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INTRODUCTION  

Qualifications and experience 

1. My full name is Jonathan Guy Clease. 

2. I hold the position of associate in a planning and resource management 

consulting firm Planz Consultants Limited and am a senior planner and 

urban designer.  

3. I have seventeen years’ experience working as a planner, with this work 

including policy development, providing s.42a evidence on plan changes, 

the development of plan changes and the preparation of s.32 

assessments, and the preparation and processing of resource consent 

applications. I have worked in both the private and public sectors, in both 

the United Kingdom and New Zealand. I have a B.Sc. in geography and a 

Master of Regional and Resource Planning, and am a full member of the 

New Zealand Planning Institute.   

4. In addition to my planning experience and qualifications, I also hold a 

Master of Urban Design. I have been involved in providing urban design 

advice and assessments of effects for new supermarkets, retail 

developments, and medium density housing projects. I was also involved in 

developing urban design provisions for multi-unit medium density 

residential developments for both the operative Christchurch City Plan and 

the Selwyn District Plan.  

5. In preparing my evidence I have reviewed: 

(a) The notified proposal; 

(b) The submissions lodged by Progressive Enterprises Limited 

(‘Progressive’), Kiwi Income Property Trust (‘Kiwi’), Scentre (New 

Zealand) Limited (‘Scentre’), and Bunnings Limited (‘Bunnings’); 

(c) The evidence prepared and circulated by Council experts, and in 

particular the evidence of Mr Stevenson, Mr Macleod, and Mr 

McIndoe; 
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(d) I am very familiar with and have visited all of the District Centres, 

most of the Neighbourhood Centres, and all of the Commercial 

Retail Park Zones; 

(e) I attended and was a signatory to the Urban Design caucusing 

statement on 30 March 2015; 

(f) I also attended the ‘Urban Design’ mediation session. 

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

Environment Court Practice Note (updated 1 December 2014) and I agree 

to comply with it. My qualifications as an expert are set out above. I confirm 

that the issues addressed in this statement of evidence are within my area 

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

might alter or detract from the opinions expressed. 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE   

7. I have set out from an urban design perspective the relevant provisions of 

the higher level planning documents including the Land Use Recovery Plan 

and the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement. 

8. I then consider the notified proposal against these higher order documents. 

In terms of the detailed rule packages proposed in the Commercial 

Chapter, my evidence is confined to a consideration of the Commercial 

Core and Commercial Retail Park Zones. I have not therefore considered 

the Commercial Local or Banks Peninsula rule packages. 

9. I have also proposed amendments to the Commercial Chapter of the 

proposal so that the proposal: 

(a) better gives effect to the higher order planning documents; 

(b) better enables the recovery of post-earthquake Christchurch; and 

(c) better balances the efficient and effective management of urban 

growth and centre development with the need to also achieve 

acceptable urban design outcomes for such centres, in a manner 

that is appropriate to differing centre contexts and is cognisant of 

the Order in Council (‘OiC’), including the Statement of 

Expectations set out in the fourth schedule of the OiC. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

10. It is my opinion that: 

(a) The CRPS, LURP, and Strategic Directions Chapter all identify the 

need for Centres to be well-designed as part of their strategic role 

in accommodating urban growth, a diverse mix of activities, and 

enabling the community to meet their needs; 

(b) The urban design outcomes are to be appropriate and tailored to 

their context; 

(c) Urban design controls need to be clear, concise, and minimised as 

far as possible; 

(d) The objective and policy framework of the Commercial Chapter, as 

recommended by Mr Stevenson, is appropriate from an urban 

design perspective; 

(e) The amendments to the built form standards recommended by Mr 

Stevenson are generally an improvement over the notified proposal. 

I have recommended a number of amendments to the package of 

building setback, glazing, and landscaping provisions as they relate 

to street scene so that this package of controls better respond to 

varying contexts and better recognise the on-the-ground built form 

of the majority of Centres in Christchurch; and 

(f) It is appropriate that there is a qualitative urban design assessment 

for larger developments. The trigger for this assessment could 

however be raised for the large District Centres and the 

assessment matters could be significantly condensed. 

STRATEGIC PLANNING FRAMEWORK  

11. The replacement District Plan is required to give effect to the Canterbury 

Regional Policy Statement (‘CRPS’) and is to be consistent with the Land 

Use Recovery Plan (‘LURP’).  

12. The strategic framework for managing and providing for the urban growth 

and recovery of greater Christchurch is set out in Chapter 6 of the CRPS. 

In general terms, the CRPS seeks to provide for urban growth through a 
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combination of greenfield expansion adjacent to the existing urban edge, 

and through more intensive use and redevelopment of sites within the 

existing urban area. This approach is most succinctly set out in Objective 

6.2.2, however it is interwoven throughout Chapter 6 of the CRPS. The 

CRPS approach to managing the growth, role, and hierarchy of centres is 

set out in some detail in the evidence of Mr Bonis for Kiwi, Progressive and 

Bunnings, and Mr Phillips for Scentre. 

13. In addition to directing how urban growth is to be managed and provided 

for, the CRPS also provides direction as to the urban design outcomes that 

such growth is to deliver. Given the scope of my evidence, I have focussed 

on this direction insofar as it relates to urban design outcomes. These 

outcomes and references to urban design are interwoven throughout a 

number of provisions. Given that the focus of this hearing is on the 

Commercial and Industrial Chapters, I have concentrated on those 

provisions that relate to the urban design outcomes sought in established 

business areas, rather than those relating to residential contexts or 

greenfield growth areas. 

14. Objective 6.2.1 describes the overall recovery framework and seeks that 

“recovery, rebuilding and development are enabled within Greater 

Christchurch through a land use and infrastructure framework that…(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”. 

15. Objective 6.2.3 relates to sustainability and seeks that “recovery and 

rebuilding is undertaken in Greater Christchurch that…(5) is healthy, 

environmentally sustainable, functionally efficient, and prosperous”. 

16. Objective 6.2.5 relates to Key activity and other centres. This objective 

relates to the Central City, KACs, and neighbourhood centres and seeks 

that “these centres will be high quality, support a diversity of business 

opportunities including appropriate mixed-use development, and 

incorporate good urban design principles”. 

17. The related Objective 6.2.6 discusses business land development. The 

objective aims to “identify and provide for Greater Christchurch’s land 

requirements for the recovery and growth of business activities in a manner 
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that supports the settlement pattern brought about by Objective 6.2.2, 

recognising that:…(5) Business development adopts appropriate urban 

design qualities in order to retain business, attract investment and provide 

for healthy working environments”. 

18. The urban design outcomes sought in these objectives for business areas 

are to be implemented through a series of policies. The principal policy 

relating to urban design matters is Policy 6.3.2. This policy seeks that 

“business development, residential development (including rural residential 

development) and the establishment of public space is to give effect to the 

principles of good urban design below, and those of the NZ Urban Design 

Protocol 2005, to the extent appropriate to the context”. The policy then 

goes on to set out the principles that are to be achieved. The 

implementation section regarding this policy notes that the Council will 

provide objectives and policies, and may provide rules. It also emphasises 

that the Council should adopt a collaborative approach with industry and 

professional institutes to develop clear, user friendly design guides to 

support recovery and decision making.  

