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Introduction 

1. My full name is Diane Jean Lucas. I am a landscape architect and landscape planner with 40 years 

experience. I am Director of Lucas Associates Limited, a landscape planning, design and 

management practice established in Canterbury in 1979 and working throughout New Zealand.  

 

2. My qualifications include a Bachelor of Science Degree (Otago University), a post-graduate Diploma 

and a Masters Degree in Landscape Architecture (Lincoln University).  I was elected a Fellow of the 

New Zealand Institute of Landscape Architects (NZILA) in 1987, am a Registered NZILA Landscape 

Architect, a member of the Council’s Urban Design Panel and a certified Resource Management 

Hearings Commissioner. 

3. I am based within Peterborough Village / Pita Kaik in the Central City and have been a member of 

the Peterborough Village Inc Society committee since post-quake inception in mid-2011. 

Consultation and input regarding planning and design of central city re-development have been 

central to the group’s activities. 

4. I have been variously professionally involved in landscape planning, analysis and design for public 

and private projects within the Central City in recent decades, including projects by Council, CERA, 

businesses and property owners, as well as for community groups. 

5. I have provided analyses of and guidance for the natural ecosystems and natural features, including 

waterways, of the city. I have undertaken analysis of heritage landscapes of the city. 

6. I have facilitated public design projects for various nodes in the city, including the central city. At the 

request of 10 groups - professional, business and residential - I was contracted in 1995 by the 

Christchurch City Council to facilitate the Inner City Charrette, a rapid community workshop-based 

planning process. The approaches being taken then were questioned. The resultant document, “The 

Shape of Christchurch within the frame of the 4 avenues”, showed an overwhelming vision for a low-

rise, lively, aesthetic inner city character with strong historic qualities and identity, amenity, and 

plains city character. The project received a premier NZILA planning award, and much of that work 

remains highly relevant for recovery of a liveable, sustainable city.  

7. From 1995 onwards I was involved with various parties addressing the previous iterations of the City 

Plan, and recall architects seeking there be no design controls as that was perceived would 

constrain creativity. However, as was clearly demonstrated subsequently, without design controls or 

design guidance, poor design quality proliferated. To address the issue of ever-lowering design 

quality, and a parallel lowering of the appeal of many areas of the city, urban design control methods 

were eventually introduced. Most streetscapes, the primary public realm of the city, had been 
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unimproved for many decades. As identified by others, pre-quake, much commercial space was 

vacant in the central city. 

8. I agree with the statement of Mr Don Miskell (4.4) that the earthquakes provide “a unique opportunity 

to reimagine the Central City, to set up a framework for a more prosperous, attractive and 

sustainable city centre to better meet the future needs of the community.” I also agree that the 

Strategic Directions need to give clear direction to enable recovery and to support the rebuild. 

However my analysis does not support the position of the Crown and conclusions of Mr Miskell that 

seek to diminish the roles of urban design controls and urban design guidance.  

9. Internationally it is well-recognised that good design is now a key to success of a city. I thus entirely 

agree with Mr Miskell (5.6) regarding the value of attractive environments in helping grow and 

support a vibrant Central City.  

10. Mr Miskell recognises (7.2) the city’s vision for a distinctive and high quality built city. Also (7.5) that 

“High quality public spaces”, “A distinctive sense of place by which the emerging sense of creativity 

and innovation is encouraged and enabled”, and, “A local identity that reflects collective values and 

the past while embracing new opportunities” are sought. 

11. I note that, for the Crown, Mr Ogg supports (10.8) prescriptive regulations being reduced to 

‘lubricate’ the rebuild. This is not supported.  

STATUTORY GUIDANCE 

12. The RMA Part 2 s. 7(c) requires the maintenance and enhancement of amenity values. The 

Canterbury RPS provides some provision for this: 

Objective 6.2.1 - Recovery framework  
Recovery, rebuilding and development are enabled within Greater Christchurch through a land use and 
infrastructure framework that:  

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

(2) identifies Key Activity Centres which provide a focus for high quality, and, where appropriate, mixed-use 

development that incorporates the principles of good urban design; 

(5) protects and enhances ……  public space;  
 
(6) maintains or improves the quantity and quality of …. surface water bodies… ; 

 
13. These objectives support an active role by the City Council. Considering public space, a quarter of 

the Central City (within the 4 avenues) involves public space for movement, streets. However these 

spaces have to date been inadequately addressed by CCC or by CERA in recognising their 

importance for recovery of the city. 
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14. Considering water management, and the significance of buildings and impermeable surfaces in 

seriously affecting the quality and quantities of water bodies, the Proposed Plan is inadequate in 

addressing such matters, particularly in the Central City. However, methods such as urban design 

assessment matters could encourage improved management. 

