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INTRODUCTION 

1 My name is Kim Marie Seaton.  I am a senior planner practising with 

Novo Group Limited in Christchurch.  Novo Group is a resource 

management planning and traffic engineering consulting company 

that provides resource management related advice to local authorities 

and private clients.    

2 I hold the qualifications of a Bachelor of Arts and a Master of Regional 

and Resource Planning from the University of Otago.  I am a full  

member of the New Zealand Planning Institute.  I have held 

accreditation as a Hearings Commissioner under the MfE Making Good 

Decisions programme since 2011 and have held endorsement as a 

Chair since 2014.   

3 I have 20 years of experience as a resource management planner, 

working for central government, a university and as a consultant, in 

New Zealand, Canada and the United Kingdom, with the last 12 years 

working as a consultant in Christchurch.   

4 I have particular experience in urban land use development planning, 

predominantly as a consultant to property owners, investors and 

developers, though also processing consents for councils.       

5 My specific experience relevant to this evidence includes the oversight 

and preparation of resource consent applications and associated 

participation in pre-application meetings and urban design panel 

processes for: 

(a) Post-earthquake (re)development for Merivale and 

Eastgate Malls (under the operative Business 2 and 

Business 2P zone rules).   

(b) Significant new commercial and retail developments within 

the Central City under the provisions introduced by the 

Central City Recovery Plan.   

(c) A number of smaller, discrete developments throughout 

the City’s commercial and industrial business zones.  
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6 The specific experience described above has provided me with a very 

clear understanding of how current District Plan provisions are applied 

in a Christchurch context and their implications in terms of providing 

direction and certainty to those contemplating development activity.  

Moreover, my experience is that generally, urban design and 

transportation provisions have been fundamental to the cost, 

complexity and certainty of outcome with resource consent 

applications for most commercial land use developments in 

Christchurch over the past decade. 

7 I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the 

Environment Court Practice Note 2014. I have complied with it in 

preparing this evidence and I agree to comply with it in presenting 

evidence at this hearing. The evidence that I give is within my area of 

expertise except where I state that my evidence is given in reliance 

on another person’s evidence. I have considered all material facts that 

are known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions that I 

express in this evidence. 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

8 My evidence is presented on behalf of NPT Limited (‘NPT’).  NPT Ltd is 

the owner of Eastgate Mall. 

9 My evidence addresses the Commercial Proposal (Chapter 15)
1
, with a 

focus on the Commercial Core (‘COR’) and Commercial Fringe (‘CF’) 

zones.  My evidence is particularly focused on whether the proposed 

rules are practical, necessary and whether they appropriately address 

both good urban design and functional requirements.    

10 In preparing my evidence I have reviewed: 

(a) The Statement of Expectations; 

(b) Chapter 3 (Strategic Directions) of the District Plan2; 

(c) the Commercial Proposal (notified version 27 August 2014 

and revised version 8 April 2015); 

                                       
1 As amended and issued by Council on 8 April 2015. 
2 Decision version 26 February 2015. 
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(d) the section 32 report; 

(e) the evidence in chief of Messrs Stevenson, Macleod and 

McIndoe (those parts of relevance to the COR and CF 

zones); 

(f) The Land Use Recovery Plan; and 

(g) The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (with particular 

reference to Chapter 6). 

11 While I have read the provisions of (c) and (e) as they apply to the 

COR and CF zones in detail, I have scanned the remainder of those 

two documents. 

12 The structure of my evidence is set out as follows: 

(a) Site context; 

(b) Proposed zoning; 

(c) Proposed objectives and policies; 

(d) Proposed rules. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

 

 

  

1 The notified Commercial Proposal was prescriptive, onerous, did not 

adequately acknowledge functional and operational requirements and 

therefore was poorly aligned with the Statement of Expectations. 

2 The revised provisions (Christchurch City Council version dated 8 April 

2015) are a considerable improvement on those notified and are 

generally supported, particularly those provisions that recognise the role 

of District Centres as community hubs, functional and operational 

requirements and existing built form. 

