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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Kenneth (Ken) George Gimblett.  I hold the position of Senior 

Resource Management Planner / Director with the environmental 

consultancy firm Boffa Miskell Limited, based in the firm’s Christchurch 

office.  I have been employed by Boffa Miskell since 1998 and have been a 

company director since 2008. 

1.2 I hold a Bachelor of Regional Planning (Hons) from Massey University.  I 

am also a full member of the New Zealand Planning Institute and an 

accredited independent Resource Management Commissioner (Chairing 

Endorsement).  I have 25 years’ experience gained both in New Zealand 

and the UK, in statutory and environmental planning, effects assessment, 

policy analysis, plan preparation and administration, and public 

consultation.   

1.3 I have considerable experience in plan formulation, as well as advising 

Councils on policy development at both district and regional levels. I have 

also had significant involvement in preparing numerous resource consent 

applications and their associated assessments of environmental effects in 

relation to a wide range of planning and resource management projects.  I 

am regularly engaged to provide strategic planning advice and act as an 

expert planning witness before Council hearings and the Environment Court 

1.4 Of particular relevance to this evidence, is my experience in the 

development of the planning provisions to give effect to the Blueprint and 

Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (“CCRP”), and continuing assistance to 

the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority ("CERA") and the 

Christchurch Central Development Unit (“CCDU”) on developing planning 

provisions for the Central City residential zones and East Frame. 

1.5 I have been engaged by CERA to provide planning evidence in relation to 

the designations made by the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 

(“Minister”).  Specifically this evidence relates to the Designations and 

Heritage Orders Proposal.  I have been providing CERA and CCDU with my 

expertise in relation to planning and resource management since early 

2012.   
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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 to provide evidence in relation to the Minister’s 

designations within the Central City, and particularly in relation to the use of 

designations as a method through the CCRP. 

3.2 In preparing my evidence I have carefully reviewed: 

(a) the evidence (for CERA) of: 

(i) Mr Marc Baily; 

(ii) Mr Greg Wilson; and 

(iii) Mr John O’Hagan; 

(b) the submissions received from Mary Shackel (21), Les Mills Property 

Ltd and G&T Productions Ltd (48), Roland Logan and Sharon Ng 

(594), and Church Property Trustees’ (793), and further submissions 

received from Sarah Hall (1237), and Peter Hodge (1341); 

(c) the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 (“RPS”);  

(d) the Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch - Mahere 

Haumanutanga o Waitaha (“Recovery Strategy”); 

(e) the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan - Te Mahere ‘Maraka 

Ōtautahi’ (“CCRP”);  
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(f) the Christchurch Replacement District Plan (“Replacement Plan”); 

and 

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

Order 2014, particularly Schedule 4 – Statement of Expectations. 

3.3 In this evidence I address: 

(a) the nature and intent of the submission from the Crown / CERA in 

relation to the Minister’s designations; 

(b) the relevant submissions and further submissions of other parties; 

(c) the planning role in developing and implementing the CCRP; 

(d) the background to the choice of designations as a method to 

implement the CCRP; 

(e) the management of the adverse effects of the designated projects; 

(f) an analysis of the designations against the relevant statutory planning 

and recovery documents, and Part 2 of the Resource Management 

Act (“RMA”); and 

(g) the need for the roll-over of the designations to support Central City 

recovery. 

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 Proposal 10 (Designations and Heritage Orders) for the Replacement Plan 

included ten designations within the Central City that were made by the 

Minister.  The submission by the Crown/CERA supported the inclusion of 

these designations as notified.  A number of submissions and further 

submissions were received that relate to these designations. 

4.2 The CCRP sets out the objectives for the recovery of the Central City and 

includes statutory directions from the Minister changing the Christchurch 

City Plan.  As part of developing the CCRP I provided planning advice on 

methods of implementing the vision and aspirations of the CCRP and the 

projects within the Blueprint. 

4.3 As part of the development of the implementation methods for the CCRP, 

consideration was given to a range of planning options, including spot 

zoning, reliance on underlying zonings and resource consents, and 
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designations.  For most of the anchor projects, designations were 

considered to be the most appropriate method in recognition of the certainty 

of use, design flexibility, streamlined delivery process, and supporting RMA 

/ Environment Court processes should that prove necessary.  

4.4 Ultimately the designations were included in the Minister’s statutory 

direction in the CCRP, and were incorporated into the operative City Plan 

on 31 July 2012. As the Replacement Plan cannot be inconsistent with the 

CCRP, I consider it appropriate to continue to apply the operative 

designations (including any subsequent modifications) in the Replacement 

Plan.  

4.5 Actual or potential adverse effects of developing the projects on the 

designated sites can be primarily managed through the outline plan 

process.  As the projects evolve through the design phases, adverse effects 

can be avoided, remedied or mitigated through design and through 

conditions on outline plans, where required.   

4.6 I consider the use of the designation mechanism to facilitate the anchor 

projects gives effect to the RPS and is consistent with the relevant planning 

and recovery documents, particularly the CCRP under which the 

designations were made.  I also consider the designations will support 

achievement of Part 2 of the RMA.   

4.7 Overall, it is my view, supported by the evidence of Mr Baily and Mr 

Wilson, that the designations as notified1 are reasonably necessary to 

achieve the Minister’s objectives and should be included in the 

Replacement Plan. 

5. CROWN / CERA SUBMISSION 

5.1 The submission by CERA, for and on behalf of the Crown, supported 

designations H1-H10 made by the Minister, and located within the Central 

City. The submission sought the retention of the designations as notified in 

the Replacement Plan.  

5.2 The intention of the submission was to support the roll-over of these 

operative designations included in the current City Plan (being the operative 

District Plan) into the Replacement Plan so as to be consistent with the 

CCRP.   

                                                
1
 Albeit modified to align with the operative designations as amended by the Minister in December 2014, see 

paragraph 5.4 of this evidence. 
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5.3 The notice of roll-over provided by the Minister2 to the Christchurch City 

Council indicated the need to modify some of the designations3 from those 

in the operative District Plan to align with changes to the required extent of 

the designations or to correct errors in mapping.  The modifications sought 

to recognise the progress continuing to be made on planning, designing 

and developing the anchor projects and reflect the evolving nature of the 

designations over time.  It is likely that similar changes will occur to the 

designations on an ongoing basis. These modifications were incorporated 

in the notified Proposal 10 for the Replacement Plan.  

5.4 In December 2014, the Minister served notice on the Council and affected 

landowners of his decision to further remove parts of three operative 

designations4.  A copy of this notice was provided to the hearings panel on 

9 January 2015 as part of a Memorandum of Counsel for the Crown.  The 

partial removal was undertaken after the Replacement Plan was notified 

and submissions made, and therefore only relates to the operative 

designations. However I consider it appropriate that the hearings panel 

align any decisions on Proposal 10 with the current operative designations 

as modified by the Minister’s notice for consistency. 

