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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My name is Michael Cullen.  I am an Urban Planner and the principal of 

Urbacity, based in Sydney Australia. I have been involved in City Centre 

design and economics for about 25 years. I was formerly General 

Manager of a firm of economists and statisticians in Sydney (Ibecon). 

This firm did (amongst other things) all of Westfield’s market studies for 

over 10 years. 

 

1.2 I provide evidence on behalf of Terrace Development Services (TDS) 

who own or control land that was formerly identified in Council planning 

documents as the primary location of the North Halswell Key Activity 

Centre (KAC).  

 

1.3 My evidence crosses discipline boundaries as most of my professional 

life has been as a town centre consultant. This means requiring an 

understanding and forming an opinion on the nature of design (urban, 

landscape and architectural), the contribution of economics (catchments 

and behavioural economics, development economics), traffic volumes 

and management, and the efficacy of design and planning regulations. 

Consequently I work in inter-disciplinary teams, briefing these specialist 

consultants on what response I need from them to make a town work. 

 

1.4 My work is different from practitioners who work in single discipline fields 

as it seeks to integrate discipline-based advice into place-based 

outcomes reflecting broader contextual principles, especially optimum 

economic and social performance.  For centre performance for instance, 

it is not sufficient to merely quantify various land use demand segments 

on the basis of land use economics (such as retail analysis) and apply 

formulaic land use statistics without considering the qualities and 

characteristics that create a place. Generally, I refuse to do “retail 

studies” and only accept briefs for “centre studies” as retail studies miss 
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the point of the role of retail as a value catalyst for town and not an end 

unto itself.    

 

1.5 My view is that we need to question the narrow economic principles that 

underpin a focus on what might work well for the economy’s lowest value 

activity – the retail sector.  Industry norms for retail have delivered “retail 

hierarchies” that require ever increasing travel distances the higher one 

goes up the hierarchy. An alternate and valid approach would be a self-

containment strategy (such as that which was a feature of UK Planning 

Policy Statement No 6), so as to reduce travel distances through a 

strategy that sought greater levels of self-containment in goods and 

services and employment from local centres.  

 

1.6 My work (and that of others) shows that built form (not considered in land 

use “economic” assessments) and movement networks have a major 

influence on centre performance and are as important as land use in 

terms of generating a wider mix of land uses in centres and improving 

economic output. I have read the Code of Conduct for expert witnesses 

outlined in the Environment Court's practice note and have complied with 

it in preparing this evidence. I also agree to follow the Code when 

presenting evidence to the Court.  

 

1.7 I have no formal qualifications in the area of planning or urban design, 

but have developed an underlying rationale for centre planning as a 

consequence of my work in this area since the early 1980s, starting in 

the area of econometrics modelling of transport and retail networks. 

Since then, I have acquired knowledge and experience in the area of 

urban design and planning.  

 

1.8 The governments of NSW, Victoria, ACT and Western Australia, as well 

as councils throughout Australia and New Zealand regard me as a 

person with skills in the area of town and city centre design, planning and 

economics. 
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1.9 I regularly sit on Urban Design panels assessing various urban design 

proposals. The most recent in New Zealand was on behalf of Auckland 

Council for Todd Property’s proposal for Ormiston Town Centre. 

 

1.10 I was a board member of the Gungahlin Development Authority for 6 

years.  I was appointed to this position by the ACT government to assist 

with the development of Gungahlin, a new town for 100,000 people, in 

Canberra, which I helped plan and design in 1992. This Authority 

managed the development of 8,000 ha of urban land. 

 

1.11 I have designed and also developed (with others) an integrated, mixed 

use town centre with a main street and not a mall (Gungahlin town 

centre). In New Zealand we have not developed a traditional street 

based town centre since the 1930s. We have only developed malls and 

shopping centres. 

 

1.12 Street-based town centres that I have assisted to design (and which 

have now been built or are being built) include University Hill Town 

Centre (Melbourne, in association with Mr Mentz), Point Cook 

(Melbourne), Officer Town Centre (Melbourne), and arguably (as it is a 

hybrid with a mall) Rouse Hill Town Centre in Sydney. 

 

1.13 I was retained by the NSW government to determine the location of 

approximately 20 new centres in the North West and South West Growth 

Centre areas of the wider Sydney metropolitan area in 2004 (this won an 

International Congress for New Urbanism Prize in 2005 for Regional 

Planning). These centres are at a range of scales and are to serve new 

populations of around 600,000 people.  

 

1.14 I proposed a new regional centre at Leppington in Sydney’s south west, 

subservient to Liverpool. Government accepted my recommendations 

and are now building the South West Rail Link via Edmondson Park to 

Leppington at a cost of $1.8 billion.  
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1.15 In 2002 I was retained by NSW Government to determine whether a new 

town centre was appropriate at Rouse Hill in Sydney’s North West 

Sector. As a result of my work the government tendered the town as the 

North West Sector’s main regional centre. In part as a consequence of 

my recommendations regarding regional transport networks (the town 

would have been Sydney’s only regional centre not on a rail line), the 

NSW Government is investing $8.6 billion on the North West Rail Link to 

connect this centre to the major employment hubs and Sydney CBD.   

 

1.16 I worked on the Melbourne 2030 Strategy, where I was retained by the 

Department of Sustainability and Environment (Victoria) to determine the 

optimum direction and method of growth for Melbourne for the next 20 

years.  My role was to locate new activity centres and propose an activity 

centre-supportive growth strategy for Melbourne.  The Strategy involved 

a series of workshops over a 9 month period with state and local 

government staff.  Kobus Mentz ran these workshops. 

 

1.17 In 2006 with Environment Canterbury, Christchurch City Council, Transit 

New Zealand, Selwyn District Council and Waimakiriri District Council I 

worked on the Greater Christchurch Urban Development Strategy (UDS). 

My role was to look at centres in the region and consider their future 

roles and to determine whether any new centres were appropriate. Mr 

Kobus Mentz ran these workshops. 

 

1.18 Over the past 20 years I have determined the location and status of 

centres and influenced the pattern and direction of growth for growth 

areas for over 2 million people in Australia.  

 

1.19 I am currently engaged by Waterfront Auckland to write design codes for 

the ground floor of all buildings in the Wynyard Quarter so that buildings 

irrespective of their ground floor function still contribute to the intimate 

spatial qualities of the Quarter. The way buildings behave at the ground 

and how they are brought to ground is fundamental to the pedestrian 

experience and walkability. 
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1.20 In Western Australia’s largest planning case (known as the Whitford 

Decision (Permanent Trustee v Western Australian Planning 

Commission Appeal 22 of 1997) my evidence was instrumental in a 

Court for the first time in Australia deciding that amenity and real estate 

value were influenced by the quality of design. In this case, the shopping 

centre developer (Westfield) wanted to build tilt-up slab walls of up to 21 

metres high on the opposite side of a residential street of single storey 

residential bungalows.  

