
BEFORE THE INDEPENDENT HEARINGS PANEL 
 

 
 
UNDER the Resource Management Act 

1991 and the Canterbury 
Earthquake (Christchurch 
Replacement District Plan) 
Order 2014 

 
AND 
 
IN THE MATTER of the Proposed Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan – 
Commercial and Industrial 
Chapters 

 

SUBMITTER Foodstuffs South Island Limited 
and Foodstuffs (South Island) 
Properties Limited 

(Submitter 705 and Further 
Submitter 1324) 

 
 
 
 
 
 

BRIEF OF EVIDENCE OF 
  DANIEL IAN THORNE 

 
24 APRIL 2015 

______________________________________________________________  

 

 



1 

ASB-845262-48-861-V1 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Daniel Ian Thorne.  

1.2 I am currently employed as a Senior Planner with Aurecon, an 

international engineering, surveying and planning consultancy.  I hold 

a Bachelor’s Degree in Environmental Management and a Post 

Graduate Diploma in Resource Studies (Distinction) from Lincoln 

University.  I am an Associate Member of the New Zealand Planning 

Institute, and have over eight years' experience in the resource 

management field.   

1.3 I have prepared consent applications and plan change requests for a 

variety of activities across the South Island and regularly give expert 

planning evidence in respect of the same. The majority of my 

experience has been in the fields of urban development and 

telecommunications. I have more recently been involved with the 

rezoning of land for residential and business activities in Greater 

Christchurch, as well as the preparation of consent applications for 

large scale residential, commercial and industrial developments.   

1.4 I have provided resource management advice and services to 

Foodstuffs South Island Limited and Foodstuffs (South Island) 

Properties Limited (Foodstuffs) since 2008, with project experience 

involving the consenting and rezoning of land for the development of 

several supermarkets, food warehouses, associated car parking and a 

distribution centre.   

1.5 In preparing this evidence I have reviewed: 

 The Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan as notified 

(pCRDP); 

 Chapter 3 Strategic Directions of the Replacement District Plan 

(decision version dated 26 February 2015); 

 The revised versions of the Commercial and Industrial proposals 

(dated 8 April 2015); 

 The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS); 
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 The statement of expectations in Schedule 4 of the Canterbury 

Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 

(the Order); 

 The submission (705) and further submission (1324) of Foodstuffs; 

 The evidence in chief of Council’s Planning and Urban Design 

Experts, Mr Mark Stevenson and Mr Graeme McIndoe 

respectively; 

 The evidence in chief of Foodstuffs’ Urban Design Expert, Mr 

Andrew Burns.  

1.6 In preparing my evidence I have read and agree to comply with Code 

of Conduct for Expert Witnesses (Environment Court Practice Note 

2014).  This evidence is within my area of expertise except where I 

state that I am relying on facts or information provided by another 

person.  I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that 

might alter or detract from the opinions that I express. 

2. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

2.1 My evidence is prepared on behalf of Foodstuffs, and focuses on the 

‘general’ submission matters relating to the Commercial and Industrial 

proposals. In this regard, my evidence is focused on those general 

submission points identified by Foodstuffs relating to; objectives and 

policies, activity and built form standards, matters of discretion, and 

insofar as they are relevant and within scope, definitions, associated 

with the Commercial and Industrial proposals.   

2.2 My evidence addresses the following matters: 

(a) a summary of Foodstuffs’ general submission matters relevant to 

the Commercial and Industrial Proposals of the pCRDP; 

(b) consideration of the revised version of the Commercial proposal;  

(c) consideration of the revised version of the Industrial Proposal; 

(d) conclusion based on my assessment of the submission, the 

evidence of the Urban Design Experts Mr McIndoe and Mr 

Burns, and the Planning evidence of Mr Stevenson.  
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2.3 I note that Mr Mark Allan will separately address from a planning 

perspective the ‘site specific’ submission matters raised by Foodstuffs. 

These site specific submission matters generally relate to the zone 

and centre status of specific supermarket sites, whereas my evidence 

focuses on the general provisions of the pCRDP.  

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

3.1 This evidence is focused on Foodstuffs’ ‘general’ submission matters 

relating to the Commercial and Industrial proposals. 

3.2 Foodstuffs’ are generally supportive of the objectives and policies in 

the notified Commercial and Industrial proposal with opposition 

primarily in respect of the complexity and unduly prescriptive nature of 

the policies, methods and matters of discretion. 

3.3 The amendments made by the Council to the pCRDP since notification 

have gone some way in addressing the key concerns of Foodstuffs. 