6. THE CHRISTCHURCH CENTRAL RECOVERY PLAN 

6.1 The Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 (“CER Act”) provided the 

basis for the development of the Recovery Strategy. The purpose of the 

Recovery Strategy is to be an overarching, long-term strategy for the 

reconstruction, rebuilding, and recovery of greater Christchurch. The 

Recovery Strategy is the key reference document that guides and 

coordinates the programmes of work, including Recovery Plans5.  

6.2 The CER Act specifically required the development of a recovery plan for 

the CBD to provide for the realisation of the Recovery Strategy, resulting in 

the development of the CCRP. As explained in the evidence of Mr Baily, 

the CCRP was developed by a professional consortium working with CCDU 

and other key stakeholders in less than 100 days, and was gazetted in July 

2012. 

                                                
2
 Initially provided on 31 March 2014 and subsequently with clarifications on 19 August 2014. 

3
 31 March 2014: The Frame – South for the removal of three properties following the Innovation Precinct spatial 

planning phase, and the Convention Centre Precinct to remove the Lady Isaac House that was not part of that 
designation.  19 August 2014: reduction of the Performing Arts Precinct designation and further reminder to 
remove the Lady Isaac House site. 
4
 Partial removal of the designations for The Frame – South, the Performing Arts Precinct, and the Stadium 

(Incorporating Spectator Events Facility). 
5
 See also the evidence provided to the hearings panel on these matters by Benesia Denise Smith (dated 25 

November 2014) and Stephen Ronald Timms (dated 25 November 2014). 
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6.3 The purpose of the CCRP, the high level outcomes sought by the CCRP, 

and the role / objectives of the Anchor Projects are set out in the evidence 

of Mr Baily and Mr Wilson6.  The CCRP sets the vision and priorities for 

the redevelopment of Christchurch Central. The CCRP includes a vision for 

central Christchurch to “become the thriving heart of an international city. It 

will draw on its rich natural and cultural heritage, and the skills and passion 

of its people, to embrace opportunities for innovation and growth. 

Redevelopment will acknowledge the past and the events that have shaped 

the city, while reflecting the best of the new”7. 

6.4 The CCRP incorporates the Blueprint which provides a spatial framework 

and describes the form in which the Central City can be rebuilt. It also 

defined the locations of the ‘anchor’ projects to assist in further stimulating 

development. The anchor projects serve to8:  

(a) reflect community aspirations. 

(b) replace community facilities that have been destroyed. 

(c) stimulate other development around them. 

(d) contribute as much as possible to recovery as a whole. 

(e) attract people to the central city. 

6.5 As the design and masterplanning process of the Blueprint evolved and the 

locations of the anchor projects were refined, attention turned to the 

planning methods for implementing the CCRP, including the anchor 

projects.  I was involved in this process, and worked with the project team 

to develop amendments to the Christchurch City Council’s District Plan 

(ultimately included in Appendix 1 to the CCRP).   

6.6 While a range of implementation options were considered, designations 

were deliberately chosen to enable the delivery of the key anchor projects 

as integral elements of the CCRP. They were ultimately included in the 

Minister’s statutory directions to amend the Christchurch City Plan. These 

amendments were required to be made by 7 August 20129.  

                                                
6
 See also the evidence provided to the hearings panel on these matters by Donald John Miskell (dated 25 

November 2014). 
7
 Page 27 of the CCRP. 

8
 Page 45 of the CCRP. 

9
 Most changes required were undertaken by the Christchurch City Council on 31 July 2012. 
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7. CHOICE OF DESIGNATIONS AS A METHOD IN THE CCRP 

7.1 During development of the CCRP a range of delivery options were 

specifically considered to implement the vision, aspirations and the anchor 

projects themselves.  The principal alternatives considered for the anchor 

projects were: 

(a) spot zoning for each intended purpose; 

(b) use of new underlying zonings (e.g. Mixed Use or Business) with 

reliance on the consenting process for each project; and 

(c) designations. 

7.2 Spot zoning was considered to be impractical for implementation of the 

anchor projects. Specifically, such provisions would have been difficult to 

prepare in the absence of any design detail for the intended development, 

and within the tight Blueprint development timeframe to respond quickly and 

decisively in the post-earthquake environment. Spot zone provisions would 

therefore likely to have needed to be later changed or replaced as designs 

progressed.   

7.3 A spot zoning approach would also have had a significant impact on private 

property rights without any direct compensatory mechanism to counter the 

imposition of specific rules.  For these reasons a spot zoning approach was 

not considered appropriate. 

7.4 Reliance on underlying new zonings was also considered but this would not 

have sent a clear signal of the intended future use of private land, therefore 

resulting in less certainty for landowners and the community. The approach 

would have had less impact on private property rights insofar as the 

underlying zone provisions would be retained. However given the intention 

was to develop the land for the anchor project, the zoning could be seen to 

be somewhat false.  It was concluded that such an approach would not be 

consistent with a Recovery Plan that identified development of the sites for 

specific purposes.   

7.5 The new zoning approach was however adopted to implement two anchor 

projects, being the Papa o Ōtākaro / Avon River Precinct and the Retail 

Precinct, for the reasons outlined below. 
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7.6 For the Papa o Ōtākaro / Avon River Precinct, a new Conservation 5 (Papa 

o Ōtākaro) zoning was adopted.  This land was previously zoned 

Conservation 3 (Waterway conservation) and only minor changes to the 

rules were required to facilitate the Avon River project. The use of zoning 

was also deemed appropriate as the land was all in public ownership and, 

therefore, control of what happened on the site could be exercised. 

7.7 For the Retail Precinct, the approach was to incorporate this into the 

Central City Business zone intended to facilitate recovery of the core 

business area. Specific rules were adopted for the Retail Precinct area to 

promote the concentration of retail activity, and achieve integrated 

development of the whole precinct through an outline development plan 

approval process.  Whilst considered to be a key development area, this 

area was not considered a public anchor project in the same way as the 

others. Instead private development interests were to take the lead in the 

recovery of this area.  

7.8 In relation to the Hagley Cricket Oval which was also identified in the CCRP 

and Blueprint as being an anchor project, the decision was made that this 

rely on the current open space zoning and the resource consent process.  

The current zoning was consistent with the overriding use of the land.  In 

addition, the Minister was not going to be responsible for the project thus 

designating it was not seen as necessary or appropriate. 