19. Policy 6.3.6 relates to business land (both commercial and industrial) and 

seeks “to ensure that provisions, recovery and rebuilding of business land 

in Greater Christchurch maximises business retention, attracts investment, 

and provides for healthy working environments; business activities are to 

be provided for in a manner which:…(12) incorporates good urban design 

principles appropriate to the context of the development”. 

Land Use Recovery Plan 

20. The Land Use Recovery Plan likewise provides direction regarding urban 

design matters. Action 24 requires that the Council enables, through the 

DPR, “clarity and certainty about urban design requirements in key activity 

centres and other business zones”. Action 45 likewise directs the Council 

as a matter of urgency, to both reduce consenting and notification 

requirements and to address the standards relating to urban design that 

could negatively impact on recovery. 

Strategic Directions Chapter 

21. The objectives set out in the Strategic Directions Chapter provide an 

overarching framework that the subsequent individual chapters are to be 



7 

PRO9829 4285401.1 NGA72191:4192373 

 

consistent with. Objective 3.3.2 provides clear direction as to the content 

and usability of the District Plan by requiring that the Plan minimises 

transaction costs and reliance on resource consent processes; and the 

number, extent, and prescriptiveness of development controls and design 

standards in the rules, in order to encourage innovation and choice. In this 

way the Strategic Directions Chapter reflects the expectations set out in the 

Fourth Schedule of the Order in Council. 

22. The Strategic Directions Chapter does not contain an explicit objective 

relating to urban design, however Objective 3.3.7 relating to urban form, 

growth and design seeks a “well-integrated pattern of development and 

infrastructure, a consolidated urban form, and a high quality urban 

environment”. 

Summary of Strategic Framework relating to urban design 

23. The strategic framework established by the LURP, CRPS, and Strategic 

Directions chapter is principally concerned with enabling the recovery of 

Greater Christchurch. Such recovery includes providing for businesses and 

enabling their reestablishment and growth.  

24. The growth and recovery of commercial centres in particular is to result in a 

‘high quality’ urban environment that ‘incorporates’ good urban design 

principles. The application of these principles is to be appropriate to the 

context. 

25. Whilst high quality urban environments, and in particular commercial 

centres, are sought, there is also a clear process-related direction to 

minimise the reliance on resource consent processes and the number, 

extent, and prescriptiveness of urban design controls. The strategic 

framework therefore has the primary goal of enabling recovery, with good 

design outcomes sought for commercial centres, but that the use of District 

Plan rules as the primary method for achieving the outcome of good design 

is to be minimised.  

26. In short, the design of District Plan rules turns on the degree to which the 

market can be given the ‘benefit of the doubt’ to deliver the good design 

outcomes sought by the objectives, and that where there is uncertainty 

regarding the outcomes delivered through a light-handed regulatory 

framework that the overarching objective of recovery is prioritised over 



8 

PRO9829 4285401.1 NGA72191:4192373 

 

prescriptive provisions intended to help avoid less than desirable design 

outcomes.  

PROPOSED OBJECTIVE AND POLICY FRAMEWORK REGARDING URBAN 

DESIGN OUTCOMES 

27. The primary references to urban design-related matters are contained 

within 15.1.2 Objective 3 and associated policies 9-12 (as amended 

through Mr Stevenson’s evidence). I agree with the findings of Mr McIndoe 

and consider that the modified objective and policy package achieves an 

appropriate balance between enabling and facilitating development, 

recognises functional requirements, and likewise recognises the need for 

developments to achieve design outcomes that are appropriate to their 

context. 

28. Where I differ from Council’s experts is in regard to the efficiency and 

effectiveness of the proposed rule package as methods for achieving the 

policy direction for the Commercial Chapter.  

What is an Urban Design Control?  

29. The urban environmental outcomes sought for the various commercial 

zones are proposed to be managed via three types of control, namely: 

(a) Controls on appropriate activities; 

(b) Controls on appropriate built form e.g. height, density, road 

setbacks; and 

(c) Qualitative assessments of detailed design in locations or zones 

that are sensitive to the potential adverse effects of poor design 

choices. 

30. The third category includes those controls generally referred to as ‘urban 

design controls’, however, in reality all three methods of control are integral 

to the end built outcome and whether a successful built environment that is 

appropriate to its context will result. For many zones an acceptable 

outcome can be achieved from an urban design perspective through the 

use of controls on activities and built form only, for example industrial areas 

or low density residential suburbs. Such tools are legitimate ‘urban design’ 

methods as much as they are planning methods. In short, rules relating to 
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urban design outcomes are broader than only those rules requiring a 

qualitative assessment of detailed design. 

31. In considering which mix of tools to use to generate an appropriate end 

outcome, assessment of context is critical. Because qualitative controls 

require all development to proceed through a resource consent process, 

they should only be used in contexts where the benefits of site-by-site 

assessment clearly outweighs the transaction costs of the process itself, 

uncertainty that the process introduces, and where the sensitivity of the 

area to poor design outcomes is sufficiently high that there is significant 

cost to the community if such controls are not in place.   

32. For the majority of areas, acceptable urban design outcomes are generally 

able to be achieved, without the need for a qualitative assessment and 

associated resource consent process, through a mix of controls on 

inappropriate activities and controls on building mass and location. This is 

not to say that poor design outcomes will not occur in isolated cases, 

however, on balance the end outcomes at an area-wide level are 

acceptable, and the benefits of controlling the occasional sub-optimal 

design outcome do not outweigh the time and costs associated with a 

resource consent process of making all development subject to a 

qualitative assessment. 

33. There are nonetheless contexts that are more sensitive to adverse effects 

derived from poor design outcomes, and where acceptable outcomes 

cannot be generally assured through the use of building bulk and location 

controls alone. These contexts are typically those associated with medium 

and high density housing, and larger commercial centres. The increased 

sensitivity of such contexts is likewise reflected in District and City Plans 

throughout New Zealand, and in particular those of the larger metropolitan 

authorities. Auckland, Hamilton, Wellington, and Queenstown plans have 

all contain qualitative controls for town centres and medium density 

residential zones for a number of years.  

34. The operative Christchurch Plan likewise contains qualitative controls for 

the Living 3 and 4 medium density residential zones. It also contains a 

qualitative control for the commercial Business 1, 2 and Retail Park zones 

whereby any new buildings or additions that comprise more than 4,000m2 

are a controlled activity with Council’s discretion limited to consideration of 
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layout, landscaping, and the relationship of the proposed development with 

other activities in the zone or adjoining zones. 