3 I support the rezoning of the Eastgate Mall Commercial Fringe Zone to 

Commercial Core Zone. 

4 I generally support the revised Commercial Proposal in regard to the 

Commercial Core Zone provisions, including the revised objectives and 

policies, with the exception of:  

a) Minor amendments to the Activity Status Table (P1)-(P3);  

b) Built Form Standard 15.2.3.3 Building setback from road 

boundaries/street scene.  This standard requires amendment to 

require building to the road boundary only on Key Pedestrian 

Frontages, and to otherwise provide for the option of building 

setbacks with landscaping on the road frontage; 

c) The requirement for buildings to be built to the road frontage on 

corner sites (10m length) should only apply to Key Pedestrian 

Frontages; and 

d) In support of (b), a Key Pedestrian Frontage notation is not 

appropriate to Eastgate Mall, or at most should only apply to the 

current extent of the building to the road boundary on the Buckleys 

Road frontage. 
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STATEMENT 

Site Context 

13 The Eastgate Mall is described in paragraphs 1-5 of NPT’s submission 

and the site and locality is identified in Figures 1-3 in Attachment 1 

to this evidence.   

14 Key attributes of the site and its current zoning are: 

(a) Eastgate is an established shopping mall in Linwood, 

approximately 2km from the Christchurch CBD.  The 

centre has approximately 27,000m2 gross leasable floor 

area (GLFA), incorporating various retail, food and 

beverage and commercial tenancies.  It also incorporates 

community facilities including the Christchurch City Council 

Linwood Service Centre and Linwood Library. 

(b) NPT has resource consent applications currently being 

processed by Christchurch City Council to establish a 

further approximately 800m2 GLFA (for food and beverage 

outlets).  Resource consent applications are also being 

prepared, to provide for an additional approximately 

4,000m2 GLFA general retail (the ‘mini majors’).   

(c) Eastgate is zoned Business 2 (District Centre Core) and 

Business 2P (District Centre Parking) in the operative City 

Plan (see Figure 1, Attachment 1) and is part of the 

Linwood Key Activity Centre (KAC) in the Canterbury 

Regional Policy Statement(RPS).   

(d) The Eastgate B2 and B2P zones were proposed to be zoned 

Commercial Core (COR) and Commercial Fringe (CF) in the 

notified Proposal (see Figure 2, Attachment 1).  In the 

Council’s revised proposal of 8 April 2015, both the B2 and 

B2P Zones are to be rezoned to Commercial Core. 

15 As can be seen from the aerial photograph in Figure 3, Attachment 

1, NPT’s Eastgate site is extensively developed on its western and 

north western frontages, with large areas of at grade parking (noting 

that the large car parking building in the centre of the site has been 
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demolished since the Canterbury earthquakes).  A number of 

properties in the immediate vicinity of Eastgate, adjoining Cranley 

Street, have been purchased by NPT and are the subject of 

redevelopment plans (including the fast food outlets, as indicated in 

Figure 3). The properties currently contain dwellings and a medical 

centre.      

16 Key attributes of the surrounding area are: 

(a) Residential activity is to the north (across Russell Street), 

east (across Chelsea Street) and northwest (across 

Buckleys Road).  All of the immediately adjoining 

residential areas are zoned Living 2 under the operative 

City Plan and proposed Residential Suburban Density 

Transition (RSDT) zoning under the proposed Replacement 

District Plan. 

(b) A further pocket of commercial activity is located to the 

immediate west of Eastgate, on the north side of Buckleys 

Road, at the intersection with Linwood Road, which is 

zoned Business 1 under the operative plan and Commercial 

Fringe under the proposed Plan (or Commercial Core as 

per the 8 April 2015 proposal).  To the south of Eastgate, 

on the southern side of Linwood Avenue, is a school 

(Cultural 3 under the operative Plan) and a further area of 

Commercial Core Zone.  