 

1.21 I have given evidence in Environment Court matters in New Zealand on 

these subjects for over 15 years. My evidence and expertise has been 

accepted by the Court to date. 

 

1.22 I participated in expert conferencing on economic and urban design 

matters. Both conferencing sessions focused on city wide issues. There 

was agreement in the Urban Design conferencing that centres should be 

the subject of urban design controls relevant to their context and 

functional role. In the Joint Witness Statements all parties present agreed 

that urban and built form controls were important to deliver town.  

 

1.23 Although I live In Sydney, I was born and grew up in Christchurch and 

have worked in New Zealand and Christchurch for over 15 years on a 

variety of town centre and growth area projects. My evidence on the 

principles of good towns and how to get them was accepted in evidence 

by the Environment Court at Ferrymead (Decision C3/2008) and 

referenced as a basis for the Court’s decision. My views in principle have 

not changed since. 

 

 Executive Summary of My Evidence 

 

1.24 Planning and design controls that together require specific and town-

supportive street networks and that establish the basis for built form 

relationships with public streets are the most effective means of 

determining activity levels and economic and social output. These 

controls to an extent sit in the pRDP. 
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1.25 When retail is developed on the ground floor of independent buildings 

that address streets in a manner that inspires amenity, it is impossible to 

over-build the retail and commercial component of a town centre. This is 

because walking distance from primary destinations reduces the level to 

which retail stores can function effectively. Towns are inefficient retail 

environments when compared to malls (this is a good thing) and require 

more land for mixing of uses than a mall. Ideally you want the retail 

component to assist to extend the spread of the town centre as that 

increases walkability to the catchment (also ideal for public transport 

catchments) and expands the range of settings for business. When a 

mall is multi-level, distance walked reduces exponentially (3 level mall 

requires 1/8
th
 of the walking distance required to pass the same retail in a 

town). 

 

1.26 Town streets are open urban systems and deliver potential for start-up 

and incubator businesses at the fringes (the former High Street precinct 

in Christchurch was an example). This offers a wide range of business 

opportunities (again a good thing) and is the opposite of the rationing 

land area principle or notion of “compression” of a town or CBD.  

 

1.27 Town centres (required by the Policies in the pRDP for North Halswell) 

allow for a wider expression of economic activity from high to low output. 

The form and size of the centre facilitates economic capacity and output 

at a variety of levels, and the land area should be appropriately sized to 

suit.  

 

1.28 Multiple-ownership is also a benefit to town. The tension between owners 

at Gungahlin was that the architecture was varied and the design of each 

block sought to compete for custom with each other block through 

attractive design of buildings in the street. The core town centre area at 

Gungahlin is 31 ha (see evidence following) for a similar quantum of 

retail to Halswell as maturity. It is mixed use. 
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1.29 The site area of the ODP at a total of 17 ha is too small for a mixed use, 

street based town centre. The developed area for an urban town centre 

of this quantum of floorspace, (ultimately 50,000 sq metres of retail, plus 

other uses common to a town centre) given a need to also cater to 

modern development practices (including self-sufficient site-by-site 

parking), would be in the range of 25-32 ha. Mr Mentz’s analysis proves 

this at Halswell as his design requires 27ha. It would be inappropriate to 

design a town centre in multiple ownerships where parking obligations for 

any particular owner’s site were transferred in whole or part to another 

owner’s site. This means that all blocks need to be able to satisfy their 

own on-site parking requirements. My view is that the proposed land 

area in the current ODP is directly related to the retail floorspace cap and 

therefore the Council is using two mechanisms by which to reduce the 

retail area. My client accepts the retail floorspace cap but wishes to 

provide a wider range of mixed use settings in town and the plan by Mr 

Mentz covers more than the ownership of my client. Going past the initial 

retail cap (25,000 sqm) triggers a range of urban design controls, which 

my client accepts as appropriate. The site area should be at least that 

defined by Mr Mentz. If accompanied by floorspace caps that reflect a 

staging approach (Rule 15.2.6.2.3), then we recognise the CBD as we 

develop a mixed use town centre at Halswell. 

 

1.30 Council’s preferred site as shown in the current ODP does not have the 

range of required urban and structural settings for the establishment of a 

mixed use town centre as required in Council Policies and Rules. 

 

1.31 This is the summary of my position and the evidence that follows is 

intended to provide support to my position. 

 

2. THE NATURE OF MY EVIDENCE 

2.1 This evidence has been prepared to explain the rationale behind a wider 

contextual approach to centre planning (than that which limits itself to 

matters of retail and commercial floorspace distribution), and which to be 

effective requires a decent size site.  I will outline the merits of town 

centres versus shopping centres, as we have developed so few of them 
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that we may need reminding of what they look like and why they are so 

important. It is my view that the proposed regulatory emphasis on land 

area limits alongside floor area caps at Halswell is misplaced. The 

regulatory emphasis is to create a town centre – which should mean 

these limits are unnecessary. My client nevertheless accepts the 

floorspace caps for retail. 

 

2.2 With respect to North Halswell my evidence is also intended to 

demonstrate the shortcomings of the ODP in the Proposed Replacement 

District Plan (pRDP) and the flawed proposition by Council that the best 

site for the proposed North Halswell KAC is to be accessed via a 

contrived, indirect and angular connection from Halswell Road, and 

compressed into the northern-western end of the site. Council’s 

conclusions (contained in a document submitted by them to Terrace 

Development Services) appears to be based on the analysis of two retail 

reports, one by Harrison Grierson and one by Property Economics. 

These reports are retail reports, not town centre reports and so the 

mechanism to get to the end reference point (to create town not just 

shops) is missing. In my view this means that the conclusions as to the 

most appropriate site for a town centre was not considered. 

  

2.3 Along with Mr Mentz I will show the level to which ODPs should inform 

decision making for centre location and why in my experience more 

detailed ODP-type analysis should comprise a part of the suite of 

controls over the form of development. The current ODP for the site is 

deficient and does not provide any certainty that a town will be delivered 

or indeed why it should be where it is. Initially the site proposed by 

Council was not on the current ODP site but more centrally located in the 

general area of Mr Mentz’s plan. To get town my experience shows that 

we need to attach form controls to a comprehensive outline development 

plan (ODP) going further than the current simple ODP, which is only 

slightly more detailed than a zoning plan.  