35. In considering the proposed Commercial and Industrial Chapters, it is 

therefore necessary to assess: 

(a) Whether the areas (and outcomes) subject to these chapters are 

particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of poor design 

decisions;  

(b) If so, whether these adverse effects can be effectively managed 

through controls on activities and building scale and location only;  

(c) If adverse effects cannot be confidently managed through these two 

methods, do the benefits of a qualitative control outweigh the 

downside of the control; and 

(d) What is an appropriate trigger for such an assessment; what are 

the appropriate assessment matters in terms of breadth and detail; 

and what is the appropriate activity status e.g. controlled vs 

restricted discretionary; whilst having particular regard to the 

recovery context of Christchurch, the Fourth Schedule Statement of 

Expectations, and the need to be consistent with Objective 3.3.2 

and 3.3.7 in the Strategic Directions Chapter.  

36. The considerations in (d) feed directly into the assessment of the costs vs 

the benefits of the proposed rule package and also consideration as to 

whether the District Plan’s Strategic Objectives will be more effectively and 

efficiently achieved through a regulatory framework that imposes lower 

regulatory costs, and accepts potentially lower benefits/ greater adverse 

urban design effects, than the converse of increased control. 

 

THE FUNCTIONAL REQUIREMENTS OF SHOPPING CENTRES AND ANCHOR 

STORES 

37. In developing an appropriate package of controls for commercial centres, it 

is necessary to understand the functional requirements of the businesses 

that comprise the majority occupiers of these centres. From a design 

perspective, shopping centres (and in particular the larger District and 
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Neighbourhood centres) have the following functional requirements in 

order to operate successfully: 

(a) Provision of several large format anchor stores. These are typically 

supermarkets and department stores and play the key role of 

providing a destination that attracts high volumes of shoppers to the 

centre that smaller retailers in the centre can then benefit from. For 

customers the co-location of anchor stores and specialty retailers, 

commercial services, and community facilities means that multiple 

needs can be met efficiently during the one visit.  

(b) Large format anchor stores typically have the following internal 

layout:  

(i) The front wall/ entrance is either glazed, with direct 

connection to the carpark from whence customers arrive, or 

the entrance is internal to the primary pedestrian concourse 

of an enclosed Mall; 

(ii) The checkouts are located in a line with their backs to the 

windows/ entrance; 

(iii) The two side walls do not have glazing so that goods/ 

displays can be located along these walls and to prevent 

sunlight damaging perishable food (in the case of 

supermarkets). Supermarkets also located fridge/ freezer 

units adjacent to the external wall rather than locating them 

mid-store. This avoids both the backs of the units from being 

visible to shoppers and also means that the fridge/ freezer 

area is located at the ‘end’ of the customers route through 

the supermarket so that cool or frozen goods are the last 

items that are collected in the shopping visit which 

minimises defrosting time; 

(iv) The rear wall is likewise unglazed as it is generally used for 

the ‘back of house’ functions such as loading bays, waste 

recycling, storage, and on-site food preparation activities. 

Supermarkets in particular require direct loading bay 

access, even when they are incorporated into larger mall 
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complexes, due to the large volumes and perishable nature 

of food products which require daily restocking.  

(c) The large format anchor retailers are typically located at either end 

of the centre, with small format specialty retailers located along the 

‘link’, and taking the form of an internalised mainstreet that is often 

centred around a food court. Locating large format retailers at either 

end enables these stores to have direct loading bay access (which 

isn’t as necessary for small specialty shops). It also assists in 

stimulating customer movement along the link route, which assists 

in supporting the viability of the specialty shops along this route;  

(d) A car park of sufficient size to meet normal customer demand and 

located adjacent to the main entrances. Given the sub-regional role 

of the KACs, customers travel some distance to access the centre 

and therefore adequate carparking is necessary. The large District 

Centres in Christchurch typically occupy an entire block, have 

multiple road frontages, and multiple carparks. By spreading the 

location of carparks around the centre, it enables customers to 

efficiently access the centre from a variety of routes, enables them 

to park in close proximity to the part of the centre that they wish to 

visit, and avoids the centre being visually dominated by a single 

large expanse of hard surfacing or structured carparking. Multiple 

car park areas and access points means that there is limited ability 

to locate carparking to the ‘rear’ or middle of the centre. In post-

eathquake Christchurch basement parking is extremely expensive 

and less desirable for customers. Whilst provision should to be 

made for safe, attractive and functional public transport facilities 

and walking and cycling visits, the simple reality is that the 

significant majority of visitors to commercial centres in Christchurch 

arrive in private cars, with cars especially necessary for grocery 

shopping; 

(e) The internal link arrangement, combined with the attractiveness to 

customers of having a weathertight environment, mean that it is not 

functionally viable to sleeve the centre (or anchor supermarket if 

located in smaller centres) with retail shops along all frontages. 

Most large malls will have some stores that are oriented to the 

outside, however such stores are only commercially viable where 
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they face routes that have high pedestrian volumes and easy 

accessibility. This means that external stores can function where 

they face carparks (and therefore face where their customers arrive 

from), or roads with very high pedestrian volumes (which are 

uncommon in a suburban Christchurch context). The latter tends to 

only occur in Mainstreet contexts where there is retailing on both 

sides of a two lane arterial road, for example the centres in 

Riccarton, Merivale, and Sydenham. From my observations as a 

designer and from feedback from centre operators during centre 

design, unless the centre is located in a CBD or mainstreet context, 

there are simply not the pedestrian volumes necessary to enable 

store viability. This situation is often exacerbated by the arterial 

road traffic movement functions being prioritised over on-street 

parking and wide landscaped pedestrian pavement areas by road 

controlling authorities that are having to balance competing 

demands for on-road capacity, the need to incorporate bus and 

cycle lanes, and adequate intersection queuing space;  

(f) Loading bays need to be separated from customers for safety, 

security, and visual amenity reasons. As such they are generally 

sited to the rear of centres, noting that where a centre occupies the 

entire block then a loading bay area and associated access points 

will always be visible from at least one street frontage. Loading 

bays generally have separate access points from customer car 

parks, or if the same entrance is used they take the form of a one-

way slip lane around the side and rear of the building. It is a basic 

safety requirement that customer car parks and associated 

pedestrian movements are kept separate from Heavy Goods 

Vehicle routes and manoeuvring areas, and associated forklift work 

areas. Loading bays are therefore located to the rear, with 

customer parking located to the front or sides of large centres. Co-

locating customer parking to the rear of centres with HGV loading 

bays is unsafe and unsightly for arriving customers, and inefficient 

for unloading deliveries.  
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THE IMPORTANCE OF CONTEXT  

38. There are fundamental contextual differences between how various 

suburban centres are laid out in Christchurch. It is vital that these 

contextual differences and the existing built form (and committed capital 

value) are appropriately reflected in the proposed District Plan provisions if 

the various roles of different sized centres are to be effectively fulfilled. 