Proposed Zoning 

17 Mr Stevenson, in his evidence in chief, has recommended that 

Commercial Fringe zones be removed and all areas zoned Commercial 

Fringe currently, be rezoned to Commercial Core.  I agree with his 

reasoning, as set out in paragraph 16.3 of his evidence in chief, that 

this would simplify the commercial zoning structure of the proposed 

Plan and remove unnecessary duplication from the rules/standards.  

In respect of the Eastgate Mall site, I agree the consolidation of 

zoning would be appropriate.  For that particular site, I note that 

NPT’s landholdings are fully enclosed by the road network, such that 

the Commercial Core Zone would have no internal boundaries with a 

Residential Zone and all adjoining residential dwellings would be 
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separated from Eastgate Mall buildings by at least the width of a legal 

road3. 

18 I consider the key difference between the COR and CF zones, as 

notified, to be the 20m vs 12m height limit.  Notwithstanding a 

particular issue applying at Riccarton, raised by nearby residents in 

mediation of the Commercial Proposal on 20 April 2015 and which I 

understand Mr Stevenson will be seeking to address in his rebuttal 

evidence, I consider that the proposed standards applying to internal 

boundary setbacks and recession planes will be adequate to ensure 

residential amenity at internal boundary interfaces with commercial 

zones will be adequately protected.  

Proposed Objectives and Policies  

19 The objectives and policies of the Commercial Proposal have been 

considerably amended by Mr Stevenson (8 April 2015 version of the 

Proposal), since they were originally notified.  I consider the amended 

objectives and policies to be an improvement on what was notified.  I 

am satisfied that the revised objectives and policies generally better 

give effect to the Regional Policy Statement, particularly Objectives 

6.2.5 and 6.2.6 and Policy 6.3.6.  I am also satisfied that the revised 

objectives and policies better achieve the Strategic Directions chapter 

of the proposed Replacement District Plan.   

20 I consider the amended objectives and policies reinforce the 

importance of an enabling framework for commercial activity in 

support of recovery and appropriately reflect the centres hierarchy 

established in the Regional Policy Statement.  The amendments also 

appropriately incorporate additional reference to the roles of various 

centres in providing for community activities and facilities.  Since the 

Canterbury earthquakes, the function of Eastgate/Linwood Key 

Activity Centre as a community hub and focal point has become 

increasingly apparent, especially with the relocation of the Linwood 

Library and Service Centre to within the Mall.  Clear recognition of this 

function in the objectives and policies is therefore supported. 

                                       
3 Existing dwellings located at the intersection of Cranley Street and Linwood Avenue have 
been purchased by NPT Ltd and are in the process of being redeveloped for commercial use. 
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21 I also particularly support the changes to Policy 10 Design of New 

Development that provide for recognition of the scale, form and 

design of the existing built form and functional and operational 

requirements of activities.  Eastgate has some particular challenges in 

respect of its layout, its relationship to the adjoining road network and 

adjoining residential areas.  I will discuss these below in regard to the 

proposed rules/standards, but suffice to say that recognition of 

existing built form and functional and operational requirements is 

important to Eastgate and will enable applications for new commercial 

development to at least consider the particular context of the 

development, rather than face the hurdle of achieving (or failing to 

achieve) a “one size fits all” design solution. 

Proposed Rules 

Activity status tables 

22 I generally support the changes made to the Activity Status Tables, as 

per the Council’s 8 April 2015 version of the Commercial Proposal, 

with the exception of the following: 

(i) P1 – for clarity, clause (a) should refer to ‘Any new 

building shall:…’.   

(ii) P1 (a)1 – 1,000m2 in the context of the Eastgate Mall site 

is not a particularly large area.  Some of NPT’s recent 

developments (e.g. two new fast food outlets and three 

new food and beverage outlets) have been less than this in 

area, while an application currently being prepared for a 

“mini majors” development is considerably greater than 

1,000m2 in area (at around 4,000m2 GLFA).  In the 

absence of any urban design evidence to support a greater 

quantum, I accept the 1,000m2 figure proposed by Mr 

Stevenson.  I note that Mr McIndoe in his evidence in 

chief, has recommended a figure of 500m2 to trigger urban 

design assessment in the Commercial Core Zone.  I concur 

with Mr Stevenson where he states in his evidence 

(paragraph 20.35) that the notified trigger of 500m2 may 

not be consistent with the Strategic Directions chapter in 

so far as seeking to minimise transaction costs and 
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reliance on resource consent processes is concerned.  