7.9 For the ten main anchor projects, the use of designations was preferred for 

the following reasons: 

(a) Designating the land utilised an established and recognised RMA 

based mechanism.  Such an approach is commonly used in District 

Plans and is successful in providing a framework for future projects 

that are not fully designed at the time they are integrated into a 

District Plan.  The use of this approach did not require the invention 

of a new or untested approach. 

(b) Designating the land sent a clear signal of future intended use of the 

land, coupled with a process available to affected land owners 

through the RMA and the Environment Court if land acquisition 

processes under the CER Act did not eventuate. 
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(c) Designating the land protects it from other development occurring 

which is not in accordance with the designated purpose, enabling 

the land to be secured for the intended future project. 

(d) The use of designations offered a very direct delivery mechanism for 

implementing the CCRP outcomes for key facilities in the Central 

City.  It provided strong alignment with the Minister’s objectives for 

enabling recovery as quickly as possible. 

(e) The use of designations provided for a subsequent Outline Plan 

process to approve the project in detail, meaning that design detail 

was not necessary at the outset.  This was a key factor given the 

need to produce the CCRP in a compressed timeframe. 

(f) A designation approach provided the ability for the Minister to later 

exercise powers to adjust, uplift or modify the designations (e.g. alter 

the physical extent, change purposes, add conditions, etc).  This 

enabled evolution of the designations without the type of drawn out 

process that plan changes would involve.  Such evolution has 

already occurred with some of the designations being modified as 

design processes progress, proving the efficiency of such an 

approach. 

(g) Designations were a mechanism available to the Minister under the 

legislation and there is also the ability to transfer the designations to 

other requiring authorities in future as required. 

7.10 For all these reasons, designations were considered to be reasonably 

necessary to achieve the Minister’s objectives, the outcomes of the CCRP 

and to implement the aspirations and visions of the community.  Whilst the 

process was compressed and quick decisions were being made in 

‘recovery mode’, the usual designating approach and tests were applied. 

7.11 Ten areas were subsequently shown to be designated in the CCRP and 

they were ultimately included in the Minister’s statutory directions to amend 

the Christchurch City Plan. Given that the CCRP specifies designation as 

the method for these ten areas, and the CER Act requires the Replacement 

Plan to not be inconsistent with the CCRP10, I consider it is appropriate to 

continue to use the established designation mechanism.  

                                                
10

 Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011, section 23. 
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8. ADVERSE EFFECTS 

8.1 When considering designations11, and in light of issues raised in 

submissions, it is also relevant to consider how adverse effects of the 

designated works will be avoided, remedied or mitigated. 

8.2 The main method of dealing with effects of designations is through the 

outline plan process under section 176A of the RMA.  Given that many 

designations are put in place early in the evolution of a project, it is common 

that the full project layout, design and detailing is not known at that time.  

Thus actual and potential effects can only be generically considered at that 

stage of a process.   

8.3 The outline plan process is designed to align with the advanced 

layout/design/detailing of a project and enables a proper consideration of 

the actual and potential effects and methods of managing those effects.  

Section 176A (3) (f) specifically requires the outline plan to show “any other 

matters to avoid, remedy, or mitigate any adverse effects on the 

environment”. 

8.4 For each of the designated sites, if the designation is used as the 

mechanism for giving effect to the works on the site, an outline plan will 

need to be prepared and processed through the usual tests under the RMA.  

The level of information within each will vary to be relevant to the site and 

project and will be specific to the management of effects of that project. I 

consider this to be an appropriate way of managing effects and note that it 

is well understood and established under the RMA. 

8.5 The submission from Roland Logan and Sharon Ng (submission 594) 

opposes the Stadium designation (H8), including specifically raising 

concerns that the “designation is inconsistent with the Christchurch City 

Councils own plan to develop inner city residential living” and “siting any 

proposed stadium beside residential living, as the replacement plan 

proposes, compromises the quality of life of the residential living zone 

through noise and vehicular movement/events inconsistent with residential 

living conflict between Stadium use and adjoining residential zoning”. 

8.6 I acknowledge there is a potential for adverse effects to arise from the 

development of a Stadium and associated facilities on the site designated 

for this purpose.  Given the nature of such a project, its scale and the type 

                                                
11

 Under section 171(1) of the Resource Management Act 1991. 
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of events likely to be held, there is potential for significant noise levels, 

traffic movements, and similar effects from events on the site.  This 

potential for effects is well known and understood from the obvious effects 

of such facilities within Christchurch and elsewhere in main New Zealand 

cities. 

8.7 The location of the future Stadium site has been determined through the 

Blueprint / CCRP process, and some consideration has been given to scale 

e.g. seating requirements.  However the actual layout of the site and design 

of the development on the site has not been finalised and this places limits 

on the ability to fully understand the nature and degree of effects that could 

arise. Equally without an agreed layout and design it is not possible to 

develop detailed methods of managing effects.  In the interim it is noted that 

the CCRP addendum December 2014 for Noise and Entertainment 

Provisions contains requirements for sound insulation to new residential 

units or accommodation activities within Living zones within 75 metres of 

the Stadium designation. 

8.8 Once the project advances and there is greater understanding of the design 

details and therefore the potential effects, there are a range of possible 

methods of avoiding, remedying or mitigating such effects.  As mentioned 

above, the outline plan process is the principal mechanism to achieve these 

outcomes.  Key methods include: 

(a) the Minister could amend the designation to include conditions that 

require specific management of adverse effects within the site 

design e.g. noise management techniques. 

(b) the Minister could include specific details within the outline plan that 

show that all adverse effects on the environment are appropriately 

avoided, remedied or mitigated.  This would include appropriate 

design detailing and technical advice on the range of actual and 

potential effects based on the specific site development proposed. 

(c) the Minister could include specific conditions on the outline plan to 

ensure ongoing management of effects e.g. noise monitoring. 

(d) the Minister could implement changes to the CCRP to require 

actions to be undertaken on surrounding land e.g. rules requiring all 

new residential buildings to include minimum noise insulation. 
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8.9 Such methods are available to ensure that any adverse effects are 

appropriately managed, as the Stadium and other designated anchor 

projects advance. 

9. STATUTORY EVALUATION 

9.1 Clause 14(2) of the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement 

District Plan) Order 2014 states that in making decisions on a requirement, 

the hearings panel must in relation to a designation comply with section 171 

of the RMA as if the panel were a territorial authority.  

Part 2 of the Resource Management Act  

9.2 Section 171(1) requires the consideration by the territorial authority to be 

subject to Part 2.  Part 2 of the RMA sets out the purpose and principles of 

the RMA and Section 5 sets out the overall purpose of the RMA in 

promoting the sustainable management of natural and physical resources. 