 

2.4 My evidence is set out in the following order: 

 - The Basis of Centre Planning and Urban Design Controls; 
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 - Economic Value Systems 

 - Centre Planning, Equity & North Halswell 

- Halswell Centre Location Issues. 

- Proposed Replacement District Plan provisions 

 

2.5 My evidence establishes the economic, social, cultural and 

environmental basis for town centres in order to contextualise the basis 

for the land area proposed or needed for a town centre at Halswell. My 

evidence therefore sets out the basis for town centres related to 

Council’s Policies and Rules. 

 

2.6 When conventions for buildings were a feature of building design and 

architecture (before Modernism threw these conventions out) we didn’t 

need design controls, land area limits or floorspace caps. Today, 

evidence of poor building design is everywhere. We see the problem 

when we drive past the poor interfaces and blank walls of every shopping 

mall in Christchurch.  

 

3. THE BASIS OF CENTRE PLANNING AND URBAN DESIGN 

CONTROLS – BUILDINGS, SIZE AND FUNCTION 

3.1 We have not developed a mixed use town centre in New Zealand since 

the rebuilding of Napier in the mid-1930s. The reason for this is that 

planners write regulation primarily for land use and write it negatively (to 

prevent things). Planners tend not to understand that towns are a 

function of design, not land use as the objective is to mix uses, often 

inefficiently and organically. 

  

3.2 The first town I assisted to design was the proposed new town of 

Gungahlin in Canberra. At Gungahlin we wrote the first design code in 

Australia for a town centre (known as “The Variation to the Territory Plan 

– Gungahlin”). This meant that the ACT Planning Authority had the 

means by which to require developers of the town to build buildings that 

addressed streets and were entered from the streets (no mall). Council is 

seeking the same with most of its Policies in the pRDP. 
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3.3 Gungahlin is close to completion and whilst I was on the board we 

developed four of the core 6 town centre super-blocks (each block is 

roughly 2000 metres by 200 metres). You need super-blocks to be able 

to deal on site with the car parking of a two storey, perimeter-block town 

centre (also a requirement of the planning controls for the North Halswell 

site).  

 

3.4 At Gungahlin we assumed that the super-blocks would be more 

intensively developed in 30-50 years as the town evolved and so the 

parking areas we saw as land banking for future intensification. A second 

round of development in the town centre (only 5 years later) resulted in 

basement parking and a more intensive mix with retail, apartments and 

offices. This was not an outcome we expected so early but does provide 

some comfort for Council that site area for a town centre, which may 

appear to be generous at the start, can intensify quite quickly. 

 

3.5 Council’s approach in my view is seeking to control retail activity rather 

than seeking to enable good urban centre outcomes as a catalyst to 

mixed use, Council (and some of the witnesses opposing the submission 

of my client for North Halswell) undermine the opportunity for retail to be 

used as an inspirational component of a wider mix of uses (resulting in a 

mixed use centre) and contradicts its own Policies and Rules (15.1.1.1 

also 15.1.1.2, and 15.1.1.3 and 15.1.1.5, and 15.1.2.3, and 15.1.2 Policy 

9, 15.1.2.2 Policy 10). All of these Policies assume a town centre at 

Halswell, whereas a land area restriction of 17ha would be effective in 

reducing mixed use. It is not possible to “over-build” the commercial and 

retail component of a town. It is for a mall. The creation of a town centre 

at Halswell also means that the form of the town and the form of the CBD 

are the same (and this is an equitable basis for competition). The city has 

no caps but is of a different form to all of the larger existing centres 

identified in the pRDP, except for Halswell. 

 

3.6 Town enables greater levels of self-containment of goods and services 

within a community and if town also comes with good architecture and 
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buildings facing the public realm, then the basis for future intensification 

and centre evolution and growth is possible. To do this town needs a 

vibrant retail environment in an urban setting. However this does not 

always happen at the start. Towns need space to mature, fail in parts 

and evolve. Limiting land on the basis either of immediate intensification 

or concerns around “over-development” of retail is not a means to such 

evolution and is counter-productive. 

 

3.7 In subjugating the role of retail, (requiring a town centre as per Council’s 

Policies) the creation of “town” requires the following characteristics: 

- Connected regional and local structure (good level of street 

access directly to the town catchment)  

- The appropriately defined vehicle & pedestrian environment 

(congested or contained traffic environment generating a 

good pedestrian environment) 

- Streets as the primary mechanism for pedestrian movement 

between all destinations in the town centre. 

- No more than one anchor store in each street block (as that 

prevents retail talking to itself via an intra-block mall or 

arcade). 

- Imprecise business and retail area (zoning is not as 

important as the built form and we want a range of settings 

for a robust business environment) 

- Vertically proportioned (fine grain) buildings facing the public 

realm (active and attractive frontages)  

- A sense of scale 

- Mix of land uses 

 

3.8 Nowhere above or in any research literature will you find any reference to 

towns succeeding as a consequence an artificial limit on their economic 

output or size. You want towns to have an extended edge condition and 

to be “inefficient” as that expands the range of price points and settings 

for business. 
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3.9 Shopping centres subjugate the quality and role of the public realm to 

that of servicing a high quality but privatised and internalised retail 

environment.  Whilst this has the benefit of providing a highly efficient 

shopping layout, indeed more efficient than that offered by any mixed 

use town centre, the loss of public benefits are manifest.  A consequence 

is a loss of pedestrian activity, generic and poor architecture, climate-

controlled environment, art (when available) is in the private realm, 

landscape is used as a means to reduce visual impact of car parks and 

unattractive blank walls, squares, parks, lakes and rivers are not 

available, spatial continuity and intimacy are found in the private realm 

but not in the public realm. The consequence is a reduction of economic 

and social activity and loss of development and land value around the 

shopping centre. 

