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INTRODUCTION 

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

Novo Group Limited in Christchurch.  Novo Group is a resource 

management planning and traffic engineering consulting company 

that provides resource management related advice to local 

authorities and private clients.    

2 My qualifications and experience are set out in paragraphs 2 to 5 of 

my statement of evidence on the Commercial Proposal (Stage 1) for 

NPT Limited, dated 24 April 2015.   

3 I have given evidence with respect to the following Proposals of the 

Replacement District Plan: 

(i) Chapter 3- Strategic Directions  

(ii) Chapter 5 – Natural Hazards (Stage 3 – lodged, excused 

from being heard) 

(iii) Chapters 8 (Subdivision, Development and Earthworks) 

and 14 (Residential) in respect of Residential New 

Neighbourhood Zones  

(iv) Chapter 9 – Natural and Cultural Heritage 

(v) Chapter 15- Commercial (Part)  

(vi) Chapter 17 - Rural  

(vii) Chapter 18 – Open Space 

4 My specific experience relevant to this evidence includes the 

preparation of numerous resource consent applications for activities 

in the Central City Business Zone and Commercial zones, notably 

including Eastgate for NPT Ltd.    

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

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

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

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

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

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

facts that are known to me that might alter or detract from the 

opinions that I express in this evidence. 
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6 In preparing my evidence I have reviewed: 

(a) The notified Proposal 6 General Rules and Procedures 

(specifically 6.8 Signs) and Proposal 13 (specifically 14.7 

Central City Signs); 

(b) The submissions and further submissions of the parties I am 

giving evidence on behalf of; 

(c) The submissions and further submissions of the Crown insofar 

as these relate to signage; 

(d) The evidence prepared and circulated by Mr Scott Blair (dated 5 

February 2016) and Ms Janet Reeves (dated 4 February 2016) 

on behalf of the Council and the associated s.32 report; 

(e) The Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District 

Plan) Order 2014, including the Statement of Expectations in 

Schedule 4 (‘OIC’); 

(f) The Land Use Recovery Plan (‘LURP’); 

(g) The Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (‘CCRP’); 

(h) The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (‘CRPS’); 

(i) The Panel’s Stage 1 decisions on the Strategic Directions and 

Commercial/Industrial proposals; 

(j) The urban design and planning evidence of Mr Jonathan Clease 

for Carter Group Limited (3602), Scentre New Zealand Limited 

(2332), Kiwi Property Holdings Limited (2372) and NPT Limited 

(2369). 

7 I attended formal mediation on 22nd January 2016 and subsequent to 

that I have informally mediated and worked with Mr Jeremy Phillips 

(planner for Carter Group Limited and Scentre Limited) and Mr 

Clease to prepare an amended proposal. 
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Scope of Evidence 

8 My evidence is presented on behalf of NPT Limited (“NPT”).  It 

addresses matters related to the General Rules and Procedures and 

specifically, the submissions by NPT Ltd in respect of signage.  I note 

that I am not familiar with the signage provisions applicable to 

heritage items as this is an issue that is not of relevance to my client 

NPT Ltd and thus my evidence does not address this aspect of the 

signage provisions. 

STATEMENT 

9 As stated in paragraph 7, I have collaborated with Mr Clease (and Mr 

Phillips) in the preparation of an amended proposal (Attachment 1 

to Mr Clease’s evidence).   

10 For the reasons set out in the evidence of Mr Clease (which I agree 

with and accept), I consider the revised proposal attached to Mr 

Clease’s evidence most appropriately achieves the plan’s objectives 

and the purpose of the Act having regard to the relevant planning 

framework.    

11 In support of Mr Clease’s evidence, I note that I have prepared 

multiple resource consent applications for signage at Eastgate over 

the last 18  months.  Eastgate’s signage allowance under the 

operative City Plan rules is 369m2.  Their current consented signage 

is more than 3 times this amount1, at 1276m2. The signage 

calculation in the notified proposed Replacement Christchurch District 

Plan appeared to restrict the signage allowance even further.  Of the 

seven resource consents I have gained for Eastgate since July 2014 

that involved signage (increasing the total amount of signage on site 

collectively by 460m2), only one of these consent applications had 

signage that was opposed by the Council’s urban designers, in this 

case on the basis that it faced a residential zone.  That concern was 

overridden by the processing consent planner and consent was 

granted.  The signage consents have all been for signage in excess of 

that permitted by the City Plan, but has also included two 

applications for signage in excess of the 6m height limit (but below 

façade level). 

                                       
1 See attachment 1, RMA 92030243, granted November 2015.  See first bullet point, page 2. 
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12 Additionally, I have recently fielded a query originating from 

Countdown, wishing to establish additional signage at Eastgate.   