9.3 Section 6 sets out the matters of national importance.  There are nationally 

important natural resources located within the Central City e.g. the Avon 

River (s6(a) and (d)), and resources and taonga of cultural significance to 

Maori (s6(e)).  The designations recognise and provide for these matters 

through enabling design to be flexible in response to the matters relevant to 

each site and its location e.g. the Convention Centre in close proximity to 

the Avon River. 

9.4 Section 7 includes a set of other matters in relation to natural and physical 

resources to which particular regard must be had.  Of particular relevance 

to the recovery and development of the Central City are the efficient use 

and development of natural and physical resources (s7(b)), the 

maintenance and enhancement of amenity values (s7(c)), maintenance and 

enhancement of the quality of the environment (s7(f)), and any finite 

characteristics of natural and physical resources (s7(g)).  The designations 

enable particular regard to these matters by allowing for design to respond 

appropriately and through the outline plan process as a primary mechanism 

of ensuring adverse effects are appropriately managed. 

9.5 Section 8 requires all persons exercising functions and powers under the 

RMA, in relation to managing the use, development, and protection of 

natural and physical resources, to take into account the principles of the 

Treaty of Waitangi (Te Tiriti o Waitangi).  The designations take into 
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account the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi by supporting flexibility in 

design processes that align with Ngāi Tahu aspirations. 

9.6 The use of designations is a valid RMA method for managing the use, 

development and protection of resources while enabling development to 

occur to benefit people and communities. The Minister’s designations will 

enable development which will have social, economic and cultural benefits, 

while ensuring through the outline plan process that any adverse effects are 

avoided, remedied or mitigated.  

9.7 I consider the use of the designation approach, in comparison to other 

methods (spot or underlying zonings), will better achieve the outcomes 

sought by Part 2 of the RMA and promote the sustainable management 

purpose of the RMA. 

Relevant provisions 

9.8 Section 171(1)(a) requires that when considering a requirement and any 

submissions received, a territorial authority must consider the effects on the 

environment of allowing the requirement, having regard to any relevant 

provisions of –  

(i) A national policy statement: 

(ii) A New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement: 

(iii) A regional policy statement or proposed regional policy statement: 

(iv) A plan or proposed plan 

9.9 In addition the relevant recovery documents prepared under the CER Act 

are to be considered12. 

9.10 There are no relevant national policy statements, and the New Zealand 

Coastal Policy Statement is not relevant to the Central City. I consider it is 

not necessary in this evidence to consider the Land Use Recovery Plan in 

any detail, as it principally addresses recovery peripheral to the Central City 

and was developed to compliment and align with the CCRP. I also consider 

that it is not necessary to specifically assess the objectives and policies of 

the operative City Plan, due to its age and impending replacement by the 

Replacement Plan.  

                                                
12

 As directed by sections 15 and 23 of the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011. 
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9.11 The relevant documents to be considered therefore are:  

(a) RPS; 

(b) Recovery Strategy;  

(c) CCRP; and 

(d) Replacement Plan (as notified). 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 

9.12 Chapter 6 of the RPS contains objectives and policies relevant to the 

recovery of the Central City. The relevant objectives and policies are set out 

in Attachment A.  

9.13 The objectives and policies in Chapter 6 are supportive of enabling Central 

City recovery in giving effect to the Recovery Strategy and CCRP. They are 

however not directive of the particular planning methods to be used to 

facilitate rebuilding of the Central City, including the anchor projects.  

9.14 The objectives and policies of the RPS have a focus on enabling recovery, 

while reinforcing the role of the central business district as a focal point for 

commercial, community and service activities during the recovery period, 

and recognising the investment in the Central City.  It is also a goal that 

recovery and rebuilding provides for quality living environments, retains 

areas of special amenity and historic heritage value, retains values of 

importance to tangata whenua, provides a range of densities and uses, and 

is healthy, environmentally sustainable, functionally efficient, and 

prosperous. 

9.15 I consider that the roll-over of the Minister’s designations will support the 

achievement of the RPS. The use of the designations to facilitate 

development of the anchor projects will support recovery of the Central City, 

and reinforce its role as a focal point for commercial, community, and 

service activities as envisaged by the CCRP.  

9.16 The ability to further modify the designations as the design of the projects 

evolves, and the outline plan process, will provide an efficient and effective 

means to ensure that delivery of the anchor projects occurs such that they 

are well designed, sustainable, and functionally efficient, and retain 

important values.  
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Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch  

9.17 The Recovery Strategy sets out the vision of the Government’s overall 

approach to recovery. The Replacement Plan must not be inconsistent with 

the Recovery Strategy13. Where there is a conflict the Recovery Strategy 

prevails. Section 4 of the Recovery Strategy outlines the overall vision and 

goals for recovery (see Attachment A for relevant goals).  The goals 

relevant to the Central City place an emphasis on recovery and growth, 

while seeking a well-functioning Central City, a strong business sector, 

strong communities, and resilient networks. 

9.18 I consider the roll-over of the Minister’s designations will deliver on 

Recovery Strategy intentions to facilitate the recovery of a well-functioning 

Central City by enabling anchor projects to be delivered which in turn will 

assist to stimulate recovery and provide for community needs. The 

designation approach will provide for timely and efficient delivery of 

community services and provide certainty to restore the confidence of the 

private sector to invest in the Central City and make Christchurch a 

desirable and attractive place to live and visit.   

9.19 The ability to further modify the designations as the design of the projects 

evolves, and the outline plan process, will provide a flexible means to 

ensure that delivery of the anchor projects supports innovative urban 

design, are resilient and energy efficient, and acknowledge historical 

connections.  

Christchurch Central Recovery Plan  

9.20 The CCRP supports the delivery of the Recovery Strategy by setting the 

vision and priorities for the redevelopment of Central Christchurch. In 

exercising its functions under the RMA, any persons exercising functions or 

powers cannot make decisions on designations that are inconsistent with 

the CCRP14. 

9.21 The evidence of Mr Baily outlines the purpose of the CCRP and the 

Minister’s objectives for the anchor projects. The anchor projects, and the 

use of designations to implement them, are central to achieving the CCRP 

aspirations and vision.   

                                                
13

 Section 15(1), Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011.  
14

 Section 23(1)(b), Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011.  
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9.22 As outlined in section 7 of my evidence, the designation approach was 

considered reasonably necessary to achieve the Minister’s objectives and 

to implement the anchor projects, in recognition of the certainty of use, 

design flexibility, streamlined delivery process, and supporting RMA / 

Environment Court processes should that prove necessary.   

9.23 I consider the roll-over of the Minister’s designations will clearly deliver on 

the CCRP intentions to facilitate these key anchor projects by way of 

designation.  

The Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

9.24 Proposals 3 and 15 of the Replacement Plan contain strategic and 

commercial objectives and policies relevant to the recovery of the Central 

City15. The relevant objectives and policies, as notified, are set out in 

Attachment A, although remain subject to the decisions of the hearings 

panel. The commercial objectives and policies will likely be augmented 

when further proposals are notified to incorporate zone provisions for the 

Central City into the Replacement Plan.  