 

3.10 Town and city centres deliver a higher level of social and economic 

outcomes if measured by: 

 
 Reduced vehicle kilometres travelled  

 Increased use of public transport 

 Higher overall employment levels 

 Less crime 

 Less pollution 

 Higher property prices 

 Less stress (better health) 

 Greater accessibility to other uses/facilities 

 Increased public support 

 Increased cultural vitality 

 Better quality of life 

 More inclusive public space 

 More equitable/accessible environment 

 Greater civic pride or sense of community 

 Reinforced sense of place 

 Reduced energy use 

 Increased levels of walking (better health) 
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3.11 These benefits represent a fundamental basis for centre planning and 

are implied in Policies and Rules 15.1.1.1 also 15.1.1.2, and 15.1.1.3 and 

15.1.1.5, and 15.1.2.3, and 15.1.2 Policy 9, 15.1.2.2 Policy 10.  The 

objectives provide a basis for assessment of benefit or of optimising 

economic, social and environmental performance.  For good centre 

planning (as opposed to retail planning) retail should be given a hurdle in 

addition to its simple functional activity.  It must act to create a more 

sustainable place – preferably to inspire a centre with high levels of 

mixed use, high levels of walkability and high levels of public transport 

access. If retail behaves in this way, most if not all of the outcomes 

above will be achieved and the place will perform better than if it were 

simply a convenient collection of shops under one roof.  

 

3.20 The effect of past retail policy and retail planning in Christchurch is the 

growth of retail centres and not intensive mixed-use activity (town) 

centres. In my opinion, this outcome has occurred because the 

regulators have not understood the nexus between retail and mixed use 

activity and urban form. An over-emphasis on managing retail activity in 

planning results in policies about retail role and function, distributional 

effects and “retail hierarchies.” The emphasis is placed on controlling or 

prioritising retail activities by “centre”.  Retail-only strategies typically 

result in shopping centre formats predominating over mixed use centres 

(as they have in Christchurch), are hierarchical in character (preferring 

larger centres), based on retail industry performance norms (not 

community or wider planning objectives) and generate ever increasing 

travel distances, predominantly by private motor vehicle. 

 

3.21 Council is seeking protection (primarily) for the CBD and in its wording of 

planning controls is seeking a town centre at Halswell. However it seeks 

to limit its ability to become a town centre by doing two things: 

1. Establishing a retail and commercial floorspace cap  

2. In setting these commercial caps it has established a de-facto 

maximum site area for the town centre as if it were only 

delivering this quantum (the caps) of commercial floorspace. In 

so doing it undermines its own planning objectives that seek 
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mixed uses and integration of neighbouring activities. The land 

area proposed is 17ha as shown on its ODP. In delivering a 

feasible design Mr Mentz will show that the town centre needs 

more land area. 

 

3.22 The pRDP seeks a mixed use town centre but Council’s proposed 

floorspace cap mechanisms will have the effect of requiring a 

concentration of retail floorspace to comply with the limited site area. 

This means that any developer would be reluctant to “waste” parts of this 

area to mixed use. The caps and 17ha limit of the ODP together tend to 

force a retail-only solution and motivate a developer away from mixed 

use. The use of floorspace caps is fine, but the land area should be 

informed by a developable plan – such as that by Mr Mentz. The ODP is 

based on a plan that is unable to be implemented and has poor 

connectivity – something that is fatal to town. 

 

3.23 The Policies and Rules for Halswell assume a mixed use town centre. 

Such centres do not exist at this level outside the CBD in Christchurch. It 

must be assumed that Council believes in its Policies and Rules around 

the delivery of a town centre. This means the whilst the retail floorspace 

cap is an acceptable mechanism for controlling effects of one land use 

the knock on effect of limiting the land area for mixed uses (ODP area if 

adopted) is not in line with the Policies requiring a town centre. 

 

3.24 The public realm is an asset that is owned by the community and is often 

overlooked as a means of evaluating the costs and benefits of 

development activity. "Public infrastructure" of which public realm is a 

part is found in roads and streets, parks and squares, public utilities, 

community services and facilities, and informally also in heritage 

buildings.  "Private infrastructure" is generally found in the application of 

land use to site (buildings).  Often where towns work well, the community 

values the natural fit between private and public infrastructure in terms of 

their admiration of a place.  Such a place becomes a place that they 

“own”.  Good private and public infrastructure is regarded as heritage, in 

the broadest sense, as it defines our culture and who and where we are.  
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Good buildings are often seen as community assets, as heritage items, 

and ultimately even pieces of public infrastructure. 

 

3.25 It is in the application of buildings to site where development can deplete 

or enrich public infrastructure investment and enhance or reduce public 

domain performance.  The Policies in Chapter 15 seeks to prevent poor 

building and land use interfaces to the public realm (such as the 

interfaces that typify shopping malls) reduce the value and quality of 

public infrastructure as well as reduce the value of sites opposite. This is 

the urban design principle of “reciprocity” where buildings respect their 

context and neighbours.  

 

3.26 The United Kingdom's Department of the Environment Transport & 

Regions & Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment
1
 make 

the case that “successful streets, spaces, villages, towns and cities tend 

to have characteristics in common.”  They are as follows: 

“Character – to promote character in townscape and landscape 

by responding to and reinforcing locally distinctive patterns of 

development and culture.” 

“Quality of the Public Realm – to promote public spaces and 

routes that are attractive, safe, uncluttered and work effectively for 

all in society, including disabled and elderly people.” 

“Ease of Movement – to promote accessibility and local 

permeability by making places that connect with each other and 

are easy to move through, putting people before traffic and 

integrating land use and transport.” 

Legibility – to promote legibility through development that 

provides recognisable routes, intersections and landmarks to help 

people find their way around.” 

Adaptability – to promote adaptability through development that 

can respond to changing social, technological and economic 

conditions.” 

                                            
1
 CABE, “The Value of Urban Design” 
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Diversity – to promote diversity and choice through a mix of 

compatible developments and use that work well together to 

create viable places that respond to local needs.” 

 

3.27 Mr Mentz addresses most of these qualities in his evidence. The physical 

“environment” is not simply a collection of land uses, but of buildings, 

streets, parks and squares, and hard and soft infrastructure.  These 

elements work together to create an impression of place. The 

performance of the place as an economic, social and environmental 

asset depends upon the quality of its constituent parts. Land use or 

restricted or compressed space is not mentioned in this list.  

 

3.28 The purpose of a town or city is to allow many transactions across the 

widest spectrum of human commerce and social interplay. These 

transactions are at optimum when the land use mix is diverse, the 

physical environment is attractive and the spatial environment is human 

scale, intimate and contained (as in “contained space,” which is about 

verticality not compressed space). Transactions in cities occur as a 

consequence of the complex interplay of movement networks and 

ultimately, the quality of the pedestrian movement network within the 

public network structure. If the pedestrian movement is separate and not 

linked to the local and regional movement network then land values 

decline and transaction levels also decline. This is in part because of the 

loss of amenity, but also because of the loss of regional, district and local 

network capacity and the separation of local and global movement (a 

problem facing the Council preferred ODP site). 