15. Thus the confining of strategic directions in redevelopment as sought by the Crown is not supported. 

Urban Design  

16. To achieve quality urban design, the Proposed Plan requires that applicants provide certain 

information with an application, that they largely comply with certain rules, and, that they take 

advantage of a free urban design advisory service. These methods are supported. 

17. The Crown seeks to reduce the rules and to reduce urban design assessment matters (e.g. 11.3 

(vii)). Such changes are not supported. Good urban design is crucial to the emergence of a vibrant 

and appealing city, and particularly the Central City. The guidance provided as to what assessment 

matters need to be considered is appreciated by designers and developers. Urban design 

assessment matters should instead be increased to better address sustainability dimensions. 

Currently only aesthetics and safety matters are addressed and not microclimate management or 

sustainability, such as stormwater treatment and vegetation for environmental reasons. The urban 

design assessment matters will preferably be reviewed to make them more comprehensive for 

achieving sustainable management and update them to better address the needs and aspirations of 

a modern city. 

18. Consultation has been undertaken with business and site owners and developers in and around our 

urban village area. It is clear that good urban design is highly valued if a sustainable quality environs 

is to be achieved. Whilst many are committed to ensuring this themselves, there are players that are 

not. This is clearly evident in the design concepts being explored. In the current environment. Many 

site developers have no development experience, so are understandably often ignorant of design 

nuances. Experienced or not, speed and low cost is all that some developers seek, and they will 

likely build and be gone before the repercussions become evident. However, through exposure to 

discussion on design and undertaking amendments as a consequence, often site developers begin 

to appreciate that their product can as a consequence be of improved value and appeal, and make a 

better contribution to the city’s challenging recovery. Thus be a better legacy. This added value 

through design needs to be nurtured. However the Crown seeks to remove such opportunities. 

19. Experience in Peterborough Village supports there being a discretionary urban design assessment 

process that provides free advice to people preparing their proposals. Such a process need not 

delay a development, but has been shown again and again to enable improved development.  

20. Feedback received of local experience of increased adverse amenity effects where there have been 

breaches of prescriptive rules, for example resulting in increased shading of neighbours, or that 
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people are much more closely over-viewed, indicates that either rules need to be adhered to or that 

potentially significant effects on neighbours require their consultation. Thus the Crown’s submission 

opposing notification of applications that breach rules, or consultation with neighbours potentially 

affected, is not supported.  

Living Zone 

21. The replacement plan specifically excludes the Central City. Several months ago, following 

consultation with local interests, Peterborough Village made a submission on the CERA proposals 

for Living Zones within the Central City (attached). The outcome of that process has not yet been 

made public.  

22. As articulated to CERA, local interest including developers, have valued the design guidance 

provided by council processes. The removal or relaxing of various design controls that is sought is of 

concern. The removal of neighbours’ input and of council’s design guidance via the Urban Design 

Panel is not supported.  

23. With high rents being paid during the rebuild, there is considerable incentive for quick cheap rebuilds 

that will in future devalue central city neighbourhoods. 

24. Whilst the Crown is pursuing a process to achieve well-designed residential and commercial 

development within their anchor projects, including the residential East Frame, it is inappropriate for 

the Crown to seek to de-value entirely private development areas through removal of design quality 

processes.  

25. It is disappointing that Mr Miskell, the General Manager for Design and Planning at CERA, has not 

included any aspirations for quality design in his list of requirements to achieve recovery (10.2). This 

position is not supported by local experience.  

Brownfields 

26. I note that under the Proposed Plan ‘Brownfield site’ “means previously used industrial land or 

commercial land, or land no longer required by a requiring authority for a designated purpose.” Much 

of the Central City involves Brownfield sites.  I note 16.1.1.7 Policy 7 Brownfield Redevelopment. 

The Crown seeks to “Insert a new policy to implement 3.6.1  

Objective to read: 

Policy X - Brownfield redevelopment 
To support the redevelopment of Brownfield sites for residential or mixed use activities where: 

 
a. A reduction in the residential, commercial or industrial land supply will not affect the ability to 

meet the anticipated needs of residential, commercial or industrial activities including those with 
specific location requirements. 
 