9.25 The focus of the relevant objectives and policies is on recovery and 

development with the role of the central city as the principal community 

focal point for greater Christchurch.  Diverse opportunities for business to 

establish and prosper, a distinctive identity and quality urban environment, 

and protection or enhancement of amenity values are also key outcomes 

sought.  Commercial activities are expected to be wide and varied, while 

based on a centres approach with the Central City as the focal point for 

community and commercial investment. 

9.26 I am aware that the content of Proposal 3 was the subject of significant 

discussion in the hearings prior to Christmas.  However, for the purposes of 

providing this evidence, I assume that the main thrust of the notified 

objectives and policies will not change in a material way. I acknowledge that 

any material changes made by the hearings panel on the content of 

Proposal 3 may alter the assessment I provide against that proposal.  The 

notified objectives and policies in Proposals 3 and 15 are generally 

supportive of enabling Central City recovery but, like the RPS, are not 

directive of the particular planning methods to be used to facilitate 

rebuilding of the Central City, including the anchor projects.  

                                                
15

 There are no specific objectives or policies contained within Proposal 10 Designations and Heritage Orders. 
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9.27 I consider that the roll-over of the Minister’s designations will support the 

achievement of Proposals 3 and 15 for the Replacement Plan (recognising 

that the objectives and policies of those Proposals are yet to be finalised). 

The use of designations to facilitate the anchor projects will help to restore 

and enhance the role of the Central City as the principal community focal 

point for greater Christchurch and the primary destination for a range and 

scale of activities, including by providing certainty about where development 

can occur.  

9.28 The ability to further modify the designations as the design of the projects 

evolves, and the outline plan process, provides a flexible means to ensure 

that delivery of the anchor projects occurs in such a way that they are well 

designed, and integrated to provide a high quality urban environment that 

enhances character, minimises adverse effects, and recognises 

manawhenua values.  

Conclusion on consistency with relevant documents 

9.29 Overall it is my opinion that the use of designations is consistent with the 

outcomes sought by the relevant documents as discussed above.  In 

particular I note that designations are a direct reflection of the CCRP and 

achieve objectives of the Recovery Strategy related to timely and efficient 

recovery and provision of certainty and confidence for the private sector to 

invest in the Central City. 

Conclusion on statutory tests 

9.30 In addition to the matters discussed above, Section 171(1) requires 

consideration of effects on the environment, alternatives, necessity and any 

other relevant matter. 

9.31 Adverse effects on the environment have been addressed above in section 

8 of my evidence.  Positive effects are covered in the evidence of Mr Baily 

and Mr Wilson, through their descriptions of the many and varied benefits 

to be provided by the anchor projects to the communities of Christchurch.  

Alternatives are discussed in the evidence of Mr Baily, and in my section 7 

above in relation to alternative approaches to designations.  I do not 

consider there are any other matters that need to be considered.  Overall it 

is my opinion that the designations are reasonably necessary for achieving 

the Minister’s objectives and outcomes as set out in the CCRP. 
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10. THE CONTINUED NEED FOR DESIGNATIONS 

10.1 As set out above, the use of designations is appropriate and necessary for 

the implementation of the CCRP.  To retain consistency with the CCRP I 

consider it is appropriate to continue the approach.  However, I have also 

turned my mind to why the Minister’s designations continue to be 

reasonably necessary within the Replacement Plan.  

10.2 As explained in the evidence of Mr Wilson there continues to be a need for 

the designations and the works undertaken in accordance with them to 

enable the development of the Anchor Projects and the anticipated benefits 

to the rebuild of Christchurch. 

10.3 To date there has been considerable variation in how the ten designations 

have evolved and are continuing to progress.  Most are continuing through 

the design process.  Development of the Justice and Emergency Services 

Precinct has not relied on the designation but instead resource consent has 

been obtained against the underlying Central City Business Zone rules.  

Other developments, such as the Bus Interchange, have relied upon the 

designation and outline plan approach.  Others too, such as The Frame – 

South, have been modified by reducing the land area covered by the 

designation as greater detail as to project design emerges.  This 

demonstrates one of the benefits of the designation method, which is the 

flexibility to enable the different lead agencies to determine an appropriate 

approach (designation / outline plan or underlying zone / resource consent) 

to the circumstances of the project. 

10.4 In relation to the Justice and Emergency Services Precinct (H4) the 

decision to use a resource consent process rather than an outline plan 

process was for a range of reasons, including urgent timeframes.  This 

resource consent is now being implemented with construction well 

underway and this lessens the need for the designation to support the 

current works.  However I consider it appropriate for there to be a 

designation over the land to enable the ability to use the outline plan 

process in future for changes to the site, especially if there are changes to 

the underlying zone or urgency is less of an issue.  This is also consistent 

with designations being used over courts and police stations throughout the 

country.  The land is within the Minister’s portfolio and the project is being 

advanced by the Minister for Justice in collaboration with the Minister.  

While it is possible that the land, as well as the designation itself, will 
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transfer to the Minister for Justice or other Crown departments/agencies in 

the future, such processes are not yet in place.  Therefore I consider that it 

is appropriate to retain the designation as a rollover at this point in time.  I 

also note that retaining the designation under the Minister aligns with the 

Minister’s objectives for recovery and stimulation of the Central City. 

10.5 In my opinion the designations remain reasonably necessary to meet the 

Minister’s objectives of the CCRP and are aligned with the statutory tests in 

section 171 of the RMA.  On this basis I conclude that there is a continued 

need for designations for these purposes within the Replacement Plan and 

that they are an appropriate tool to continue to use. 

11. SUBMISSIONS AND FURTHER SUBMISSIONS 

11.1 Four submissions and two further submissions were received that relate to 

the Minister’s designations. 

11.2 A further submission (1341) was received from Peter Hodge in opposition to 

CERA’s submission.  That further submission opposes the designation of 

The Frame – South (H10) and specifically the property at 227 Durham 

Street, stating that the Minister “has not progressed recovery in the area”, 

creating a “misused impediment” to the owners opportunity to redevelop 

and utilise their properties.    

11.3 The Minister’s notice to remove parts of the operative designations (refer 

paragraph 5.4 of my evidence) removed the designation from the southern 

portion of the site at 227 Durham Street (and much of the surrounding 

block).  This in part addresses the concerns raised by this submitter.  The 

designation is however retained across the northern portion of the site and 

through the centre of the block (running east-west) to provide a pedestrian / 

cycle connection, and thus the submitter remains affected by the 

designation. The continued need for the designation is addressed in the 

evidence of Mr Wilson. 