 

3.29 Spatial accessibility is a major factor in enhanced real estate values. 

Streets with high levels of pedestrian traffic generate higher real estate 

values than streets with low levels of pedestrian traffic.  

 

3.30 Research (Space Syntax Laboratory, London) has proven that large 

blocks with poor links to local and global movement (such as the large 

blocks required for a shopping centre and its car parking) also result in 

reduced real estate values. Space Syntax analysis has repeatedly and 
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consistently shown that better connections and high levels of integrated 

movement of vehicles, bikes, public transport and pedestrians results in 

higher economic output and higher land values 

 

3.31 This is an issue with respect to the Buchan scheme for the Council-

preferred ODP site (this scheme is covered in detail later in my 

evidence). It is a single block partially separated by a pedestrian-only 

street. This design approach as proven by Space Syntax, reduces 

economic and social performance and overall real estate values. 

 
 

4. ECONOMIC VALUE SYSTEMS 

4.1 The sustainable management of resources would relate in part to 

generating an increase in the level of mixed use activity and ultimately 

land use intensity in Halswell in and around the town centre. The level to 

which mixed use and land use intensity (over time) is facilitated by a 

regulating plan (such as an ODP or other) should be a basis for 

determining or approving development at North Halswell. However plans 

need to be practical and recognise modern activity and service 

obligations, one of which is parking. 

    

4.2 To demonstrate the effects of retail stores facing streets and inspiring a 

wider land use mix (requiring more site area), I provide the results of a 

land use survey carried out in Perth (a city of similar size to Auckland, 

with a similar modern development history) by the Western Australia 

Ministry for Planning. A study undertaken by my business used these 

employment statistics and separated the centres into three built form 

types: 

(a) Malls (as in shopping malls such as The Palms or Westfield 

Riccarton),  

(b) Mall-dominated town centres (where the mall had depleted 

street life and activity to the point where the balance of the 

centre was struggling economically, reflected in low 

development rates and low rents),  
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(c) Traditional town centres (where the majority of the retail was in 

street-facing buildings or where the mall – if it existed, did not 

reduce the vitality of the centre – Merivale would be an 

example). 

 

4.3 The centre results in Perth (excluding the CBD) were as follows: 

 
o Mall centres provided 646 jobs (25 malls) 

o Mall dominated centres provided 2,403 jobs (19 centres) 

o Traditional town centres provided 2,747 jobs (18 centres). 

 

 In Mall centres 67% of all jobs were retail; 

 In Mall dominated centres 46% of jobs were in retail; 

 In Traditional town centres 29% of jobs were in retail. 

 

4.4 In other words, the jobs mix widened and the number of jobs increased 

with retail facing streets, as in the condition that characterised Traditional 

centres. While some 63% of Mall dominated centres were at the top of 

the “centres planning hierarchy” being either “Strategic Regional 

Centres” or “Other Regional Centres”, only 24% of the Traditional town 

centres were in the same categories.  This meant that the hierarchical 

planning system was failing to deliver employment in the major centres in 

Perth, because no association was made between public realm amenity 

(afforded by stores facing streets), and economic intensification (a 

measure of which is numbers of jobs in the centre). 

 

4.5 The conclusion is that where street orientated retail is a feature of the 

centre, non-retail jobs are between 2 and 5 times higher than for the 

centre with a mall, even when retail floorspace is the same for both 

centres. However each of these centres types has a different footprint. 

Malls tend to occupy areas on average around half of that of town 

centres of similar status in retail terms. 

 

5. CENTRE PLANNING, EQUITY AND NORTH HALSWELL 

5.1 If development rules for suburban centres and the CBD were the same, 

we would not be having a discussion about caps or limited land area. 



 20 

Unfortunately, Council has required a lesser quality urban and built form 

response from the suburban centres to date than for the CBD. Rules for 

the suburban centres in the past have made it easy to develop malls. In 

my view this is the inequity with respect to the CBD. As a consequence 

of making it easy for suburban centres to build poor and single-use 

buildings, the CBD has a competitive problem - it is a problem of 

Council’s own making. However it is not seeking a mall at Halswell as it 

has Policies and Rules that seek a town, which is a good start. The 

Policies and Rules for a town require a form response, not a floorspace 

response. Floorspace and land area restrictions are largely irrelevant to 

the Policies and Rules as they do not assist with the delivery of a town 

form. 

 

5.2 The proposed land area of 17ha in the ODP means that it becomes more 

difficult to get activities other than retail in town as it matures. My work in 

the design of centres seeks to generate an adaptable ground floor space, 

which is retail-capable but can be anything it wants to be as time passes. 

This is a problem with the caps as the space may start out as an office 

but convert to a shop later or vice versa. For an urban centre we want to 

build in adaptability and diversity. We also want the centre to “bleed off” 

at the edges where the business settings encourage different businesses 

at lower rents than that of any core retail area. A 17ha requirement would 

prevent this, which reduces the economic capacity of the centre and 

forces the developer/owner to seek only high rent tenants – as the caps 

and land area limit would have the effect of making the land area 

resource more precious.  

  

6. THE HALSWELL CENTRE – LOCATION ISSUES 

6.1 The focus of pRDP is on the effects of retail and distribution, plus the 

perceived need to protect existing centres, especially the CBD from 

competition. A more effective strategy is to determine desired economic, 

social and environmental outcomes for centres and test development 

against these outcomes.  With respect to centres this means the 

following: 
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o the ability to optimise the overall economic resource of the 

area 

o the ability to optimise the value and amenity of public 

infrastructure in the area 

o the ability to inspire mixed use activity in the area 

o the ability to optimise the performance of public transport 

o the ability to optimise land use intensity within a wide area 

of influence 

o the ability to increase employment across a range of 

industry sectors 

 

6.2 These factors provide a basis for formulation of a centres-based 

approach to planning and take the emphasis away from retail distribution. 

The approach does not generate single use precincts such as shopping 

centres. In addition, where centre-based outcomes can be delivered, 

strong support should be provided to encourage such development.  

Such an outcome is possible at Halswell and Council can cover itself in 

terms of honouring the re-building of the CBD by restricting the staging of 

retail floorspace.  

  

6.3 Mr Mentz has analysed the greenfield area available for the KAC at 

Halswell. He has taken advice from our colleague Mr Thompson on the 

range and scale of uses likely and possible in the KAC at completion.  

His design considers the influences of the movement network as a 

primary input to centre placement. The design of towns generally seeks a 

contained street network (often a main street) with congestion as a 

means of managing speed and securing the pedestrian environment.  