However it is considered that further amendments could be made to: 

(a) Clearly state the outcomes sought to be achieved in the 

objectives and policies  

(b) Reduce reliance on resource consent process; 

(c) Reduce the prescriptiveness of the development controls and 

design standards; and 

(d) Use clear, concise language to ensure ease of use.  

3.4 With the above in mind, the further amendments outlined in 

Attachment 1 address the following key matters: 

(a) 15.1.1.5 Policy 5 – to clearly convey the outcome that is to be 

achieved with respect to accommodating growth of commercial 

centres; 

(b) 15.1.2.2 Policy 10 – to provide specific recognition of the 

functional and operational requirements of large formal retail 

activities; 

(c) 16.1.2.1 Policy 6 – to enable and support brownfield 

redevelopment opportunities for commercial activities; 
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(d) 15.2.2.1 Permitted Activities (Urban Design) – to amend the 

urban design trigger requirements and provide an exemption to 

visible additions to buildings;  

(e) 15.2.3.3 Building setback from road boundaries / street scene –

to reconsider the appropriateness of a road hierarchy in requiring 

built road frontage and amend provisions relating to the provision 

of verandas and transparent glazing requirements; 

(f) 16.2.2.1 Ancillary office activity – to remove the restriction on 

gross leasable floor area as an unnecessary consenting 

requirement; and 

(g) 15.8.1.2, 15.8.1.4 and definition of supermarket – to amend 

matters of discretion and reference to specified floor areas so as 

to ensure a clear and concise planning framework. 

3.5 I consider that with the changes proposed, the provisions will be 

consistent with the Order’s statement of expectations, the Strategic 

Direction Objectives of the Replacement Plan, and represent the most 

appropriate method in terms of Section 32 of the Resource 

Management Act 1991 (the Act).   

4. FOODSTUFFS – SUMMARY OF CHANGES SOUGHT TO 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

4.1 The submission of Foodstuffs was generally supportive of the 

objectives and policies in the notified Commercial and Industrial 

proposals, with opposition primarily in respect of the complexity and 

unduly prescriptive nature of the policies, methods and matters of 

discretion. In general, the key concerns identified by Foodstuffs 

focused around the following: 

(a) The imposition of unnecessary regulation impediments and 

additional consenting requirements;  

(b) The prescriptiveness and complexity of the activity and built form 

standards; 

(c) The lack of recognition of the operational and functional 

requirements of larger format retail activities within policies, rules 

and matters of discretion; 
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(d) The inappropriate emphasis and priority placed on achieving 

high quality urban design at the expense of the functionality of 

activities.  

4.2 Noting the Council’s revised amendments to the Commercial and 

Industrial proposal, I consider improvements have been made in 

respect of the above matters. To this end and for the sake of brevity, I 

do not wish to highlight all aspects of the Foodstuffs submission points 

where I am in agreement with Mr Stevenson and the revised 

amendments. Rather, I will focus my assessment on those matters 

where I consider further improvements could be made to the revised 

versions of the Commercial and Industrial proposals to improve clarity 

and certainty, in line with the Order’s statement of expectations. A 

complete list of the amendments that I propose is included as 

Attachment 1 to my evidence.  

4.3 With respect to the areas where I am in agreement with the revised 

versions of the Commercial and Industrial proposals, I accept the 

evidence of Mr Stevenson on these matters.   

5. OUTCOMES OF MEDIATION 

5.1 I note that I attended the Commercial and Industrial proposal 

mediation sessions held on 16 April 2015 and 20 April 2015 which 

addressed matters relating to: 

(a) The overall strategy for managing commercial activity / centres-

based approach; 

(b) Brownfield development; 

(c) The relationship between centres and the establishment of a 

hierarchy; and  

(d) Urban design provisions and development standards.  

5.2 Whilst good progress was made at the mediation sessions, revised 

amendments arising from the sessions were not able to be confirmed 

and circulated before evidence was due to be filed. I understand that 

Mr Stevenson was to redraft provisions in light of mediation and 

outline these in his rebuttal evidence. To this end my evidence focuses 

on the revised versions of the Commercial and Industrial proposals 
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(dated 8 April 2015), and the amendments I propose are generally 

consistent with those discussed at mediation.  

6. COMMERCIAL PROPOSAL – RESPONSE TO REVISED 

AMENDMENTS  

Objectives and Policies 

6.1 Foodstuffs were generally supportive of the objectives and policies in 

the notified Commercial Proposal, with opposition primarily in terms of 

the approach taken with respect to the level of primacy given to Key 

Activity Centres and the prescriptiveness and lack of flexibility within 

the design outcomes sought for new development.   