There is a tension between developing a ‘simple’ Plan with a one size fits 

all rule package, with a rule package that appropriately reflects differing 

contexts and therefore more appropriate balances the costs and benefits of 

regulation. 

39. Malls: District centres and large suburban malls typically have a large 

footprint of buildings located towards the centre of a large site. Given their 

size they typically have multiple carparks with access from a number of 

road frontages (as the Mall typically fills the centre of the block). As 

discussed above, given the multiple entrances, there is typically a range of 

parking options for both customer convenience and operational 

functionality reasons. Christchurch examples include the KACs in 

Northlands, The Hub in Hornby, Westfield in Riccarton, The Palms in 

Shirley, Eastgate in Linwood, and the smaller Merivale, Bishopdale, and 

Avonhead malls. Very few of these centres contain significant areas of 

external, road-facing shops as such are not generally commercially viable 

outside of a Mainstreet or local convenience strip context. 

40. Mainstreet: Mainstreets have shops located on both sides of the road, with 

buildings built to the road boundary. Easy pedestrian access is provided 

across the mainstreet to enable comparison retailing between both sides of 

the street to be easily undertaken. True mainstreets in a Christchurch 

context are not particularly common outside of the CBD. Where they do 

occur they are located along busy single lane arterial roads. Whilst the 

roads are busy, they are also generally congested such that they present a 

relatively low speed traffic environment where pedestrian crossing form 

one side to the other is easy and comparison shopping is facilitated. 

Typical Mainstreet layouts either comprise relatively narrow lots with strip 

shopping and a heavy reliance on on-street parking, or a parking area 

located to the rear of the principle street, but readily visible from the side 

streets e.g.  ‘The Colombo’ in Sydenham, and the Merivale Mall car park.  
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41. Mainstreets do not generally include large format stores, with any 

supermarkets tending to be smaller format SuperValues or New World 

brands e.g. Stanmore Rd, Edgeware, or Woolston where they serve a 

more locally based catchment and a daily convenience or ‘top-up’ function. 

Their parking requirements therefore tend to be less, with customers able 

to shop from communal or on-street carparks. 

42. Short strip: The majority of the proposed Commercial Local zones do not 

comprise mainstreets. Instead they comprise of relatively short rows of 

strip shops on one side of a road with residential opposite, or alternatively 

comprise of a small cluster grouped around the intersection of two busy 

roads. Such contexts do not contain supermarkets and the land parcels are 

typically shallow such that built form is forced to orientate along the road 

frontage as the lots are not deep enough to enable alternative 

configurations. 

43. Non-mall based centre. The majority of the smaller proposed Commercial 

Core zones, and especially those of a neighbourhood centre scale. These 

are typically located on one side of a road, with residential development on 

the other. They typically comprise of a strip of small format retail shops and 

food premises, with a supermarket anchoring the centre at one end. Such 

centres are generally laid out either in an L-shape, with carpark in front, or 

with the supermarket and carpark located at one end. Christchurch 

examples include the neighbourhood centres in Fendalton, Ilam, St 

Martins, and Richmond (Stanmore Road). 

44. Large format. These retail areas are covered in the proposed Commercial 

Retail Park Zone and are discussed later in my evidence. They have a 

particular role and function in providing for large format retailing and are 

generally car-based due to their more peripheral locations and the bulky 

nature of the products sold.  

45. I have visited and am familiar with all the centres referred to above. All of 

the above contexts can provide functional, attractive places that serve an 

important role in meeting diverse community needs, albeit that at a detailed 

design level there are certainly examples of individual buildings or parts of 

centres whose design is less than optimal. The format and associated level 

of amenity is nonetheless generally appropriate to and commensurate with 

amenity and context of the surrounding neighbourhood. One typology is 
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not clearly superior or is the only way in which centres should be laid out, 

especially when their varied roles and surrounding context are taken into 

account. In enabling centres to fulfil their strategic role in the City, it is vital 

that the Commercial Chapter provisions recognise the various centre 

contexts, and the various functional requirements of the supermarkets and 

large format stores that anchor these centres.  

URBAN DESIGN CONTROLS IN THE PROPOSED COMMERCIAL CORE (‘CC’) 

ZONE  

Need for an Urban Design Assessment  

46. Council’s experts support the need for a qualitative urban design rule for 

the Commercial Core Zone. It is my understanding from the rule package 

recommended by Mr Stevenson that the urban design trigger is imbedded 

in rule 15.2.2.1(P1) whereby otherwise permitted activities are subject to 

an ‘Activity Specific Standard’ that requires any building to be less than 

1,000m2 gross leasable floor area (‘glfa’) and have an elevation at or facing 

the street of no more than 20m in length. Proposed buildings that exceed 

these standards are then subject to Restricted Discretionary rule RD1, 

whereby Council’s discretion is limited to a consideration of urban design 

matters set out in clause 15.8.1. 

47. As a general observation, in terms of Plan usability it may be more straight 

forward if the urban design rule was included in the Built Form Standards. 

Permitted activities are all only permitted provided that they also comply 

with the built form standards and it will help to separate out what is an 

urban design trigger from the other permitted activity standards that are 

more to do with the activity itself. I note that the Central City Recovery Plan 

has a list of permitted activities, and then includes the urban design rule 

with the built form standards, with this format clear and easy to use. 

48. Rules (P2) and (P3) refer to supermarkets (tenancies greater than 

1,000m2) and department stores. Rules (P3-P11) refer to a range of other 

activities that are permitted, subject to an Activity Specific Standard that 

limits the size of individual tenancies to no more than 500m2, where they 

are located in Neighbourhood Centres. Proposals that exceed 500m2 then 

trigger the same Restricted Discretionary rule RD1 and are subject to 

consideration against the urban design assessment matters. 
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49. It is understood from mediation that the intent of the urban design trigger is 

that it only captures proposals that add a further 1,000m2 glfa i.e. it is not 

intended to apply to an existing 800m2 building where a 250m2 addition 

takes the total quantum of buildings on a site over 1,000m2.  Mediation also 

clarified that the trigger is intended to apply to situations where a new 

building is either more than 1,000m2, or where road facades are longer 

than 20m. This will have the consequence of covering buildings that are 

less than 1,000m2, but that have a frontage of more than 20m. 

50. Mediation also clarified that the 500m2 tenancy limit in neighbourhood 

centres is not intended to be an urban design control. The intention rather 

is to enable assessment of large tenancies (excluding supermarkets and 

department stores) against the role and function of the centre. Exceedance 

of the activity standard should not therefore trigger an urban design 

assessment but instead assessment against the matters set out in clause 

15.8.2.1 relating to maximum tenancy size. 

51. The notified rule package is not particularly clear as to what is and is not an 

urban design trigger, or what the permitted status of supermarkets and 

department stores is, especially in Neighbourhood Centres. I would support 

amendments to reformat these rules so that they are more useable. In 

particular I discuss the urban design trigger and how that might be more 

clearly expressed in more detail below. 

