for the location of intensified housing.   

Public open space 

6.29 The ability to easily access public open space, such as a local park, is 

important as a relevant criterion as residential densities increase.     

6.30 Like other amenities, 800 metres is generally considered the maximum 

distance that people will readily walk to public open spaces from their 

homes.   

6.31 As outlined in the Council's section 32 analysis (see Appendix 12), an 

accepted size range for a Local Park is 3,000-5,000 m2 depending on the 

function.  I support this range and have analysed whether it would act as a 

constraint on intensification.  The modelling has shown that open space is 

not a key driver of qualifying areas.   The Council and the Crown agree 

upon a criterion which provides for intensified housing to be located within 

800 m of a park or open space that has minimum size of at least 4000m2.  

This ensures that the open space is greater than the absolute minimum, 
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where large trees and playgrounds may only marginally be accommodated, 

but not maximised to the upper band. 

Schools 

6.32 In my opinion, it is advantageous for children and parents to be able to walk 

to and from school to reduce dependency on other transport modes.  Again, 

I consider a maximum 10 minute walk to be appropriate to measure school 

trip walkability.  However, there is an argument that this figure could be 

increased, particularly for secondary schools.   

6.33 The modelling we undertook accounted for proximity to any public primary 

and intermediate school.  To identify public schools we used the CCC 

operative plan zone “Cultural 3 (Schools)”. There were a few private 

schools that we removed from this layer; we then filtered those schools to 

leave those with any Year 1-8 classes. 

6.34 We did not use secondary schools as they are generally have a lot larger 

catchments and are beyond a 10 minute walk. In my opinion this is realistic 

as older students have other transport options available to them.   

6.35 On this basis, the Council and the Crown are agreed upon a criterion to 

recognise the need for residential medium density development to be in 

close proximity to schools, and, in particular, within an 800 metres walk of a 

public primary and intermediate school. 

6.36 These policies, when applied by the GIS model, do not align directly with 

existing medium density zones (Living 3).  However, market considerations 

also need to be applied to determine the specific locations suitable for 

residential medium density development.  Accordingly, a map has not yet 

been produced which identifies the areas in which the criteria I have 

discussed would apply.   

Mark Sutherland Teesdale 

 

11 March 2015 
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Appendix MST1 

Qualifications: 

Bachelor of Landscape Architecture from Lincoln University  

Post graduate Certificate in Urban Design from Westminster University, London. 

Advance CPTED training 

Relevant experience: 

The following are residential intensification related projects I have been involved in 

as an urban designer: 

(a) Large scale residential led mixed use developments which include a 

range of other land uses –  

 Aylesbury Estate Regeneration 1A, London - (260 new 

houses and supporting non-residential use) 

 Ocean Estate Regeneration, London – (800 new houses and 

supporting non-residential use) 

 East and North Frame Residential Precinct, Christchurch – 

(750+ houses and supporting non-residential use) 

(b) Medium density residential projects –  

 The Russley Village, Christchurch – retirement living (180 

units) 

 180 Peterborough Street, Christchurch – medium density 

apartment complex (15 units) 

 Vaudeville Court, London – medium density showcase 

project for Islington Council (12 units) 

 Ranfurly Village, Auckland – retirement living (200+ units) 

 Urban design expert reviewing medium density (Living 4 and 

3 zones) resource consent applications on behalf of 

Christchurch City Council 

 Urban design analysis to inform ‘Liveable City’ chapter of the 

CCRP 
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 Breathe Medium Density Housing Competition, Christchurch 

– shortlisted in the top four  

 

 