11.4 Submission 21 received from Mary Shackel opposes all the designations 

within the Central City of Christchurch on the basis that it is dangerous to 

rebuild the Central City where it was before the earthquakes.  The ability to 

rebuild safely in the Central City is addressed in the evidence of Mr 

O’Hagan, who confirms that it is safe to rebuild on the ten designated sites. 
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11.5 Submission 48 from Les Mills Property Ltd and G&T Productions Ltd relates 

to The Frame – North and East designation (H9) and specifically to the East 

Frame area.  The submission addresses the underlying zoning and the 

continued use of the land for a health and fitness centre, with associated 

carparking.  The submission does not seek that the designation be 

removed, but rather seeks the retention of the current commercial zoning 

and that the continuity of the current use be maintained under the current 

zoning. On that basis the submission is not related to whether the 

designation should be rolled over or not and therefore is not relevant to this 

hearing.  However, I note that the continued need for the designation and 

the proposed use of the land is set out in the evidence of Mr Wilson. 

11.6 A further submission (1237) from Sarah Hall on behalf of Generation Zero 

opposes the Les Mills submission on the basis that the number of car parks 

provided detracts from the amenities of the area. This is not related to the 

matter of whether the land should be designated or not and is not relevant 

to this hearing. 

11.7 Submission 594 from Roland Logan and Sharon Ng opposes the Stadium 

designation (H8), and seeks its removal due to the uncertainty of the 

development proceeding and the stadium compromising the quality of life 

for the adjoining residential zone.  The continued need for the designation is 

addressed in the evidence of Mr Wilson, as is the intention that this project 

be given effect to within the 10 year duration applied to this designation. In 

relation to the compatibility of uses, I address the management of adverse 

effects in paragraphs 8.1-8.9 of my evidence.  
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11.8 Submission 793 from Church Property Trustees relates to the stadium 

designation (H8), and sought that it be removed from their property at 236 

Hereford Street.  This submission point has subsequently been withdrawn16 

however it is relevant to note that the Minister’s recent notice removed the 

operative designation from the whole of the site at 236 Hereford Street, as 

addressed in paragraph 5.4 of my evidence.  To ensure consistency, I 

consider it would be appropriate to also remove the same portion of the 

designation within the Replacement Plan. 

 

Kenneth George Gimblett 

26 January 2015  

                                                
16

 By email to the Independent Hearings Panel on 14 January 2015. 
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ATTACHMENT A: RELEVANT EXTRACTS 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 

Objective 6.2.1 - Recovery framework 

Recovery, rebuilding and development are enabled within Greater Christchurch 
through a land use and infrastructure framework that: 

(1) identifies priority areas for urban development within Greater Christchurch; 

(2) identifies Key Activity Centres which provide a focus for high quality, and, where 
appropriate, mixed-use development that incorporates the principles of good urban 
design; 

(3) avoids urban development outside of existing urban areas or greenfield priority 
areas for development, unless expressly provided for in the CRPS; 

(4) protects outstanding natural features and landscapes including those within the 
Port Hills from inappropriate subdivision, use and development; 

(5) protects and enhances indigenous biodiversity and public space; 

(6) maintains or improves the quantity and quality of water in groundwater aquifers 
and surface water bodies, and quality of ambient air; 

(7) maintains the character and amenity of rural areas and settlements; 

(8) protects people from unacceptable risk from natural hazards and the effects of 
sea-level rise; 

(9) integrates strategic and other infrastructure and services with land use 
development; 

(10) achieves development that does not adversely affect the efficient operation, 
use, development, appropriate upgrade, and future planning of strategic 
infrastructure and freight hubs; 

(11) optimises use of existing infrastructure; and 

(12) provides for development opportunities on Māori Reserves in Greater 
Christchurch. 

Objective 6.2.2 – Urban form and settlement pattern 

The urban form and settlement pattern in Greater Christchurch is managed to 
provide sufficient land for rebuilding and recovery needs and set a foundation for 
future growth, with an urban form that achieves consolidation and intensification of 
urban areas, and avoids unplanned expansion of urban areas, by: 

(1) aiming to achieve the following targets for intensification as a proportion of 
overall growth through the period of recovery: 

(a) 35% averaged over the period between 2013 and 2016 

(b) 45% averaged over the period between 2016 to 2021 

(c) 55% averaged over the period between 2022 and 2028; 

(2) providing higher density living environments including mixed use developments 
and a greater range of housing types, particularly in and around the Central City, in 
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and around Key Activity Centres, and larger neighbourhood centres, and in 
greenfield priority areas and brownfield sites; 

(3) reinforcing the role of the Christchurch central business district within the 
Greater Christchurch area as identified in the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan; 

(4) providing for the development of greenfield priority areas on the periphery of 
Christchurch’s urban area, and surrounding towns at a rate and in locations that 
meet anticipated demand and enables the efficient provision and use of network 
infrastructure; 

(5) encouraging sustainable and self-sufficient growth of the towns of Rangiora, 
Kaiapoi, Woodend, Lincoln, Rolleston and Prebbleton and consolidation of the 
existing settlement of West Melton; 

(6) Managing rural residential development outside of existing urban and priority 
areas; and  

(7) Providing for development opportunities on Māori Reserves. 

Objective 6.2.3 – Sustainability 

Recovery and rebuilding is undertaken in Greater Christchurch that: 

(1) provides for quality living environments incorporating good urban design; 

(2) retains identified areas of special amenity and historic heritage value; 

(3) retains values of importance to Tangata Whenua; 

(4) provides a range of densities and uses; and 

(5) is healthy, environmentally sustainable, functionally efficient, and prosperous. 

Objective 6.2.5 – Key activity and other centres 

Support and maintain the existing network of centres below as the focal points for 
commercial, community and service activities during the recovery period: 

(1) The Central City 

(2) Key Activity Centres 

(3) Neighbourhood centres. 

These centres will be high quality, support a diversity of business opportunities 
including appropriate mixeduse development, and incorporate good urban design 
principles.  

The development and distribution of commercial activity will avoid significant 
adverse effects on the function and viability of these centres. 

 

Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch  

The following goals are particularly relevant to the use of the anchor project 
designations to facilitate recovery of the Central City:  

Goal 1. CERA, the public and private sector and communities coordinate with 
each other to contribute to the recovery and future growth of greater 
Christchurch - by: 
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1.1 facilitating a timely and efficient recovery, including intervening where 
necessary to remove impediments, resolve issues and provide certainty; 

Goal 2. Revitalise greater Christchurch as the heart of a prosperous region 
for business, work, education, and increased investment in new activities - 
by: 

2.1 planning for a well-functioning Christchurch central city, thriving suburban 
centres, flourishing rural towns and a productive rural sector; 

2.3 restoring the confidence of the business sector and the insurance and finance 
markets to enable economic recovery and growth; 

2.4 renewing the region's brand and reputation as a safe, desirable and attractive 
place to live, study, visit and invest; 

2.11 facilitating the recovery and development of the Central Business District. 