Trigger for Assessment  

52. I agree with the findings of Mr Stevenson and Mr McIndoe that a qualitative 

urban design assessment is appropriate for larger developments in District 

and Neighbourhood centres i.e. the Commercial Core Zone. These areas 

are to be the focal points for both their local communities and for district 

centres a wider catchment. The combination of permitted activities and 

relatively enabling built form standards mean that there is a broad 

spectrum of quite different built outcomes and mixes of activities that can 

occur. This can be contrasted with for instance Residential Suburban 

Zones where the permitted mix of activities is relatively narrow (residential 

and small scale community facilities) and the built outcomes are also 

relatively well defined by the built form standards, namely one to two storey 

dwellings. The same can be said for industrial zones where the range of 

permitted activities is limited and the built forms tend to be functional 



18 

PRO9829 4285401.1 NGA72191:4192373 

 

warehouse type structures in a context of relatively low amenity 

expectations. 

53. Given the combination of a wide range of activities and large building 

envelopes, there is the potential for poor urban design outcomes to occur. 

The diversity of activity and building envelope means that reliance solely 

on activity and built form standards is not adequate for ensuring good 

urban design outcomes. In effect, the consequence of having enabling 

activity and built form standards is that qualitative assessment is also 

necessary in order to ensure that an acceptable urban design outcome is 

achieved overall. Where I differ in view from the Council’s experts is the 

appropriate threshold for when such a qualitative assessment should be 

required.  

54. The District Centres listed in Table 11 are limited to the large KACs. These 

centres all have an existing built area in excess of 30,000m2, with 

Northlands and Riccarton in excess of 50,000m2. Strategically these 

centres are to be the ongoing focus for further growth and therefore an 

ongoing increase in their floor area is anticipated. In the context of these 

very large District Centres, a 1,000m2 building is small. This is not to say 

that a poorly designed 1,000m2 building (or smaller) will not have an 

adverse effect on the quality of the streetscape or public realm in its 

immediate vicinity. It will not however have a significant adverse effect on 

the vitality or attractiveness of the centre overall, with such smaller 

developments still subject to built form standards which serve as a 

complementary tool for managing more localised effects.  In short, large 

centres have the scale to absorb the effects of the occasional poor design 

outcome, and still function effectively as centres in meeting the needs of 

their catchment.  

55. I accept that the prospect of adverse cumulative effects from multiple poor 

design decisions across a succession of individual small developments is 

theoretically possible. In my experience, and from observation of the 

existing centres in Christchurch, such multiple poor outcomes are however 

rare, especially where such cumulative effects reach a point where they 

have a significant adverse effect on centre role, function, and vitality.  

                                                
1
 15.1.1.1 Policy 1 (Role of Centres) includes Table 15.1 which lists the role of 

Christchurch’s various centres 



19 

PRO9829 4285401.1 NGA72191:4192373 

 

56. I consider that the operative Plan threshold of 4,000m2 is an appropriate 

trigger for new developments in the large District Centres, accepting that 

any threshold has a degree of arbitrariness about it. The District Centre 

KACs all currently exist, with the building stock representing considerable 

committed capital value. Change and additions to these centres will 

therefore occur in an incremental manner.  

57. In my experience, the 4,000m2 threshold is appropriate for capturing large 

additions or changes to existing centres that are of a scale where poor 

design decisions can have potentially significant adverse effects on centres 

and where the addition can result in significant change to a centre layout 

and functionality. A 4,000m2 threshold therefore enables intervention at the 

point above which poor decisions can have a significant adverse effect on 

the overall centre, whilst concurrently providing certainty and enabling 

smaller incremental development below that trigger.  

58. The threshold is also consistent with the operative Plan and therefore does 

not represent an increase in regulation relative to the status quo. In short, 

the point at which the benefits of a qualitative assessment outweigh the 

costs and uncertainty of regulation during a recovery phase are where 

intervention is potentially necessary to control effects that are at the scale 

where they will impact on centre vitality and function. I acknowledge that 

having a high trigger may result in adverse urban-design related effects on 

the immediate streetscape that could arise from poorly designed smaller 

developments, however in my view the costs of requiring all such 

development to undergo a resource consent process do not outweigh the 

costs during a recovery phase and with reference to the Fourth Schedule 

expectations and Objective 3.3.2. 

Parking Buildings Trigger 

59. The one qualifier I have to the 4,000m2 trigger is that structured parking 

buildings should be subject to a qualitative assessment regardless of size2. 

I agree with Mr McIndoe3 that parking buildings are particularly problematic 

from a design perspective and need to be carefully integrated into centres 

in order to avoid the potential for significant adverse effects. I therefore 

                                                
2
 I note that the majority of parking structures are likely to be more than 4,000m

2
 and so 

the majority will be subject to the general rule in any event. 
3
 Para. 9.4-9.7 of Mr McIndoe’s evidence 
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support the restricted discretionary status for parking buildings 

recommended by Mr McIndoe. 

Smaller Neighbourhood Centres  

60. I agree with the recommended 1,000m2 trigger for new buildings in the 

smaller neighbourhood centres. These centres are typically less than 

10,000m2 and as such new additions of more than 1,000m2 proportionately 

represent a significant increase in the built form of the centre. 

Neighbourhood centres are likewise typically one to two storey 

developments where poorly designed new developments of a relatively 

large size cannot be as readily absorbed into the centre without resulting in 

a noticeable decline in the amenity and design quality of the centre.  

Activity Status 

61. In balancing the proposed increase in the trigger for District Centres, 

relative to Mr Stevenson’s recommendation, I agree with Council’s experts 

that Restricted Discretionary status is appropriate. Controlled activity status 

is useful where the matter at hand can be readily addressed via conditions, 

and where there is little prospect that the need to decline the matter will 

arise. Conditions on controlled activities cannot be used to such an extent 

that they force fundamental change to the proposal or where they would 

result in a de facto decline of the application. With large 4,000m2 

developments in District Centres, or 1,000m2 plus developments in the 

smaller neighbourhood centres, there is the potential for a poorly 

conceived and laid out development to have significant adverse effects that 

cannot be readily addressed via conditions and where a decision to decline 

the proposal is justified. 

Assessment Matters  

62. Finally, in relation to the need for a qualitative urban design assessment I 

have considered the scope and volume of the relevant assessment 

matters. There are some thirty assessment matters proposed that cover a 

broad spectrum of issues. Such is their extent that they have the practical 

effect of making proposals fully discretionary, which in my view is not an 

appropriate status or level of assessment for activities that are 

fundamentally anticipated and provided for in the zone as being 

appropriate.  
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63. In my view the assessment matters would be better repackaged and 

refocused as a discrete number of key outcomes. The detailed design 

solution as to how best to achieve those outcomes can then be left up to 

individual centre developers to resolve with reference to the specific 

context and role of the centre in question. To this end I prefer the approach 

taken in the Central City Recovery Plan whereby the list of urban design 

matters for the Central City Business Zone4 has been refined down to a 

simple list of six outcomes. The qualitative assessment matters for the 

Central City Residential Zone have likewise been condensed to some six 

matters5. These matters appear to be effective in adequately controlling the 

quality of the proposed developments coming forward in the Central City.  