Given the operative City Plan effectively contains a trigger 

of 4,000m2 for consideration of urban design matters in 

the B2 Zone, I consider a figure of anything less than 

1,000m2 in P1 would be onerous and not provide for a 

minimisation of the consenting burden, as sought in 

Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions chapter. 

(iii) P1(c) – the clause as written currently suggests that any 

addition to an existing building, no matter how small, 

would require resource consent.  At Eastgate for example, 

the principal Mall building has a floor area of approximately 

27,000m2.  Under the proposed standard, even the 

smallest addition to that building would require resource 

consent.  This would be an onerous and inappropriate 

requirement.  P1 should be amended to make clear that it 

is only additions that are more than 1,000m2 in area and 

have a street elevation in excess of 20m, that will require 

resource consent. 

(iv) P2 and P3 – reference to the size of supermarket tenancy 

has the potential to cause confusion and should be 

removed. 

Built form standards – Standard 15.2.3.3 

23 I generally support the changes made to the Built Form Standards, as 

per the Council’s 8 April 2015 version of the Commercial Proposal, 

with the exception of the amendments to Standard 15.2.3.3 Building 

setback from road boundaries/street scene. 

24 Standard 15.2.3.3 has been significantly amended since the notified 

version.  NPT, in its submission on the notified version of this 

standard, opposed the standard for the following reasons: 

(i) The standard was overly prescriptive and the identified Key 

Pedestrian Frontages (KPF) did not adequately reflect the 

reality of the Eastgate context.  In particular, the Eastgate 

KPF was proposed to include the full length of its Linwood 

Avenue frontage, which includes a large existing setback 
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for a McDonalds outlet and the main Mall building and a 

large existing setback for a Warrant of Fitness business.  

Since this time, a resource consent application has also 

been applied for that similarly proposes a building setback 

to accommodate drive through lanes and areas of 

landscaping associated with two new fast food outlets (see 

site plan in Attachment 2 for an indication of the proposed 

fast food outlet layout).  A KPF on the Linwood Avenue 

frontage, linked to a standard requiring buildings to occupy 

the road frontage, was therefore considered inappropriate 

to the context of the site and I reiterate this point.  I note 

the Eastgate KPF also included a back-of-house/servicing 

area at the Buckleys Road/Russell Street intersection, 

where existing building setbacks are necessary for 

functional and operational reasons. 

(ii) No provision was made in the standard for an alternative 

frontage treatment of a setback with landscaping, as is the 

case in the operative rules applicable to the zone. 

25 NPT’s submission requested that provision be made for an alternative 

frontage treatment on KPFs of a setback with landscaping, as per the 

operative rules.  I consider that this remains a valid option that should 

be provided for.  On the basis of Mr Stevenson’s comments during the 

Commercial mediation (20 April 2015), I understand that he intends 

to recommend reinstating a KPF mechanism that requires a build up 

to road frontage only on KPFs.  I consider that a KPF at the Eastgate 

site should extend no further than the existing built frontage on 

Buckleys Road, or that in the alternative, and preferred, there should 

be no KPF notation at Eastgate. 

26 In regard to Clause a(ii) of Standard 15.2.3.3, a requirement is stated 

that the first 10 metres of road frontage on corner sites shall be built 

up to the road frontage.  Whilst I understand the urban design 

considerations driving the clause, it does not provide for situations 

such as Eastgate, where the existing built form does not include a 

build up to the corner, nor would it necessarily be desirable on all 

corners of the Mall site to have such a built form. For example, the 

corner of Chelsea and Russell Streets is an intersection of two local 
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roads, opposite residential zones.  In that particular location it may be 

preferable for the built form to pull back from the intersection, 

increasing the separation with residential neighbours and downplaying 

the dominance of the built form.  Again, I consider it would be 

preferable for the standard to provide an element of flexibility as to 

whether the road frontage was built to, or whether a setback with 

landscaping was provided.  If the 10 metre road corner site 

requirement is to be retained, I consider it should only apply to KPF 

frontages. 