Goal 3. Strengthen community resilience, safety and wellbeing, and enhance 
quality of life for residents and visitors - by: 

3.1 enabling and empowering local communities to shape and lead their own 
recovery; 

3.2 growing capacity, knowledge and skills within the community to build resilience; 

3.3 delivering community, health, education and social services that are 
collaborative, accessible, innovative and inclusive; 

Goal 4. Renew greater Christchurch's unique identity and its vitality 
expressed through sport, recreation, art, history, heritage and traditions - by: 

4.1 acknowledging and celebrating the rich and diverse Ngāi Tahu, colonial and 
other heritages and connections; 

4.5 acknowledging losses and creating spaces to remember, while embracing 
necessary changes to the city's character and urban form. 

Goal 5. Develop resilient, cost effective, accessible and integrated 
infrastructure, buildings, housing and transport networks - by: 

5.2 supporting innovative urban design, buildings, technology and infrastructure to 
redefine greater Christchurch as a safe place built for the future; 

5.3 rebuilding infrastructure and buildings in a resilient, cost-effective and energy-
efficient manner; 

 

Proposals for the Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

The relevant objectives and policies of the notified Proposals for the Replacement 
Plan have a focus on ensuring:  

3.6.1 Objective  Recovery and long-term future of the district 

a. The recovery and development of Christchurch as a dynamic and 
internationally competitive city with: 
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i. sufficient land to meet the community's immediate recovery and longer 
term needs for housing, economic development, rural activities and 
community facilities 

ii. a range of housing options, including affordable housing and papakainga 

iii. diverse opportunities for business to establish and prosper 

iv. transport and other infrastructure that is coordinated and integrated with 
land use and supports sustainable development and economic growth 

v. a distinctive identity and quality urban environment that is attractive to 
business, residents and visitors 

vi. recognition of the ancestral and contemporary relationship between Ngai 
Tahu and the land 

vii. revitalised communities where people enjoy a high quality of life 

viii. long-term sustainable and efficient use of resources, including those that 
contribute to the wellbeing of manawhenua. 

3.6.2 Objective - Development form and function 

a. An integrated pattern of development and well-functioning urban form that: 

i. provides certainty about where development can occur  

ii. avoids natural hazards or adequately remedies or mitigates the risks 

iii. consolidates development for urban activities  

iv. improves people’s connectivity and accessibility to employment, 
transport, services and community facilities 

v. links green and open spaces to enhance indigenous biodiversity and flora 
and fauna corridors, and recreational and access opportunities 

vi. promotes the efficient provision and use of infrastructure, particularly 
strategic infrastructure  

vii. improves energy efficiency and provides for renewable energy and use 

viii. supports the role of the central city  and suburban and town centres as 
community focal points for housing, commercial, service, community and 
transport activity 

ix. restores and enhances the role of the central city as the principal 
community focal point for greater Christchurch and supports the major 
role of Key Activity Centres (as identified in the Canterbury Regional 
Policy Statement) as community focal points for significant areas of 
Christchurch and for adjoining districts  

x. recognises the landscape, recreational and environmental values of rural 
areas. 

3.6.2.7 Policy - Community focal points 

a. Maintain and enhance the function and viability of, and public investment in, the 
Central City and Key Activity Centres (as identified in the Canterbury Regional 
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Policy Statement), and ensure those centres provide a high quality urban 
environment as key community focal points. 

b. Restore and reinforce the role and attractiveness of the Central City as the 
primary community focal point for the district. 

3.6.6 Objective - Amenity, health and safety 

a. The health and safety of the district’s residents is protected, and the amenity 
values they enjoy are protected or enhanced, including: 

i. the protection of people and the environment from the adverse effects of 
contaminated land and hazardous substances 

ii. new activities and development do not create significant health, nuisance 
or other adverse effects for people or the environment 

iii. sensitive activities are not established near lawfully established activities 
that generate noise, odour and other adverse effects. 

15.1.1 Objective 1 - Focus of commercial activity 

a. Commercial activity is primarily focussed within a network of centres 
(comprising the Central City, District, Neighbourhood, Local and Large Format 
centres) through intensification and in a way and at a rate that: 

i. supports the function of District and Neighbourhood Centres as 
community focal points, while giving primacy to the central city, followed 
by District Centres and Neighbourhood Centres identified as Key Activity 
Centres; 

ii. is consistent with the defined role of each centre (refer to Policy 1 Table 
15.1 and Appendix 15.9.1); 

iii. supports a compact and sustainable urban form that provides for the 
integration of commercial activity with community, residential and 
recreational activities in locations highly accessible by a range of modes 
of transport; 

iv.  supports the recovery of centres  in the short to medium term, and 
enhances the vitality and the amenity of centres; 

v. ensures goods, services and other facilities are readily accessible to 
residents, visitors and workers by a range of modes of transport; 

vi.  manages strategic adverse effects, including effects on the transport 
network and public and private infrastructure; and 

vii. is integrated with the delivery of infrastructure. 

15.1.1.1 Policy 1 - Role of centres 

a. Maintain and strengthen commercial centres through intensification within 
centres that reflects their functions and catchment sizes, and in a way that: 

i. gives primacy to and does not adversely affect the recovery of the Central 
City as a regional centre and the primary destination for a concentration 
of a wide range and scale of activities serving the district’s population 
including shopping, employment, offices, commerce, administration, 
entertainment, events, tourism and transport services; 
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ii. supports and enhances the role of District Centres as significant focal 
points of commercial and community activity, serving a wide catchment 
and providing for a diverse range of commercial and community activities, 
social interaction and recreation in a highly accessible location by a range 
of modes of transport; 

iii. maintains the role of Neighbourhood Centres, while prioritising support for 
the Neighbourhood centre of Spreydon defined as Key Activity Centre, as 
a destination for weekly and daily shopping, local employment and 
community needs, with a range of activities that are accessible to the 
surrounding residential catchment by a range of modes of transport; 

iv. maintains Local Centres and their role to cater primarily for the day to day 
convenience shopping and commercial service needs of the immediate 
walkable residential catchment; and 

v. maintains the large format retail function of the Commercial Retail Park 
Zone, located within District Centres at Hornby and Belfast or as 
standalone ‘Large Format Centres’, by providing for predominately large 
format retail activities (excluding supermarkets and department stores), 
yard based suppliers and trade suppliers and limiting the scale of office 
activity to an ancillary function . 