64. I have used these matters as a basis for the specific text changes 

suggested below , in combination with the specific relief sought on these 

matters by Scentre. I recommend the assessment matters be worded as 

follows: 

15.8.1 Urban Design 
 
The extent to which the building and associated use: 
 

a. Recognises and reinforces the centre’s role, context, and character, including 
any natural, heritage or cultural assets; 

 
b. Promotes active engagement with, and contributes to the vibrancy and 

attractiveness of, any adjacent streets, lanes or public spaces; 
 

c. Takes account of nearby buildings in respect of the exterior design, 
architectural form, scale and detailing of the building; 

 
d. Provides a human scale and minimises building bulk while having regard to 

the functional requirements of the activity; 

 
e. Is designed to incorporate Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 

(CPTED) principles, including encouraging surveillance, effective lighting, 
management of public areas and boundary demarcation; 

 
f. Incorporates landscaping or other means to provide for increased amenity, 

shade, and weather protection; 
 

g. Provides safe, legible, and efficient access for all transport users. 
 

h. Where relevant, gives effect to the actions of the Suburban Centre Master 
Plan that require regulatory intervention to support their recovery, long term 
growth and a high level of amenity. 
 

                                                
4
 Central City Business Zone Rule 2.2.2 

5
 Central City Residential Zone Rule 4a.2.11 
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65. Whilst I prefer a succinct, focused approach to urban design assessment 

matters in the District Plan, I do nonetheless consider that the assessment 

matters set out in Mr Stevenson’s track-changed version generally 

articulate well-established urban design principles and are a significant 

improvement over the notified version. There would be merit in these 

matters being repackaged into a design guide that sits outside the District 

Plan and that illustrates the outcomes sought and the various design 

responses that are available, tailored to the various centre contexts set out 

in my evidence above. Such a guide is consistent with the direction 

provided in the methods section of the CRPS in association with urban 

design policy 6.3.2. 

Street scene and glazing rules 

66. The built form standards relating to road boundary building setbacks, 

glazing, and landscaping work as a package. I agree with the 

recommended Plan provision that the street scene rules only apply to 

proposals that are not otherwise subject to a qualitative urban design 

assessment.  

67. Mr Stevenson has recommended that the package comprises the following 

approaches: 

68. For frontages to arterial or collector roads, buildings are to be built to a 

minimum of 70% of the frontage, the first 10m of all corners, and are to 

have a minimum of 60% glazing on the ground floor and 20% glazing on 

upper floors of road-facing facades. No road boundary landscaping is 

required, however tree planting is required within carparks located between 

buildings and the road. 

69. For site frontages with local roads, there are no controls on building 

setbacks, and no requirement for landscaping. 

70. I consider the proposed rule package to be problematic and ineffective in 

providing both functional and attractive centres, and acceptable levels of 

outlook and amenity for residential zones opposite centres. 

71. The notified Plan contained the concept of a ‘Key Pedestrian Frontage’ 

(‘KPF’), with these frontages shown on the planning maps. The concept 

aimed at achieving an attractive ‘main street’ context and required 
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buildings to be built to the road boundary with extensive glazing at ground 

level and street verandas. This concept attracted a number of submissions 

in opposition. In my view the opposition centred on the loose geographic 

application of the concept that had little regard to the ‘as-built’ context of 

centres where there was considerable sunk capital investment in buildings 

located well away from the road frontage in question. In short, the loose 

application of the concept was trying to ‘force’ a main street outcome in 

areas that were fundamentally not located in main street contexts. 

72. The KPF concept none-the-less has considerable merit for the relatively 

discrete number of centres6 that are genuinely located in a main street 

context, and where it is very desirable for future development to build to the 

road frontage, with display windows at ground floor level.  

73. For the majority of centres that are not located in a main street context, the 

requirement to build to the frontage of arterial or collector roads is largely 

unworkable in practice. Christchurch’s district and neighbourhood centres 

are all largely existing and already have an established form and layout. 

Where the existing centre is set back from the main road (typically with 

carpark in between), then extensions to the centre logically add on to the 

existing built form. If the existing buildings are well set back, then any small 

addition will likewise be set back from the road. It is impractical and non-

sensical to require centre extensions to ignore the existing context and 

form and instead establish as isolated buildings at the edge of the site. In 

short, the proposed rule package once again seeks to force a main street 

outcome for centres with very different established contexts.  

74. Whilst I do not agree with the requirement to build to the majority of a 

boundary with a main road, I do agree that centres should ‘front’ the main 

road through presenting their principle façade and entrance to such roads. 

In reality the majority of centres already do this as the main road is the 

direction from which the majority of their customers arrive. It is common for 

the main carpark of a centre to be located between the main road and the 

centre front entrance, with the centre then fronting onto the carpark. I 

therefore support a requirement for glazing of the frontage, as set out in Mr 

                                                
6
 In my view true main street contexts in Christchurch are relatively limited. They include 

Riccarton Road east of Kauri Street; Colombo Street in Sydenham between Moorhouse 
Avenue and Brougham Street, Papanui Road in Merivale; Ferry Road in Woolston; and at 
a smaller scale the neighbourhood centres in Redcliffs, Sumner, Edgeware, New Brighton 
pedestrian mall, and Lyttelton. 
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Stevenson’s evidence. Glazing of the ground floor frontage is especially 

important in providing an attractive and inviting frontage to customers. 

Upper floor glazing is not so important and the need for glazing on upper 

levels is a direct functional outcome of the internal uses that will occupy the 

space i.e. if the upper levels are occupied by offices or apartments then 

they will include glazing, whereas if they are used for car parking or 

activities such as cinemas then they will not. 

75. For frontages with local roads, the operative Plan approach of either 

requiring full display windows at the ground floor, or requiring buildings to 

be set back a minimum of 3m with tree planting is preferred over the 

recommended position of no controls or screening opposite residential 

zones. The operative package is well-established and is generally 

accepted by the centre operators that I have worked with as not being 

overly onerous.  

76. In summary, I would support the following rule package: 

a) For a discrete number of established main street contexts (as set out in 

footnote 6 above), require buildings to be built to the road boundary 

with a minimum of 60% glazing at ground level and the provision of 

verandas; 

b) For the balance of centres require building facades facing a collector or 

arterial road to have a minimum of 60% glazing at ground level.  No 

requirement to build to the road, and where buildings are set back more 

than 3m that landscaping and tree planting be provided along the 

frontage; 

c) For local road frontages, require buildings that do not contain ground 

level display windows to be set back a minimum of 3m and the 3m strip 

landscaped with tree planting. 