6.2 Council has in their revised version of the Commercial proposal 

addressed these matters in part. In particular I consider the deletion of 

15.1.1.2 Policy 2 – Role, extent and development of key activity 

centres assists in clarifying the centres hierarchy, which in my view is 

appropriately captured and clarified within 15.1.1 Objective 2 – Focus 

of commercial activity and 15.1.1.1 Policy 1 – Role of centres.  

6.3 The revised version of the Commercial proposal includes a new Policy 

(15.1.1.5 Policy 5 – Accommodating Growth). This Policy, as the name 

suggests seeks to accommodate growth, principally within existing 

commercial centres, and provides for expansion outside of commercial 

centres in certain circumstances. I have concerns that the wording of 

the policy does not clearly convey the outcome that is to be achieved, 

and to this end consider that it would benefit from amendment.  

6.4 15.1.1.5 Policy 5(a) reads: 

(a) Growth in demand for commercial activity is accommodated 

principally within existing commercial centres 

6.5 I consider that (a) is unnecessary in the context of the specific 

objectives and policies which address the focus of commercial activity 

and the role of centres, and to this end I propose that it be deleted. 

6.6 I support the intent of (b) which seeks to provide for expansion of 

commercial centres in certain circumstances. However, I consider (b) 

could benefit from amendment to identify that the policy provides for 

expansion ‘of’ commercial centres, as opposed to expansion ‘outside’ 
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of commercial centres. I consider this slight rephrasing improves the 

clarity of and better reflects the intent of the clause.   

6.7 I have concerns with sub-clauses (b)(ii) and b(iv) of Policy 5, neither of 

which I consider provide a clear or practical outcome that is able to be 

achieved when undertaking an expansion of a commercial centre. In 

this regard, (b)(ii) requires  

(a) equivalent compensatory capacity for that which is lost through 

expansion  

6.8 I consider this requirement is unclear, problematic and impractical 

taking into account the nature of any commercial centre development. 

I therefore recommend that b(ii) be deleted, instead relying on (b)(i) to 

manage the scale of any expansion of a commercial centre to ensure 

that any expansion is commensurate with the centre’s role within the 

commercial centre network.   

6.9 I consider that sub clause (b)(iv) creates an inappropriately high test 

for expansion of a commercial centre, essentially requiring that any 

adverse effects at the boundary of the expanded area to be consistent 

with the amenity values of the adjoining residential zone. Any 

expansion of a commercial centre would in my view ultimately give rise 

to a change in amenity at the zone interface, and therefore I consider 

a more suitable approach would be to: 

(a) Ensure appropriate management of adverse effects on the 

surrounding environment, particularly at the interface with 

residential areas.  

6.10 I consider that the amended wording I have drafted in Attachment 1 

more appropriately reflects the outcome that is sought to be achieved 

by 15.1.1.5 Policy 5, and provides clear and concise wording. I note 

the changes I have proposed are supported by Mr Burns, and are 

generally consistent with those changes discussed at mediation.  

6.11 I support the amendments proposed to 15.1.2.2 Policy 10 – Design of 

new development (Policy 8 in the notified pCRDP) insofar as the 

changes appropriately recognise the functional and operational 

requirements of activities, and provide greater flexibility in terms of 

delivering well designed and laid out development. However, I 

consider that a further minor amendment is warranted to 15.1.2.2 
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Policy 10(b) to provide specific recognition within the policy that large 

format retail activities generally have greater functional and 

operational requirements than smaller retail activities.  In addition I 

support the proposed amendment of Mr Burns (paragraph 38) which 

recommends that the focus within 15.1.2.2 Policy 10(b) should be on 

the ‘setting for development’, and not the more general ‘existing built 

form’. To this end, I consider that 15.1.2.2 Policy 10 (b) should be 

amended as I have set out in Attachment 1.  

6.12 In all other respects I consider the objectives and policies of the 

Commercial proposal are generally clear in their intent and wording 

and I support them accordingly. 

Activity and Built Form Standards 

6.13 Foodstuff’s submission opposed rules for the Commercial proposal 

which were considered to be excessively detailed or prescriptive. 

While I consider that the revised version of the Commercial proposal is 

a significant improvement on the notified pCRDP I consider further 

amendments are warranted to improve certainty, and reduce 

prescriptiveness and consenting requirements. In reaching my 

conclusion in respect of the appropriateness of the amendments I 

have recommended I have given particular consideration to the 

evidence of both Mr Burns and Mr McIndoe.  

6.14 The key areas in which I have recommended amendments to the 

revised version of the Commercial proposal relate to the urban design 

activity specific standard (15.2.2.1 P1), and the building setback / 

street scene built form standard (15.2.3.3). I address these matters in 

turn.  

Urban Design Trigger 

6.15 The pCRDP as notified proposed a prescriptive and somewhat 

complicated urban design trigger which involved an assessment of; 

the gross floor area (500m2), whether the site was a corner site, and 

whether the site was subject to a key pedestrian frontage notation. 