 

6.4 In Main Streets that I have co-designed (such as Hibberson Street, 

Gungahlin), we seek between 15,000-20,000 vehicles per day in the 

street with a single lane in each direction and parallel parking at the side 

of the street as a barrier for pedestrians. This volume was benchmarked 

in over 20 town centres across Australia. At this level the street is 

congested and traffic is slow moving, perfect for pedestrians. Signals 
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help as they platoon traffic and allow informal crossing of the street by 

pedestrians downstream.  

 

6.5 In Halswell, the possibility of getting to these volumes is only likely on 

NZTA’s arterial, Halswell Road. However NZTA managed streets are not 

ideal locations for town centres as NZTA is seeking unimpeded 

movement for a regional network and for the vitality and security of the 

immediate town centre environment, we want the opposite. I make this 

point as Mr Lunday for Danne Mora sees high traffic volumes as a 

reason not to put the town centre in a position where it has lots of traffic 

(for instance at the extension of Aidanfield Drive). He states in his 

commentary on the proposed TDS KAC at the extension of Aidanfield 

Drive “Traditional Main Streets work on foot traffic not cars and were 

suited to a time when walked or used public transport (trams) along 

these routes. Today increased traffic volumes, speed, demand for 

parking, width of road to manage cars (four lanes as opposed to two), 

create poor pedestrian and retail environments and lower rents and foot 

traffic than mall competitors or specialist retail destinations such as The 

Tannery.” (Lunday Attachment B Responding to TDS Submission – 

undated). There are a number of assumptions in this statement that 

render it irrelevant to Halswell. The street environment, if an extension of 

Aidanfield, would be two travel lanes not four, but this street is unlikely to 

be the main street. Successful Traditional Main Streets exist and they are 

universally two lanes not four.  

  

6.6 The Common Ground proposed KAC is on a tertiary movement system, 

poorly connected and appears to be a pedestrian mall. This is not in line 

with good practice town centre design and is contrary to the proven case 

that global and local movement networks are facilitators of high retail 

performance in town centres and higher land values (Space Syntax, 

London). Removing centres from these networks reduces retail 

performance and land values. London’s Oxford Street is the most 

connected street in London. It has the highest retail rents. The design of 

a congested street network is a pedestrian-friendly design (Source: 

Space Syntax, London). The design of a pedestrian mall is a pedestrian-
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only design. Pedestrian malls require specific characteristics to work as 

retail and commercial locations
2
. The Council proposed ODP site has 

none of these. Most pedestrian malls in Australia and USA have been 

retail and commercial failures and most have been reverted back to 

streets with cars and pedestrians. 

 

6.7 In order to demonstrate the logic of placement of the KAC, below is a 

simple diagram of the structural influences (movement patterns that 

should feed a town centre), prepared by me.  

 

 

6.8 The diagram shows the motorway and Halswell Rd in red, and in black 

lines the secondary street network that will feed much of the catchment 

to the centre. The two red dots show the location of the partially 

developed Wigram centre to the north-west and the structural centre-

point on the subject site. Ideally, this is where you would want a town 

centre as it is the point where the most networks come together off the 

major highway, to generate the most energy. The original market towns 

were built at these points. Nothing in the way humans behave has 

changed the fundamental determinants of town centre location.  

 

                                            
2
 They include: intensive pedestrian activity in the area, where the mall area is seen as respite; major destinations at 

each end that drive linear movement along the mall; strong urban network of high vehicular traffic around it, which 
feeds destinations within the mall; city location, not suburban location. 
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6.9 I have located and designed many such centres, and this is a consistent 

characteristic of where I locate them. This approach has never been 

challenged by either my fellow consultants in these projects (be they 

urban designers, economists or traffic planners) or by the governments I 

have worked for. In my opinion pushing the site to the north west corner 

as proposed in the Council ODP devalues the role of the movement 

network in providing the required energy and dynamism within the town 

centre. It is “offline” as this corner of the site is not fed by the movement 

network at all. It is not on the way to and from anywhere. A connection 

across to Augustine provides a direct catchment of around 20 houses so 

is irrelevant as a structural element informing town centre location. 

Movement network is not only an economic issue but an issue of 

personal safety. It is important for a night time economy and safety that 

streets are activated by cars after hours. In designing new town centres it 

is important to run a 24 hour clock over the entire town to see where 

there may be issues of personal safety at various times of the day and 

night. The north west site is more likely to suffer from personal safety 

issues than any site properly structured into the movement network. The 

designs by Common Ground and by Buchan generate personal safety 

issues at each of their proposed bus interchanges. 

 

6.10 Aidanfield Drive would carry the highest volume of traffic to the site other 

than the site boundary roads. This is what a town centre wants. It wants 

to be the most accessible and connected location possible in the 

catchment. Christchurch CBD is designed so as to be at the centre of the 

regional road network. The CBD could not be at any other place (and so 

commentary after the earthquake that the CBD should be moved was 

unrealistic).  

 

6.11 The view of NZTA is that 3 signals between Dunbars, Aidanfield and 

Augustine is an issue. I accept that as a going-in premise.  

 

6.12 However a town centre the size of that proposed for Halswell will reduce 

traffic on the regional road network (than if it wasn’t there). It is therefore 

an important component of managing journey length and trip numbers on 
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NZTA roads. NZTA appears to have left open the possibility of an 

Aidanfield extension in caucusing, subject to further analysis. Mr Mentz’s 

scheme does not require the extension, but nevertheless the town centre 

would be more efficient and vibrant with it. I would argue that the 

economic imperatives of a highly functioning town centre, fed by strong 

links to its catchment are motivators of consideration by NZTA so as to 

allow the centre to have direct links to its catchment. Town centres must 

be highly accessible. Town centres do not work off secondary or tertiary 

networks. The Danne Mora site is poorly connected; its main street is a 

part of the tertiary movement network and due to this is unable to be an 

effective town centre.  

 

6.13 The ability of the network to feed movement into a town centre is 

fundamental to its success. Mr Mentz has prepared a town centre plan 

that inherently delivers more movement to and through the site, mainly 

because of where he’s put it. Danne Mora’s site is largely off the 

movement network and so is more of a destination to be sought out. To 

limit the movement network influence is to reduce overall accessibility. 

This is a characteristic that is usually fatal to towns. The less accessible 

the town centre, the more its retail and commercial (offices) will struggle. 

If retail struggles and is evidenced by underperforming stores or 

vacancies, then the ability to deliver mixed use is compromised. This is 

because retail is the most public of all uses and if it is seen as struggling 

or failing this creates the impression that the whole town is failing.  