 

OTHER BUILT FORM STANDARDS IN THE PROPOSED COMMERCIAL CORE 

(‘CC’) ZONE 

77. I agree with the rationale and recommendations of Mr Stevenson in terms 

of the built form standards for the Commercial Core Zone concerning 

height limits, recession planes and internal boundary setbacks with 
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adjoining residential zones, plot ratio, outdoor storage, and waste 

management. I consider that the recession plane requirement7 is an 

effective method for managing the effects of tall buildings in close proximity 

to residential boundaries and therefore do not support a ‘stepped’ 

approach to height limits. 

78. Council is recommending the deletion of the Commercial Fringe Zone and 

the absorption of the areas covered by the Fringe into the Commercial 

Core Zone. This recommendation has had the effect of significantly 

increasing the permitted built form envelope of commercial fringe zones 

where they form part of a District Centre.  

79. I have not had time to effectively analyse what the consequences of this 

change might be on the specific fringe locations adjoining District Centres. 

If other parties present evidence that the increased built form allowance is 

not appropriate for specific fringe locations, then the solution may be the 

inclusion of either site-specific rules or a change in zone for some discrete 

Fringe areas to Commercial Local rather than Commercial Core.  

80. Whilst there may well be a case for a more nuanced approach to built 

volume for some Fringe areas, I do not support an interface issue between 

Fringe and Residential zones being used as a justification for introducing a 

stepped height control to the Commercial Core Zone in general. Such a 

blunt response would then have the consequence of reducing development 

potential for areas that have always been in the Core Zone. In summary, if 

the change in zoning is a legitimate issue for discrete locations, then the 

solution is to re-examine the rule package and/or zone for those locations, 

rather than applying a broad-brush amendment to the rule package to 

resolve a relatively narrow concern. 

81. Mr Stevenson has recommended the retention of Rule 15.2.3.2 that 

requires a ground floor internal floor to ceiling height of 3.5m. I agree with 

Mr McIndoe that higher internal stud heights increase the flexibility of the 

internal space and enable it to be readily adapted to a wide range of future 

users and as such is a desirable urban design outcome. Where I differ from 

Council’s experts is whether the minimum internal stud height is a matter 

                                                
7
 For example, the southern boundary recession plane in the Residential Suburban Zone is 

30
0
. A 20m high building will need to be set back some 30m from the boundary to comply 

with the recession plane. At a 45
0
 angle (RSZ east –west boundaries), a 20m high building 

needs to set back 18m from the boundary. 
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that requires enforcement through a rule in the District Plan. From my 

observations of multiple centres in Christchurch, I am not aware of any 

issues of widespread vacancies due to low internal stud heights limiting 

attractiveness for tenants.  

82. In my experience centre developers are very conscious of the need to 

design buildings that are attractive to a wide spectrum of tenants in order to 

maximise the market attractiveness of their developments. I also note that 

for large anchor stores such as supermarkets and department stores, the 

wide-span nature of these buildings means that the internal height is well in 

excess of 3.5m. As such whilst I agree that a high internal stud height is a 

desirable urban design outcome, I am not convinced that it is such an issue 

as to warrant specific regulation, particularly with reference to the Fourth 

Schedule statement of expectations. 

 

URBAN DESIGN CONTROLS IN THE PROPOSED COMMERCIAL RETAIL 

PARK (‘CRP’) ZONE  

83. The number of Commercial Retail Park zones are relatively discrete. They 

are: 

(a) Tower Junction/ Blenhiem Road; 

(b) Home Base/ Marshlands Road; 

(c) Moorhouse Avenue; 

(d) Hornby/ Main South Road; 

(e) Belfast Supa Centre/ Main North Road; 

(f) Cranford Street; 

(g) Langdons Road (recommended rezoning by Mr Stevenson) 

84. The majority of these zones are already largely built out, with the exception 

of the Langdons Road rezoning, a proposed addition to the Home Base 

Centre’s zone, some vacant lots along parts of Moorhouse Avenue and 
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possibly some other “consolidation” of centres which may allow some form 

of expansion where and when appropriate8 

85. The potential for further significant growth and development in the majority 

of these centres is therefore relatively low, with centre growth and adaption 

likely to be incremental in nature and constrained by the existing built form 

and layout of these centres. This is a point acknowledged in Mr 

Stevenson’s evidence9 where he notes that “there are limits to further 

development in the existing retail parks due to the existing built form, car 

parking, landscaping and servicing areas. Due to the nature of buildings 

i.e. big box style buildings, there is not anticipated to be vertical 

intensification”. 

86. With the exception of Belfast, all these centres were created through the 

regeneration of brownfield industrial land. Their locations are therefore 

generally consistent with typical industrial locations i.e. adjacent to rail 

and/or arterial road corridors. They are also largely bounded by existing 

light industrial or commercial activity. The only exceptions are the Belfast 

Supa Centre, Cranford Street, and Home Base that all back on to a 

residential area.  

87. The CRP zone’s purpose is to explicitly provide for large format retail 

(‘LFR’), whilst concurrently not giving rise to adverse distributional effects 

on existing mixed commercial centres. The zone therefore does not 

provide for small format retailing through requiring individual retail 

tenancies at least 450m2, and does not permit stand-alone office or 

residential activity. 

88. The zone purpose is reflected in the existing built form and occupiers of 

these zones. They are typically anchored by a large trade supply store 

such as Bunnings10 or Mitre 1011, and/or a supermarket or department 

store12 with the balance comprised of other ‘big box’ retailers. This has 

resulted in a built form of single storey (albeit high stud) buildings with 

glazed frontages facing onto an outdoor at-grade parking area. Building 

                                                
 
9
 Para.20.75 in relation to discussion on removing plot ratio controls. 

10
 Home Base; Tower Junction 

11
 Hornby;  

12
Mr Stevenson’s evidence para.21.16 
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facades are relatively plain and simple, reflecting the functional 

requirements of such retail activities.  

89. The CRP zone purpose of providing for LFR and directly seeking to 

prevent small format retailers, offices, or residential activities means that 

the built form will inherently be different from mixed commercial centres.  

Rows of smaller stores typically generate a fine-grained frontage with 

multiple pedestrian entrances, diverse retail display windows, and 

generally greater variety and detailing in front elevations. Office and 

residential activity likewise drives a diverse mix of building designs, forms, 

and activities. 

90. The  CRP zone context in Christchurch is therefore as follows: 

(a) Largely derived from industrial brownfield regeneration projects; 

(b) Largely bounded by industrial activities and arterial roads; 

(c) Largely built out with future growth likely to be incremental and 

constrained by existing built form and centre layout, or otherwise in 

accordance with any “consolidation” or expansion under the new 

Policy 5 as discussed in Mr Bonis’ evidence; 

(d) Activities are limited to LFR which drives (and to a certain extent 

limits) built form outcomes. 