The revised version represents an improvement to this ‘urban design 

trigger’ through the simplification of the criteria to a gross floor area 

(1000m2) and elevation face (no more than 20m in length) assessment 
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only, with ‘key pedestrian frontages’ having been removed from the 

pCRDP altogether.  

6.16 For a supermarket operator such as Foodstuffs, the increase in the 

gross floor area trigger is unlikely to reduce consenting requirements, 

as the larger format development of supermarkets will generally 

always trigger this requirement. I note that Mr Burns and Mr McIndoe 

both recommend a more conservative gross floor area trigger of 

500m2 be utilised instead of the 1000m2 recommended by Mr 

Stevenson. I also note Mr Burns’ recommendation (paragraph 39) that 

the 20m elevation face restriction is unduly onerous and should be 

removed, with reliance able to be placed on the matters of discretion 

identified in 15.8.1 (Urban Design) to address issues relating to the 

elevational treatment of buildings.  

6.17 With regards to the recommendations of the relevant urban design 

experts, I accept that it is appropriate to have an urban design trigger 

based on the gross floor area of buildings. I do however have some 

concern with the 20m elevation length trigger, which in the context of 

the larger retail development anticipated within the Commercial Core 

zone appears to be unduly restrictive. I consider that such a 

requirement does not reflect the nature and scale of commercial 

activities anticipated to establish within these centres.  

6.18 Given the above, and recognising that; the matters of discretion have 

been amended to take into account and recognise the functional and 

operational requirements of activities; and the urban design 

assessment requirement involves no affected parties and a non-

notified consent process (as per 15.2.2.3(RD1)), I support the 

recommendation of Mr Burns which would see a reduction in the gross 

floor area trigger requirement within 15.2.2.1(P1) to 500m2, with the 

20m elevation length requirement deleted.  I consider a trigger on the 

gross floor area of buildings is sufficient in itself to ensure an 

appropriate level of control is retained over the length, design and 

architectural treatment of building elevations. In my view, such an 

approach is consistent with the intention of the Order’s statement of 

expectations to reduce the number of development controls, whilst 

also ensuring appropriate controls are in place to ensure a high quality 
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urban environment can be achieved, consistent with Objective 3.3.7 of 

the Strategic Directions of the Replacement Plan.  

6.19 I consider that 15.2.2.1(P1) is missing a key component, and that is an 

exemption from the urban design trigger for minor additions to 

buildings which are visible from a publicly accessible space. This 

matter has been identified by both Mr McIndoe (Paragraph 8.9) and Mr 

Burns (Paragraph 40), and both experts support exemptions from the 

urban design assessment for minor additions to buildings visible from 

a publicly access place of less than 500m2 in gross floor area. I 

support such an exemption, which in my view provides an enabling 

framework which will assist in reducing the reliance on resource 

consent processes, consistent with the Order’s statement of 

expectations. 

Street Scene 

6.20 The revised version of the Commercial proposal includes significant 

changes to 15.2.3.3 (Building setback from road boundaries / street 

scene). The notified version of the pCRDP prescribed a requirement 

for buildings to be built entirely up to the road boundary (i.e. 100%) 

where the site was subject to a ‘key pedestrian frontage’, along with 

specific requirements relating to the provision of verandas and 

transparent glazing. In instances where a site was not subject to a key 

pedestrian frontage, buildings were only required to be built up to 40% 

of the road frontage. The amendments proposed in the revised version 

of the Commercial proposal see the removal of the ‘key pedestrian 

frontage’ notation altogether from the pCRDP, and in its place 

proposes a requirement for buildings fronting arterial or collector roads 

to be built up to 70% of the road frontage. I understand that there is no 

requirement for buildings to be built to the road frontage where they 

front ‘local’ roads.  

6.21 I consider that the proposed amendments to 15.2.3.3 have in a large 

number of circumstances resulted in an even greater restriction on 

built development. I consider the requirement to be built up to 70% of 

the site frontage on account solely of the road hierarchy to be a 

particularly blunt approach, and one that doesn’t take into account the 

local settings, or the functional requirements of activities, which may or 
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may not support a requirement for buildings to be built up to the road 

frontage.  Rather, I consider the use of a key pedestrian frontage 

notation (as per the approach taken with the notified pCRDP) to be a 

more suitable and tailored approach than that now proposed.  