6 
 

b. The residential or mixed-use development would not hinder the establishment or ongoing 
operation of surrounding activities. 

 
c. The anticipated outcomes and amenity values of the adjoining zone are not compromised. 
 
d. The safety and efficiency of the current and future transport system is not significantly adversely 

affected. 

 
e. A high level of residential amenity can be achieved on the site. 

 
f. There is good walking and cycling access to public transport routes, commercial and community 

services, and open space. 

 
g. If necessary, contaminated land is remediated in accordance with national and regional standards. 

 
h. The redevelopment does not impact on the vitality and strategic role of commercial centres as the 

focal points for commercial and other activities, and the efficient and effective use of land and/or 
community and transport 
(my emphasis) 

27. The aspects of the objective underlined, that seek good urban design and amenity, are supported. 

“Landscaping”  

28. For the Crown, CERA state in their submission (32.10), “Standards requiring landscape plantings are 

also likely to be inefficient and ineffective when applied generally to residential activities across the 

suburban zones. The objective of retaining a ‘garden’ amenity in the residential zones is 

acknowledged, but general landscaping standards are not the most effective or appropriate way to 

achieve this. It is not clear how initial and continued compliance would be practically monitored or 

enforced, or how perverse outcomes resulting from poor maintenance or neglect of plantings would 

be avoided. The Crown does not consider that these standards are necessary to maintain the 

amenity of suburban residential areas and they should be removed.” 

 

29. The Proposed Plan repeatedly refers to “landscaping” when what is intended refers to vegetation, to 

plantings. As noted by CERA, they are referring to “landscape plantings”. The term “landscaping” is 

most unhelpful. “Landscaping” is defined in the Plan as: 

“except in the Commercial, Retail Park and Industrial Zones, means the provision of tree 

and/or shrub plantings and may include any ancillary lawn, water, rocks, paved areas or 

amenity features. In the Commercial, Retail Park and Industrial Zones, landscaping means 

the provision of predominantly tree and/or shrub plantings and may include some ancillary 

areas of lawn or other amenity features. Landscaped area and landscaping strip shall have 

the same meaning.” 

30. However the term “landscaping” technically refers to actually undertaking the works. That is not the 

intent of the term in this planning usage. Some use of the term involves tautology, such as policies 

for “Landscaping and Trees” (e.g. 15.2.3.8; 15.3.3.1; 15.8.3.8). For the Plan’s definition for 

“landscaping” includes “trees’. CERA seek a number of changes to the Proposed Plan with regard to 

“landscaping” provisions, including within the Central City Mixed Use and Living Zones. 

 For example: 

15.3.3 Built Form Standards – Commercial Central City Mixed Use Zone 

15.3.3.1 Landscaping and trees 



7 
 

a. Where buildings do not extend to the road boundary of a site, a 2m wide landscape strip, as 

a minimum, shall be provided along the full frontage of the site and this area shall be planted 

in a combination of shrubs, trees and grasses, except that for any areas required for access or 

outdoor courtyards used by patrons in association with food and beverage outlets, a 

landscape strip is not required; 

 

b. Trees planted to meet this Rule shall consist of one tree planted for every 10m of boundary. 

Trees shall be capable of reaching a minimum height at maturity of 8m and which shall not be 

less than 1.5m high at the time of planting. Any trees listed in Appendix 16.7.1 are deemed to 

comply with this Rule.  (my emphasis) 

 

31. The definition is unnecessarily confusing and demonstrates the inappropriateness of the term. To 

achieve the greater clarity and simplicity that is sought in the Plan, I recommend that the words 

“landscaping” and “landscaped” be replaced with the term “plantings” and “planted”. A “planted area” 

and a planting or planted strip would be more correct terminology. Preferably the definition would be 

deleted and the term “landscaping” replaced throughout. An alternative is the term that emerged 

from ‘Share an Idea’ of requiring “greening”, that is, vegetating. Revision of the Proposed Plan text is 

thus supported in as much as it can replace an inappropriate term with a more directive and 

appropriate term. 

 

CONCLUSION  

32. From my analysis of the Replacement District Plan I conclude that, for the recovery of Christchurch 

City, support is crucial for creation of a Central City that will attract people to live, work and play in 

both the shorter and the longer term. For city redevelopment, whether Brownfields or not, a high 

standard of design is important in achieving this. Without adequate methods, good design cannot be 

assured.  

 

33. The Crown’s position opposing urban design rules and guidance does not support either the 

Regional Policy methods, nor does it support Part 2 of the RMA, in particular s.7(c), requiring the 

maintenance and enhancement of amenity values. The Crown seeks the abdicating of responsibility 

for achieving the amenity that is an important contributor to sustainable management. The Crown 

seeks to leave it to chance. As was shown here previously, and has been shown in other cities, that 

is not adequate. 

34. The Crown’s submission seeking a changed strategic direction that reduces urban design methods 

and reduces response from affected parties, cannot be supported. From experience of several 

decades in the city, including (pre-quake) various district plan and environment court hearings 

addressing Central City Plan zoning and consents, the Crown’s position regarding opposing urban 

design rules and guidance, is not supported.  

35. From extensive local experience I assess that the approach sought by the Crown would be contrary 

to sustainable recovery. It is contrary to achieving the sustainable management of our city. 