91. In location, context, and built form, the CRP zone is similar to the Industrial 

General (‘IG’) Zone. The purpose of the CRP zone drives a built form 

outcome that is similar in scale to typically light industrial warehouses.  Mr 

Stevenson has recommended that no urban design controls are necessary 

in the IG Zone, and that an acceptable street scene amenity outcome can 

be achieved for industrial areas opposite residential zones or arterial roads 

through a combination of a 3m13 road boundary setback and frontage 

landscaping.  

92. I agree that the proposed IG framework is generally appropriate for 

managing streetscene amenity.  If such a rule package is adequate for 

managing the interface between light industrial activities and residential 

                                                
13

 I agree with Mr McIndoe that a 6m setback is more appropriate for Industrial zone 
interfaces with residential zones and arterial roads. 
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zones, then it is considered to also be acceptable for the CRP zone. The 

as-built CRP zones in Christchurch have all resulted in a level of amenity 

and design that is higher than that provided in the IG zone i.e. the market is 

delivering an acceptable outcome for the CRP context and role and that 

provides a more attractive outcome than typical light industrial areas. 

93. The operative Plan has a qualitative urban design assessment as a 

controlled activity for new buildings over 4,000m2. The assessment matters 

are limited to consideration of layout, landscaping, and relationship to other 

buildings within and adjacent to the site. These matters have all been 

substantively addressed through the development of the CRP zones such 

that there is little value in further considering these mattes for incremental 

additions. New CRP zones can be assessed on their merits through the 

plan change process and an Outline Development Plan incorporated if 

need be.  

94. I consider that in the Christchurch CRP Zone context the benefits of a 

qualitative urban design assessment would outweigh the costs. The CRP 

zones are all largely built out, such that any further change or consolidation 

is likely to be incremental in nature. The limitation on activities in the CRP 

zone to large format retailing means that the built outcomes will inherently 

be single storey, high stud ‘big boxes’ with glazed frontages facing 

customer carparking areas. Given this typology, there is in my view limited 

additional value that can be added through requiring a qualitative 

assessment. 

 

BUILT FORM STANDARDS IN THE PROPOSED COMMERCIAL RETAIL PARK 

(‘CRP’) ZONE  

95. I agree with the rationale and recommendations of Mr Stevenson in terms 

of the built form standards for the Commercial Retail Park Zone concerning 

height, recession planes and internal boundary setbacks with adjoining 

residential zones, and plot ratio.  

96. I agree with Mr McIndoe that a 6m road boundary setback and associated 

tree planting is more appropriate along the more sensitive road interfaces 
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with Residential Zones14, given the generally blank walls that are inherent 

in the LFR typology and the need to provide adequate space for mature 

trees to establish to effectively break up the visual massing of such 

buildings.  

97. From an urban design perspective, and with specific reference to the 

locational contexts and as-built nature of the Christchurch CRP zones, I 

consider that an acceptable level of amenity and design can be achieved 

through a combination of simple road boundary setback and landscaping 

controls that are similar in nature to those proposed for the IG Zone. 

 

RANGE OF ACTIVITIES IN THE COMMERCIAL RETAIL PARK ZONE 

98. Purely from an urban design perspective, the provision for supermarkets 

and department stores in the CRP Zone is supported. As discussed above, 

such activities have strong functional needs for blank walls on three sides 

and for heavy vehicles to have ready access to rear servicing and storage 

areas. As such they are appropriate in CRP zones in terms of their built 

form where the outward design expression of their functional requirements 

can be readily accommodated. As noted by Mr Stevenson, supermarkets 

and department stores are already well-established in the majority of CRP 

zones and from a design perspective fit comfortably within those contexts. 

99. The inclusion of small format retail, stand-alone offices, and residential 

activity in general facilitates a higher amenity built outcome than if these 

activities are not present in a centre. These activities drive a built form that 

has a higher proportion of glazing and greater articulation and detailing in 

elevations than that resulting from LFR activities. The broader range of 

activity also provides improved passive surveillance of public spaces and 

activates the area for longer periods of the day. This increased variety in 

activity can however also lead to tensions between the functional 

requirements and built outcomes of LFR and the higher amenity outcomes 

desired by office workers and residents.  

                                                
14

 Mr McIndoe also seeks a 6m setback where opposite Commercial Local Zones. I am not 
aware of any such situations in the Christchurch context, however if I have overlooked 
such an interface then I would also support the inclusion of a 6m setback where a CRP 
zone is opposite a Commercial Local Zone. 
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100. From an urban design perspective the inclusion of a greater range of 

activities will enable the development of a more mixed use commercial 

centre that is less dependent on private cars and that is of higher level of 

amenity and design quality. Whilst the design outcomes for individual CRP 

centres are likely to be improved through increased diversity of activity, it is 

acknowledged that such an outcome is also counter to the ‘centres-based’ 

approach adopted in the proposed Plan with a strong policy direction that 

mixed use development is focussed in and adjacent to existing commercial 

centres and that specific provision is made for the needs and role of LFR 

through the CRP zone. If specific CRP zoned sites are assessed as being 

appropriate within the wider hierarchy of commercial centres for 

accommodating a wide range of activities then the outcomes anticipated by 

the Commercial Core Zone would provide a better ‘fit’ and a change in 

zoning would be more appropriate than widespread amendments to the 

mix of activities permitted in the CRP Zone.  

CONCLUSION 

101. In conclusion, the LURP, CRPS, and Strategic Directions Chapter all 

provide a framework within which the growth and development of Centres 

is integral to the recovery of Christchurch. Such growth is to be well-

designed, in a manner that is commensurate with the Centre’s context and 

role. In appropriately balancing the needs of recovery with the extent of 

regulation necessary to achieve acceptable outcomes, the use of urban 

design rules is to be clear, concise, and appropriately targeted such that 

the use of such tools is minimise das far as possible. 

102. I consider that the Commercial Chapter objectives and policies are 

appropriate for achieving the outcomes anticipated in the strategic 

framework insofar as they relate to urban design outcomes. 

103. I consider that a qualitative urban design rule is necessary in the 

Commercial Core Zone, albeit that the trigger for such an assessment can 

be increased for the large District Centres. I do not consider that a 

qualitative assessment is necessary or appropriate for the Commercial 

Retail Park Zone. 

104. The amendments recommended by Council to the built form standards are 

generally appropriate for both the Core and Retail Park Zones. The 
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exception to this concerns the package of rules controlling building 

setbacks, glazing, and landscaping. I consider that this package could be 

further refined and targeted so that it is more contextually appropriate and 

better recognises both the functional design needs of centre operators and 

the as-built context of the majority of Christchurch’s District and 

Neighbourhood centres. 

105. That subject to the amendments recommended in my evidence, that form 

an urban design perspective the proposed Commercial Chapter provisions 

will be effective methods for giving effect to the outcomes sought in the 

strategic planning framework, and with regard to the Statement of 

Expectations set out in the Fourth Schedule of the OiC.   

 

 

_________________ 

Jonathan Guy Clease 

24 April 2015 

 

 