6.22 My concerns with the use of key pedestrian frontage notations in the 

notified pCRDP was that they were too liberally applied, and in my 

opinion, were absent of any great examination as to their 

appropriateness in the locations in which they were identified. I note 

that Foodstuffs’ were opposed to the establishment of key pedestrian 

frontages on several supermarket sites as the imposition of these 

notations did not reflect the built form, site layout, landscaping and 

pedestrian connectivity already established in these locations. I am 

comfortable with the concept of a key pedestrian frontage, albeit I 

consider that such an approach warrants further assessment and 

investigation to ensure that the notations are applied on key 

pedestrian routes, and only in circumstances where they are 

appropriate in the context of the existing development setting.  

6.23 Notwithstanding my comments above, I consider the reduction from 

the built road frontage requirement from 100% to 70% to be 

appropriate insofar as it provides some flexibility for development in 

locations where pedestrian activity and interaction is high. In instances 

where pedestrian interaction and activity is low, I would support the 

reduction of the built road frontage requirement to 40% as 

recommended by Mr Burns, recognising that the matters of discretion 

available under the urban design trigger will ensure consideration of 

the relationship to the street for larger developments captured by 

15.2.2.1(P1).  

6.24 The revised version of 15.2.3.3 identifies the deletion of the veranda 

requirement, which is not supported by Mr McIndoe or Mr Burns. I am 

generally in agreement with Mr McIndoe and Mr Burns in that there 

are numerous benefits from requiring veranadas, with these benefits 

most focused in locations where there is some degree of interaction 

with the street (i.e. building entrances). I have therefore recommended 

a change to 15.2.3.3 to reinstate the veranda requirement; albeit this is 

only required at building entrance points which front the street. I 

consider such an amendment is appropriate in order to ensure a high 
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quality built environment, consistent with Strategic Directions Objective 

3.3.7 of the Replacement Plan.   

6.25 I note that no changes have been proposed to the requirements 

relating to visually transparent glazing along elevations facing the 

street. Mr Burns considers that the requirement to have a minimum of 

60% visually transparent glazing on the ground floor elevation to be 

too prescriptive, and does not allow for alternative design techniques 

to achieve visual interest. I agree with Mr Burns on this point, and 

consider that a reduction to somewhere in the order of 40-50% would 

provide some flexibility in terms of the alternative design measures 

able to be employed to create visual interest and street activation, with 

this particularly relevant taking into account the potential functional or 

operational requirements of larger format retail activities. 

6.26 Notwithstanding all of the above, I strongly support the provision within 

15.2.2.3 (RD1) which identifies that any development which is 

captured by the urban design requirement within 15.2.2.1 is exempt 

from complying with the street scene rule (15.2.3.3). I consider that the 

matters of discretion available under the urban design assessment 

matters (15.8.1) are appropriate to consider the relevant street scene 

assessment criteria, and in many respects provides for greater 

consideration and recognition of the context of the development 

setting.  

Matters of Discretion 

6.27 I consider that the matters of discretion within the revised Commercial 

proposal have been improved, with greater recognition provided to the 

operational and functional requirements of activities which I support. 

To this end, my only comments on the matters of discretion are 

restricted to two specific matters relating to the relationship to the 

street, and access, parking and servicing, where I consider further 

amendment to the wording is warranted.  

6.28 I consider a further amendment to 15.8.1.2(a)(ii) is appropriate to 

recognise there are alternative approaches to creating visually 

interesting facades other than through glazing. I consider the wording 

of 15.8.1.2(a)(ii) inappropriately suggests that glazing is the only 

approach that can create visual interest. I agree with Mr Burns 
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recommended amendment to 15.8.1.2(a)(ii) which seeks to give 

consideration to alternative approaches to create visual interest 

through the introduction of wording as follows: 

(a) Whether the development relates to the street by… 

(ii) ‘providing a high level of glazing across key parts of the 

principal façade or appropriate levels of visual interest 

in those elevations and orientating active areas of 

buildings towards the street and other publicly accessible 

spaces’… 

6.29 I consider that such an outcome provides for consideration of 

innovation and choice in terms of the treatment of facades, and 

therefore in my view would ensure greater consistency with the 

Order’s statement of expectations (in particular (a)(ii)).   

6.30 I note Mr Burns proposes a minor amendment to 15.8.1.4(a)(i) to 

recognise that location or design can be taken into account with 

respect to minimising visual impacts of the provision of storage, 

servicing and vehicle parking areas. The current wording of 

15.8.1.4(a)(i) appears to suggest that both location and design are key 

matters to take into account when undertaking this assessment. I 

consider a minor rephrasing of 15.8.1.4(a)(i) such as that proposed by 

Mr Burns is appropriate in that it provides greater clarity and direction 

in the matter of discretion, and therefore I support the same.   