27 I further note that the Eastgate situation is a poor fit with the 

requirement in clause (iii) of Standard 15.2.3.3 for a minimum of 60% 

of the ground floor elevation facing the street to be visually 

transparent.  This clause appears to assume that all buildings will be 

outward facing, with the “back of house” located towards the centre of 

the site.  In the Eastgate case, the majority of the Mall is inward 

facing.  That is, towards the centrally located car park within the site.  

For example, Eastgate proposes to shortly lodge resource consent 

applications for new development on its Chelsea Street frontage (the 

mini majors).  The development will be inward facing, that is towards 

the central car park. The “rear” of the development will face Chelsea 

Street, which is classified as a Local Road in the operative City Plan.   

28 NPT have advised me in the course of preparing the application for 

that development, and through discussions with the City Council 

urban design staff, that it is neither practical nor commercially 

desirable, to provide large areas of display on the Chelsea Street 

frontage, when the large majority of the customer base will be 

situated within the central car park.  The design NPT is pursuing 

therefore includes provision for loading and servicing on the Chelsea 

Road frontage, with provision for a smaller scale of frontage, 

screening of service areas and landscaping, to address the residential 

interface.  A copy of the proposed design for the mini major building 

is attached in Attachment 3 by way of example. 

29 I acknowledge that the road setback standard will apply to all 

Commercial Core sites in Christchurch and inevitably therefore will not 

necessarily suit every site.  However, for this reason I consider the 

standard should include provision for some flexibility as to whether 
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buildings are built to the road boundary, or are setback with a 

requirement for landscaping in the setback.  Clauses (i) and (ii) of 

Standard 15.2.3.3 should therefore only apply to KPFs.  On other 

frontages, the standard should require either a build up to the road 

boundary, or enable buildings to be setback with provision for 

landscaping on the road frontage.   

30 With regard to glazing, I accept that it would be appropriate for the 

standard to require a proportion of glazing on road frontages as this 

would be appropriate on most Mall sites, however I consider the 

requirement should either be reduced on Local Road frontages, or 

removed altogether.  It will also be important to provide associated 

assessment matters that include reference to existing site layout and 

functional requirements.  In this regard, I support reference to 

specific assessment matters for building setback on road boundaries, 

as opposed to reference to the broader urban design assessment 

matters.  I particularly support the inclusion of new assessment 

matter 15.8.3.3(d), which provides for recognition of existing form, 

scale and design and functional requirements.  As I have described 

above in relation to the mini majors example, this clause will be 

particularly relevant for the Eastgate site, if the requirement for 

glazing on Local Road frontages is retained. 

CONCLUSION 

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

Commercial Proposal of 8 April 2015 is generally appropriate, but that 

some further amendments are required, in particular Standard 

15.2.3.3 Building setback from road boundaries/street scene. 

Kim Marie Seaton 

24 April 2015 
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Attachment 1: Operative & Proposed Planning Maps and Aerial Photograph of Site 
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 Figure 1: Extract of operative planning map 40A 

Eastgate 
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Figure 2: Extract of proposed maps 32, 33, 39 and 40 (as notified) 
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Figure 3: Aerial photograph identifying NPT’s property holdings

Former car park 

building, now at-grade 

parking 

Linwood Ave 

Buckleys Rd 

2 x fast foods 

outlets/drive through 

applied for 

Proposed “mini majors” 
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Attachment 2: Fast Food Outlets Application Site Plan  
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Attachment 3 Mini Major Draft Development Plan 

707 NPT Ltd
Kim Seaton

page 20 of 24



707 NPT Ltd
Kim Seaton

page 21 of 24



707 NPT Ltd
Kim Seaton

page 22 of 24



707 NPT Ltd
Kim Seaton

page 23 of 24



707 NPT Ltd
Kim Seaton

page 24 of 24