 

6.14 The principles diagrams following highlight the relative differences 

between the awkward site characteristics that drive the Common Ground 

plan and Mr Mentz’s plan. The major access point in Mr Mentz’s plan put 

town centre visitors in the middle of the Main Street after turning off 

Halswell Rd. The Common Ground plan suggests that vehicles may 

bypass the Main Street and circulate through a carpark or bypass it 

altogether 
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6.15 The structure needed to make the Danne Mora site work could result in a 

single block, ideally suited to a shopping mall as shown by Council’s 

consultants the Buchan Group in the following image. The structure is 

essentially the same as that in the Common Ground scheme, but the 

stores are regular sizes and the central street could be read as a mall 

without a roof (see plans following).  

 

6.16 The Danne Mora site has two design solutions, one by Common Ground 

Studio and one by Buchan Group that have been made available to us, 
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within the same constrained structure. The Common Ground solution 

below and the Buchan solution following, which is a shopping mall 

without a roof. 
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The red arrows I have inserted. They show the probable orientation of the check 

outs of the major stores in the same manner as I have shown in the Lunday 

scheme. Designing as-if-a-mall reduces walking distances and limits the spread of 

activity and amenity around the town centre and reduces the centre to one block. 

Without a slip road the LFR boxes will trade to the car park and back on to Halswell 

Rd. The plan is short of parking area unless decked. The bus interchange is 

adjacent to service docks and car parking and is also unlikely to be accepted by the 

relevant transport agency as it will be unsafe after hours. 

 

6.17 The Plan is of a typical shopping mall, except for the sleeved rear edges. 

The sleeved rear edges create a problem in terms of parking unless the 

parking is decked or basement (basement unlikely due to high water 

table). In addition, if apartments sit above the main street or side street 

sleeves then the parking requirement increases as does the land area 

needed. Assuming in this scheme that no parking is required for the 

cinema (due to activity cycle differences with the retail), then the site 

commercial/retail mix is 7.3 ha (according to the schedule attached to the 

Plan by Buchan).  
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6.18 At around 4.5 car parks per 100 square metres this would generate a 

land requirement for an additional 8 ha. Street and public space areas in 

accessible urban environments take around 30%
3
 of the total land 

requirement unless the site is a mall. This means that without any 

second level uses in the town centre, or any housing the land 

requirement is already over 20 ha. If second levels are added (as they 

are proposed to be in the pRDP), the land requirement goes up beyond 

20ha. 

 

6.19 The same analysis I have undertaken on Mr Mentz’s scheme below 

which covers a wider site and includes different landowners along the 

town’s main street. The drawing shows a comprehensive understanding 

of the dynamics of a town and of the requirements of modern retail, the 

need to address streets and the facilitation of a wider range of business 

settings at a range of price points. The buildings are all orientated to 

streets, or where not are sleeved with finer grained buildings to streets 

and a permeable block structure is the result with one retail anchor per 

block. This satisfies in my opinion better than the other designs the 

following relevant sections of the pRDP:  

15.1.1.2 Policy 2 - Comprehensive approach to development of the 
Halswell and Belfast Key Activity Centres (a, b);  
15.1.1.43 Policy 43 - Activities in centres 
15.1.2 Objective 3 - Urban form, scale and design outcomes 
15.1.2.2 Policy 10 - Design of new development 
15.2.6.3.2 Commercial layout;  
15.2.6.3.3 Design and amenity  
15.2.6.3.4 Transport;  
15.2.6.3.5 Civic Square;  
 

                                            
3
 This is a “rule of thumb” that generally holds true for urban town centres. 
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The arrows, dotted streets and block numbers are mine intended to show a 

permeable network, town centre blocks and orientation of buildings.  

 

6.20 Common Ground’s scheme is impractical (no major retailer would sign 

up for the odd shaped tenancies as shown in the plan with the paucity of 

adjacent car parking shown in the plan) and delivers a confusion of 

edges often with poor outlooks (sides and backs confusion). The design 
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uses the structure to determine the shape of buildings, which indicates a 

misunderstanding of the commerce of towns today. The Buchan plan is a 

mall, where the only public streets are around the outside of it. The other 

streets serve car parking and for that reason may as well be private as 

they do not add to the network (I can see no reason why Council would 

want to own and manage these other streets). Mr Mentz’s scheme 

demonstrates a typical town centre structure that can be seen in similar 

form everywhere. The two schemes on Council’s preferred site are 

compromised because of the shape and nature of the site and the 

designs are not designs one would expect to see in towns today.  

 

6.21 To assist to prove the point, below I provide an analysis of a town centre 

of similar size, which has been built and which I assisted to design in 

Canberra. The image below is of the formal rectilinear grid of Gungahlin 

with the core town centre shaded and the future town development 

blocks shown as vacant land to the right of the built area (within the 

shaded area). 

 

 

6.22 We tested a number of layout options for the town centre and 

benchmarked a number of centres around Australia. We provided for 

around 60,000 square metres of retail floorspace, plus offices and 

apartments represented by 3 x 3 facing superblocks of around 200 x 200 

metres. This enabled each site to be self-sufficient in parking, which was 

important to our staging strategy and multi-owner model. The land area 

for the town centre represented in the shaded area above is 31 ha. The 
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town is 18 years old and is still not finished (aerial image dated Jan 

2015). Following are images of the town centre that show its mixed use 

and street focused nature. 

 

  

6.23 My concern is that if a land area restriction is applied to the town centre 

(especially the current 17ha), the Council is forcing a single use precinct 

with not enough breathing space to grow into a mixed use town centre. 

My advice would be to consider either Mr Mentz’s plan as a basis and/or 

Gungahlin as a benchmark. Mr Mentz’s plan largely adopts the design 

principles used at Gungahlin.  
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6.24 When we designed Gungahlin we were advised that the developers 

would not build the project without at-grade parking as feasibility suffered 

if decked parking was required.  

 

6.25 In addition, the major retail anchor stores (Woolworths, Coles, Kmart and 

Big W) set lease covenants that required a specific quantum of car parks 

within 90 metres of point of entry to their stores and this influenced our 

block structure. In my experience NZ retail anchor stores also request 

the same parking conditions as Australia. Remote parking or decked 

parking on a different level is generally not preferred by the retailers 

unless it is for a multi-level mall.  

 

6.26 Mr Mentz has in my view drawn an efficient structure, which satisfies all 

the usual retail parking and service area obligations and in my 

experience is feasible. From his structure a mixed use town can take 

shape and intensify over time 

 

6.27 A site could possibly fit 50,000 – 60,000 square metres of retail 

floorspace into 17 ha, as it does at Westfield Riccarton. The Westfield 

mall is around 11 ha net – or including boundary streets is around 15 ha, 

however it is a two level mall for a part of the site, has decked parking, 

and no mixed use component. It is too small when mixed use 

requirements are added. 