Definitions 

6.31 Mr Stevenson has provided specific comment on the definition of 

‘supermarket’ within Attachment E of his evidence, and has 

recommended that the definition for supermarket be amended as 

follows: 

(a) means an individual retail outlet greater than 1,000m2 with a 

specified minimum specific area that sells a comprehensive 

range of: 

a. food, beverage and other disposable goods such as fresh 

meat and produce; chilled, frozen, packaged, canned and 

bottled foodstuffs and beverages; and general housekeeping 

and personal goods; and 
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b. other household supplies comprising not more than 20% of 

all products offered for sale as measured by retail floor 

space. 

6.32 I support the proposed deletion of (b) which in my view is not a 

practical or defendable requirement, and nor does it appear to be 

supported by any evidence. I note that Mr Stevenson has 

recommended the deletion of the minimum floor area requirement on 

the basis that such a reference is more appropriately located within the 

permitted activity standards as part of a rule (p43 Attachment E of his 

evidence). This is subsequently reflected in 15.2.2.1 (P2) and (P3) 

which specifies a ‘supermarket (where an individual tenancy is greater 

than 1000m2)’ is a permitted activity.  

6.33 I disagree with Mr Stevenson on this matter, and recommend that if a 

supermarket is to be defined by a minimum floor area, this should be 

recorded in a definition for supermarket, and not within a rule. In my 

mind, this creates a clear and concise approach to the definition of 

supermarket which supports an easy to use plan framework, 

consistent with (i) of the Order’s statement of expectations. I therefore 

recommend that the reference to ‘greater than 1000m2’ be retained 

within the definition of supermarket, and the reference to ‘where an 

individual tenancy is greater than 1000m2’ be deleted from the relevant 

rule standards.   

7. INDUSTRIAL PROPOSAL 

Objectives and Policies 

7.1 Similarly to their approach to the Commercial proposal, Foodstuffs 

were generally supportive of the objectives and policies in the notified 

Industrial proposal, with opposition primarily in terms of the significant 

emphasis placed on enhancing visual amenity at the expense of the 

functional and operational requirements of industrial activities. The 

revised version of the Industrial proposal has addressed this concern 

insofar as; 

(a) 16.1.3 Objective 3 – Effects of industrial activities has been 

amended to identify that adverse effects of industrial activities 

are to be ‘managed to support the outcome for zone’, as 
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opposed to requiring ‘adverse effects to be avoided, remedied or 

mitigated’.  

(b) 16.1.2.1 Policy 8 – Improve visual amenity which sought the 

enhancement of the visual amenity of industrial sites along street 

frontages has been deleted.   

7.2 I consider the above changes serve to recognise the function and 

operational requirements of industrial activities, and the consequential 

lower level of amenity anticipated for these zones. To this end, I 

support the changes outlined.  

7.3 I note that Council have sought to introduce a new Objective relating 

to brownfield development (16.1.2 Objective 2 – Brownfield 

development), which is supported by an amended Policy 16.1.2.1 

Policy – Brownfield redevelopment. I consider Strategic Direction 

Objective 3.3.7(f) of the Replacement Plan to be particularly relevant 

on this matter, with this requiring the following: 

3.3.7 Objective – Urban growth, form and design 

A well-integrated pattern of development and infrastructure, a 

consolidated urban form, and a high quality urban environment 

that.. 

(f) Identifies opportunities for, and supports, the redevelopment 

of brownfield sites for residential, business or mixed use 

activities…  

7.4 I consider Objective 3.3.7 seeks to create an enabling approach to 

brownfield redevelopment, and to this end I question the wording of 

16.1.2.1 Policy 6 which seeks to support the redevelopment of 

brownfield sites for residential or mixed use activities and only a 

‘limited quantum of commercial activity’.  

7.5 I do not consider limiting the extent of commercial activity that can be 

undertaken on a brownfield site reflects the enabling approach sought 

by Strategic Direction Objective 3.3.7(f) of the Replacement Plan. I 

also note that (viii) of 16.1.2.1 Policy 6 provides for appropriate 

consideration of the impacts on the vitality and strategic role of 

commercial centres that may arise from brownfield redevelopment, 

ensuring that any brownfield redevelopment opportunity does not 

detract from the centres based approach to commercial development. 
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To this end I would support an amendment to 16.1.2.1 Policy 6 which 

would see removal of the reference to ‘a limited quantum’.  

Activity and Built Form Standards 

7.6 Foodstuffs submission raised several concerns with the prescriptive 

nature of the activity specific and built form standards of the Industrial 

proposal. I note that the revised version of the Industrial proposal 

reduces the prescriptiveness of the standards, and has addressed the 

concerns of Foodstuffs in part. In particular I support the deletion of 

the activity specific standards for permitted activities, the deletion of 

the road frontage fencing and screening structures requirement, and 

other general amendments to the built form standards which provide 

greater clarity and reduce prescriptiveness.  