  Role Centre Zoning can 
include: 

 A.  Central Business 
District  
 
Principal employment 
and business centre for 
the city and wider 
region and to become 
the primary destination 
for comparison 
shopping, 
entertainment, events, 
cultural and tourism 
activities.  
 
Provides for residential, 
recreational, and 
community activities as 
well as civic and 
cultural venues/ 
facilities serving the 
City’s population and 
visitors to the City. 
 
The focus for City, sub-
regional and wider 
transport services, 
accessible to large 
areas of the city by 
public transport routes.  

 Central City Central City 
Business 
Central City 
Mixed Use 



 

BF\52376343\11 Page 29 

B. District Centre - Key 
Activity Centre 
 
Major retail destination 
for shopping and a focal 
point for employment 
(including offices), 
community activities 
(including libraries, 
meeting places), 
entertainment (including 
movie theatres, 
restaurants, bars) and 
residential activity. 
 
Anchored by large 
retailers including 
department store(s) and 
supermarket(s).  
 
Serves a sector of the 
City’s population and in 
some cases, the 
greater Christchurch 
area. 
 
Accessible by a range 
of modes of transport, 
including multiple bus 
routes. Public transport 
facilities/ interchange 
proposed. 

Riccarton, Hornby, 
Papanui/Northlands, 
Shirley/Palms, 
Eastgate/Linwood, 
Belfast, North Halswell 
(emerging),  

Commercial 
Core 
Commercial 
Fringe 
Commercial 
Retail Park in 
Hornby and 
Belfast 

C. Neighbourhood Centre 
- Key Activity Centre 
 
A retail destination for 
weekly and daily 
shopping needs as well 
as community, 
entertainment (cafes, 
restaurants and bars) 
and residential 
activities. In some 
cases, small scale 
offices provide 
employment. 
 
A focal point for 
intensification and 
activity. 
 
Anchored by a 
supermarket(s) and in 
some cases, a 
department store. 

Spreydon/ Barrington Commercial 
Core 
Commercial 
Fringe 



 

BF\52376343\11 Page 30 

 
Serves the immediately 
surrounding suburbs. 
 
Accessible by a range 
of modes of transport, 
including frequent bus 
services. Public 
transport facilities/ 
interchange proposed. 

 D. Neighbourhood Centre 
- Other 
 
 
A retail destination for 
weekly and daily 
shopping needs as well 
as community, 
entertainment (cafes, 
restaurants and bars) 
and residential 
activities. In some 
cases, small scale 
offices provide 
employment. 
 
Anchored by a 
supermarket(s) and in 
some cases, a 
department store. 
 
Serves the immediately 
surrounding suburbs. 
 
Accessible by a range 
of modes of transport, 
including frequent bus 
services.  

Bush Inn/Church Corner, 
Merivale, Bishopdale, Prestons 
(emerging), Ferrymead, 
Sydenham (Colombo Street 
between Brougham Street and 
Moorhouse Avenue), 
Addington, Avonhead, Sumner, 
Akaroa, Colombo/Beaumont 
(Colombo Street between 
Devon Street and Angus 
Street), Edgeware, Fendalton, 
Beckenham, Halswell, Lyttelton, 
Ilam/Clyde, Parklands, 
Redcliffs, Richmond, St Martins, 
Stanmore/Worcester, 
Sydenham South (Colombo 
Street between Brougham 
Street and Southampton 
Street), Wairakei/Greers Road, 
Wigram (emerging), Woolston, 
Wainoni, Yaldhurst (emerging) 

Commercial 
Core 
Commercial 
Fringe 
Commercial 
Banks 
Peninsula at 
Lyttelton and 
Akaroa   
Commercial 
Local zone at 
Beckenham 
and Wigram 

 E. Large Format centre  
Standalone retail 
centre, comprising 
stores with large 
footprints for the display 
of furniture, whiteware 
and/or other bulky 
goods, and/or building 
improvement centres. 
Provision of other 
commercial activities, 
residential and 
community uses is 
limited. 
 

Cranford, Moorhouse Avenue, 
Shirley Homebase, Tower 
Junction 

 Commercial 
Retail Park 
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Serves large sectors of 
the City. 
 
Accessible by private 
vehicle with limited 
public transport 
services. 

 F.  Local Centres 
 
A small group of 
primarily convenience 
shops and community 
uses, serving the needs 
of the immediately 
surrounding residential 
area. 
 
Accessible by walking, 
cycling from the area it 
serves and on a bus 
route in some 
instances.  

All other commercial centres   Commercial 
Local 

 

15.1.2 Objective 2 - Achieving high quality urban design outcomes 

a. A scale, form and design of development that is consistent with the role of a 
centre, and which: 

i. recognises the Central City and District Centres as strategically important 
focal points for community and commercial investment; 

ii. contributes to a high quality urban environment and enhances the 
character of the centre;  

iii. is integrated with the surroundings; 

iv. minimises adverse effects on adjoining land uses; and 

v. recognises Ngāi Tahu/ manawhenua values 

15.1.2.2 Policy 8 - Design of new development 

a. Require new development to be well-designed and laid out by: 

i. encouraging pedestrian activity and amenity along street frontages and in 
adjoining public spaces and enabling interaction between public and 
private space; 

ii. being of visual interest and a human scale while contributing to the 
character and coherence of a centre; 

iii. integrating with adjacent sites and buildings around it; 

iv. facilitating movement within a site and with the surrounding area for 
people of all mobilities and ages, by a range of modes of transport 
through well-defined, convenient and safe routes; 
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v. enabling visitors to a centre to orientate themselves and find their way 
with strong visual and physical connections with the surrounding area; 

vi. promoting a safe environment for people and reflecting principles of 
Crime Prevention through Environmental Design; 

vii. providing for adaptive re-use of buildings and sites; 

viii. incorporating principles of environmentally sustainable design including 
energy efficiency, water conservation and the reuse of stormwater; and 

ix. promoting or maintaining views to prominent physical features 

x. achieving a high level of amenity as viewed from the street and other 
public spaces through the location and layout of buildings, landscaping 
and screening while minimising impacts on adjoining environments. 

xi. providing adequate and convenient space for storage while ensuring it is 
screened to not detract from the site's visual amenity. 

b. Ensure the design of development makes a positive contribution to the 
streetscape and character of its surroundings, while having regard to the 
functional requirements of activities, particularly large format retail activities. 

c. In addition to the above, require residential development to be well-designed 
and laid out by ensuring: 

i. a high quality healthy living environment through: 

A. the provision of sufficient and conveniently located internal and 

outdoor living spaces; 

B. good accessibility within a development and with adjoining areas; and  

C. minimising disturbance from noise and activity in a centre (and the 
potential for reverse sensitivity issues to arise). 

 