 

6.28 In my work in negotiating with retailers and developers over the past 20 

years I have found that building a fundable two level, mixed use town 

centre, of the size proposed for Halswell and required from the Policies 

and Rules, focused on streets with modern retail orientation and 

development principles is not possible within 17 ha.  

 

6.29 My concern is that the retail consultants see the project as a retail project 

and have set the land area on that basis, which Council has erroneously 

adopted, despite the fact that it is seeking a mixed use town centre. The 

proposed core area for Halswell is 12-13 ha, which is close to Westfield 
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Riccarton’s net site area for its retail only mall. This is not enough land if 

one wants mixed use in the core. Council needs to formulate the land 

area on the basis of a town centre – not a shopping centre.  

 

6.30 There is one other issue that was important to the quality and diversity in 

the Gungahlin town centre and it may be helpful here. We as a 

development authority insisted that different owners developed the town 

centre and so for the four complete blocks we had four different 

owner/developers. 

 

6.31 Key objectives for requiring different owners included: 

(a) To ensure that each owner did their best to compete for 

customers and tenants with other owners in the town centre,  

(b) To facilitate different design styles in the town’s architecture.  

 

6.32 I make the point as Mr Mentz’s design places the town centre across a 

number of different land ownerships. This is an ideal outcome as proven 

at Gungahlin and at other town centres. The Council preferred site is 

compressed to one owner and the commercial component confined to it.  

 

 

7. PROPOSED REPLACEMENT DISTRICT PLAN PROVISIONS 

7.1 The evidence of the witnesses on behalf of TDS requests a change in 

the location of the KAC and an enlargement of the land area to be used 

for the town centre, based on Mr Mentz’s plan. His analysis fits with my 

experience in the design and development of town centres. So we seek a 

change to: 

 15.2.6.1.1 Restricted discretionary activities 

 

7.2 “15.1.1 Objective 2 – Focus of commercial activity”  

“Commercial activity focussed within a network of centres 

(comprising the Central City, District, Neighbourhood, Local 

Large Format centres and to meet the wider community’s and 

businesses’ needs in a way and at a rate that: 
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I. supports intensification within centres; 

II. Enables the efficient use and continued viability of 

the physical resources of commercial centres and 

promotes their success and vitality, reflecting their 

critical importance to the local economy.” 

 

7.3 All economic consultants (including those of the Council) agreed to the 

following statement in Caucusing: 

"Parties agree: The most appropriate way to manage retail development 

over the life of the Replacement District Plan is to adopt an approach that 

envisages retail development primarily in and around the Christchurch 

centres network, including through expansion and/or intensification of 

existing centres, and the establishment of new centres." My bolding. 

 

7.4 Council appears to have ignored the caucusing statement and decided to 

limit growth to the existing zone boundaries for centres. There is an issue 

as to whether this statement would favour the existing malls (as in the 

Plan they seem to be defined as centres) and disadvantage any new 

centres proposed to cater directly to the areas of growth.  

 

7.5 This concern is amplified through 15.1.1.5 in relation to Halswell and 

Belfast “Policy 5 – Accommodating growth” 

“Growth in demand for commercial activity is accommodated principally 

a. within existing commercial centres 

b. Any expansion outside a commercial centre is 

I. only undertaken where it is commensurate with the 

centre’s role within a strategic network of centres; 

II. provides the equivalent compensatory capacity for that 

which is lost through expansion; 

III. integrated with the adjoining neighbourhood and transport 

network; and 

IV. ensures adverse effects at the boundary of the expanded 

area are managed to a level consistent with the amenity 

values of the adjoining residential zone.” 
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7.6 I have no real issue with points iii and iv, my issue is mainly with i and ii. 

The role and status of Halswell should be decided now and a commercial 

centre zone defined for the future. Staging is another matter and in my 

view is adequately controlled by limiting retail activity (15.2.5.2.3) and 

then increases triggering a range of controls around the form of the 

centre. In my evidence I have shown that the land area proposed is 

inadequate for a mixed use town centre. The centre should be a larger 

area, but the retail floorspace limits apply. I am at a loss to see why the 

floorspace limit and the larger site area together would not be effective in 

terms of concerns about the CBD. 

 

7.7 If development rules for suburban centres and the CBD were the same, 

we would not be having a discussion about caps and land areas. 

Unfortunately, Council has required a lesser quality urban and built form 

response from the suburban centres than for the CBD. Rules for the 

suburban centres make it easy to develop malls. In my view this is the 

inequity with respect to the CBD. As a consequence of making it easy for 

suburban centres to build bad buildings, the CBD has a competitive 

problem and it is a problem of Council’s own making. 

 

8. Summary 

9.1 Policy 15.1.1.3 Policy 3 provides a basis to tie in a more detailed ODP as 

a regulating tool expressing the values of this Policy given that Council 

has removed some of its urban design controls in 15.2.6.1.1. It is clear 

that Council wants a town centre in its Policies, but it is writing rules 

around a site area restriction that could prevent it. Tying a detailed ODP 

that expresses the values in Policy 15.1.1 and its sub policies and rules 

would seem to be a way forward. In addition, perhaps the provisions 

under 15.2.6.3.3 Matters of Discretion – Commercial core zone – North 

Halswell (being 15.2.6.3.3.1, 15.2.6.3.3.2, 15.2.6.3.3.3, 15.2.6.3.3.4, 

15.2.6.3.3.5) provide a more detailed basis for considering the efficacy of 

a more detailed ODP. 
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9.2 The changing of the land area limit at least allows for the centre to grow 

in a manner better managed by regulation as the market develops.  

 

9.3 The re-writing of the ODP across a number of site ownerships as indicated 

by Mr Mentz’s plan appropriately allows the town to breath, mix uses and 

grow over time. It also promotes competition by land owner/developers 

which usually has the effect of improving architecture to attract more than 

a “fair share” of customers. Such an approach recognises the importance 

and power of the regional structure (access to town) as an inspirer of a 

wide range of activities. Limiting access limits commercial capacity, 

viability and range of uses. The Council proposed ODP is poorly 

positioned to be an integrated, mixed use town centre. Indeed my position 

is that it is so constrained that it will be incapable of performing the role 

assigned to it in the relevant Policies. It could however, work as a 

shopping centre, as indicated by the Buchan plan. 

 

 
 
 