7.7 One matter I wish to provide some comment on is the provision for 

ancillary office activity within industrial zones. The revised version of 

the Industrial proposal provides for ancillary office activity as a 

permitted activity within industrial zones (16.2.2.1(P3)), albeit subject 

to a restriction on gross floor area of 500m2 or 30% of the gross floor 

area of buildings on site, whichever is the lesser.  

7.8 I support the identification of ancillary office activity as a permitted 

activity within the industrial zones, however I suggest that the 

restriction on gross floor area is not required given the clear direction 

within 16.1.1.5 Policy 5 and the supporting rules that any permitted 

office activity must be ‘ancillary to a permitted or consented activity’ 

within the industrial zone. In my view, the requirement for office activity 

to be ancillary to a permitted or consented activity achieves the intent 

of Objective 6.2.6 of the CRPS relating to business land development 

in that the establishment of ancillary office development will support 

the continued and effective functioning of industrial activities in 

industrial zones.  

7.9 I consider that the inclusion of a gross floor area restriction only serves 

to create a potential consenting requirement which I consider to be 

unnecessary. To this end, I disagree with Mr Stevenson where he 

states (paragraph 33.30) that the provision of office activity in all 

industrial zones without restriction does not give effect to Objective 

6.2.6 of the CRPS. I consider that the deletion of this gross floor area 



17 

ASB-845262-48-861-V1 

restriction will reduce reliance on the resource consenting process, 

consistent with the Order’s statement of expectations, in particular 

(a)(i). 

7.10 I note that in all other respects I support the proposed changes to the 

activity specific and built form standards of the revised Industrial 

proposal that were submitted on by Foodstuffs. I consider the changes 

identified in the revised Industrial proposal improve certainty and 

provide a clear and practical planning framework for industrial 

activities. Further, I support the increased use of non-notification and 

no written approval clauses within the revised Industrial proposal 

which is entirely consistent with the Order’s statement of expectations 

(a)(iii).  

7.11 For completeness, I note that I also support the proposed changes to 

the Industrial proposal matters of discretion which I consider clearly 

articulate the key matters that warrant consideration when assessing 

development in industrial zones.  

8. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

8.1 Foodstuffs’ are generally supportive of the objectives and policies in 

the notified Commercial and Industrial proposal with opposition 

primarily in respect of the complexity and unduly prescriptive nature of 

the policies, methods and matters of discretion. 

8.2 The amendments made by the Council to the pCRDP since notification 

have gone some way in addressing the key concerns of Foodstuffs. 

However it is considered that further amendments could be made to 

ensure greater consistency with the Order’s statement of expectations 

and the Strategic Objectives of the Replacement Plan.  

8.3 For the reasons set out in my evidence, I conclude that the revised 

Commercial and Industrial objectives and policies, rules and matters of 

discretion are generally appropriate but would benefit from minor 

amendments as set out in Attachment 1.  

8.4 I note that Section 32 of the Act requires an examination of whether 

the proposed amendments are the most appropriate way to achieve 

the objectives of the pCRDP by identifying other reasonable 
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practicable options, and assessing the efficiency and effectiveness of 

the provisions in achieving the objectives. 

8.5 On the basis of the analysis in my evidence and taking into account 

the evidence of others, I consider the amended provisions outlined in 

Attachment 1 will be consistent with the Order’s statement of 

expectations, and will be effective in achieving the Strategic Directions 

Objectives of the Replacement Plan. I therefore conclude that the 

proposed amendments sought represent the most appropriate method 

in terms of Section 32 of the Act.  

 

 

 

 

Daniel Ian Thorne 

24 April 2015 
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ATTACHMENT 1: 

RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO REVISED COMMERCIAL AND 

INDUSTRIAL PROPOSALS: 

 

 

 

Commercial Proposal: 

Amendment 1: 

15.1.1.5 Policy 5 – Accommodating growth 

a.  Growth in demand for commercial activity is accommodated principally 

within existing commercial centres 

b.  Any expansion outside of a commercial centre is only undertaken where 

it is 

i. commensurate with the centre’s role within a strategic network of 

centres; 

ii. provides the equivalent compensatory capacity for that which is lost 

through expansion; 

iii. integrated with the adjoining neighbourhood and transport network; 

and 

iv. ensures appropriate management of adverse effects on the 

surrounding environment, particularly at the interface with 

residential areas. at the boundary of the expanded area are to a level 

consistent with the amenity values of the adjoining residential zone. 

 

 

Amendment 2: 

15.1.2.2 Policy 10 - Design of new development 

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

i. … 

b.  Recognise the scale, form and design of the existing built form setting 

for development and functional and operational requirements of 

activities, particularly large format retail activities 
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Amendment 3: 

15.2.2.1 Permitted activities 

Activity Activity specific standard 

P1 Any permitted 
activity listed under 
P2 to P11 and P18 
– P20, and P23 
below. 

a. Any building shall 

1.  comprise no more than 1,000500m2 
(gross leasable floor area) and 

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

… 

The following forms of development are 
exempt from compliance with this 
rule: 

a. New buildings or additions to 
buildings not visible from a publicly 
accessible space; or 

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

c. Refurbishment, reinstatement and/or 
additions that do not increase the 
building footprint; or 

d. Additions or extensions to 
buildings (that are visible from a 
publicly accessible space) that are 
no more than 500m2 in gross 
leasable floor area. 

P2* P2 – Department 
store, supermarket 
(where an 
individual tenancy 
is greater than 
1000m2).  

… 

P3* Retail activity 
excluding 
supermarket 
(where an 
individual tenancy 
is greater than 
1000m2 GLFA) 
and Department 
store, unless 
otherwise 
specified. 

… 

* Note that subsequent amendments will also be required to ensure a 

consistent approach is undertaken across all Commercial Zones. 
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Amendment 4: 

15.2.3.3 Buildings setback from road boundaries / street scene 

Permitted  

a On the road frontage of a site identified as a Key Pedestrian 
Frontage (identified on the planning maps), fronting an arterial or 
collector road all buildings shall: 

i. be built up to 70% of the road boundary  

The requirement for a building to be built up to 70% of the road 
frontage may include a setback of up to a maximum of 4 metres from 
the road boundary for a maximum width of 10 metres. 

ii. For corner sites, the first 10 metres of road frontage from the 
intersection shall be built up to the road frontage, which may form 
part of the 70% required under clause (i). 

iii. provide a veranda or other means of weather protection at 
building entrance points that front the street; 

ivii. have visually transparent glazing for a minimum of 6040% of the 
ground floor elevation facing the street, and 

viv. have visually transparent glazing for a minimum of 20% of each 
elevation above ground floor and facing the street . 

* Note: If it is determined that the use of key pedestrian frontage notation is 

deemed a more appropriate response to requiring built road frontage than the 

presently proposed reliance on arterial or collector road status, I would 

strongly support further assessment on this matter to ensure key pedestrian 

frontages are appropriately investigated and defined. To this end, I have not 

recommended any specific changes to 15.2.3.3 in respect of this matter, with 

the only change identified relating to the provision of verandas (iii) and the 

visually transparent glazing requirement in (iv) 

 

 

Amendment 5: 

15.8.1 Urban Design… 

15.8.1.2 Relationship to street 

a. Whether the development relates to the street, by: 

i. Orientating the principal façade of the building and its main pedestrian 

access to the street;  

ii. Providing a high level of glazing across key parts of the principal 

facade or appropriate levels of visual interest in those elevations, 

and orientating active areas of buildings, towards the street and other 

publicly accessible spaces. 

… 
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Amendment 6: 

15.8.1.4 Access, parking and servicing 

a. Whether the development provides for safe, legible, efficient access 

for all transport users and site servicing, by: 

i. Locating and or designing the provision of storage, servicing and 

vehicle parking areas to minimise visual impacts on the street, public 

areas or neighbouring residential uses, having regard to the functional 

requirements of the activity, the street type, and adjacent development 

and land uses.  

 

 

Amendment 7: 

Supermarket means: 

an individual retail outlet greater than 1,000m2 with a specified minimum 

specific area that sells a comprehensive range of: 

a. food, beverage and other disposable goods such as fresh meat and 

produce; chilled, frozen, packaged, canned and bottled foodstuffs and 

beverages; and general housekeeping and personal goods; and 

 

 

 

Industrial Proposal 

Amendment 8: 

Policy 16.1.2.1 Policy – Brownfield redevelopment. 

a. To support the redevelopment of brownfield sites for residential, or 

mixed use, or activities including a limited quantum of commercial 

activities where… 

 

 

Amendment 9: 

16.2.2.1 Permitted Activities 

Activity Activity specific standard 

P13* Ancillary Office 
Activity, unless 
specified below 

a. Any ancillary office activity shall: 

a. occupy no more than 500m2 or 30% of 
the gross leasable floor area of all 
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buildings on the same site, 
whichever is the lesser; and 

a b. have visually transparent glazing on 
the ground floor elevation facing the 
street for a minimum of 20% of that 
elevation where the office activity 
fronts the street.  

* Note that subsequent amendments will also be required to ensure a 

consistent approach is undertaken across all Industrial Zones. 

 