13 In regard to a road frontage vs building frontage based formula, I 

agree that a building frontage formula is more appropriate at 

Eastgate and that the definition of building frontage needs to be 

amended to better reflect the realities of the built environment in 

Commercial Core zones, for the reasons set out in Mr Clease’s 

evidence (paragraphs 84-92).  Eastgate’s buildings generally have at 

least two frontages (road and car park), or in cases such as two 

recently consented standalone fast food outlets and one long new 

retail building adjoining Chelsea Street, four frontages.  Using road 

frontage as a formula basis rather than building frontage would 

curtail the level of signage permitted at Eastgate, to the point that 

they would be permitted less signage than the site currently 

contains2.  Further, NPT is seeking in the near to medium term to 

purchase Cranley Street off the Christchurch City Council (following 

that road’s stopping).  If the purchase is successful, Eastgate’s road 

frontage will reduce even further from what it is currently3. 

14 In summary, and in view of the imperative in the Statement of 

Expectations and Strategic Directions chapter to reduce consenting 

burden and enable recovery in the City, in my view signage rules 

applicable to the Commercial Core district centres must make 

provision for both the existing level of signage that is present on site, 

and some growth.  I consider the provisions proposed by Mr Clease 

will appropriately achieve this in the Eastgate context. 

 

  

Kim Marie Seaton 

22 February 2016 

                                       
2 Eastgate’s road frontage currently is approximately 1176m in length. 
3 To approximately 1026m in length. 
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1

Resource Management Act 1991

Report / Decision on a Non-notified
Resource Consent Application

(Sections 95A, 95B and 104 / 104B)

Application Number: RMA92030243
Applicant: Eastgate Shopping Centre Limited
Site address: 20 Buckleys Road
Legal Description: Lot 1-3 DP 7376, Lots 23, 26 - 27, 37 - 38, 41, 51 - 54, 56 – 60 DP 1028, Part

Lots 23, 25, 28 – 29, 42 - 44 & 55 DP 1028, Lots 1 - 6 DP 7406, Lots 1 - 2 DP
20256, Lot 1 DP 51677, Lots 2 – 4 DP 50873, Lot 2 DP 360402, Lot 1 DP
45692, Section 1 SO 20087, Lot 1 DP 64791.

Zoning: Christchurch City Plan: Business 2P
Proposed Replacement District Plan: Commercial Fringe

Activity Status: Christchurch City Plan: Discretionary
Operative Replacement District Plan: Restricted Discretionary

Description of Application: Establish and operate 1755m² (Gross Leasable Floor Area) of new retail space
with associated car parking, outdoor advertising and landscaping.

Introduction

The applicant seeks resource consent to establish and operate an additional 1755m² of floor space on the
Eastgate Shopping Centre site (Eastgate) at 20 Buckleys Road, Linwood. The Eastgate site has an area of
6.4571 hectares and features a number of established commercial premises. This application represents Stage
2 of a two-stage development on the site referred to as the ‘mini-majors’ development. The mini-majors
development is to provide for a total of 3908m² GLFA within a new standalone building on the Eastgate site, with
Stage 1 providing for a total of 2153m² in area. Stage 1 was granted resource consent by the Officer Sub-
committee in July 2015 on a non-notified basis (RMA92029790).

The applicant states the following reasoning for the two-stage development approach:

The two stage approach is necessary as the site of the old library (to the immediate east of the recently
consented “fast food site), is still owned by the Christchurch City Council and the ability to redevelop that
site is dependent on the applicant purchasing the site. If the applicant does not purchase the site, Stage
2 of the mini-majors development will not proceed.

A resource consent application was originally submitted in June 2015 for both stages of the development
(RMA92029790). At the applicant’s request Stage 2 of the development was put on hold whilst Stage 1 was
processed separately under RMA92029790. Stage 2 of the application has been reassigned to RMA92030243
in the Council records.

The two-stage proposal is described in detail on pages 4 and 5 of the AEE submitted with the original application.
In brief, the key aspects relevant to Stage 2 are as follows:

· Stage 2 provides for an additional 1755m² of floor space, adjoined to the Stage 1 building.

· The building heights and façade details will generally be the same as for Stage 1 (with a maximum height
of 10.15m, including a maximum height of 8.71m within 30m of the Chelsea Street road boundary) except
that the Linwood Avenue façade will be predominantly glazed.

· The total floor gross leasable floor area for the Mall in its entirety, inclusive of Stages 1 and 2 of the mini-
majors and the recently consented fast food outlets and food and beverage outlets (RMA92028649 and
RMA92029169), will be approximately 32,500m².
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· For Stage 2, an additional 127m² of signage will be added, including a 5m² ‘Eastgate’ sign on the Chelsea
Street frontage. A total of 1149.55m² of signage has previously been consented on the site (including
211m² consented under Stage 1).

· Landscaping is proposed in direct association with the mini-major development, including five specimens
trees along the Chelsea Street frontage (in addition to the 11 specimen trees under Stage 1) and new
landscaping for the existing central car parking area.

· Stage 2 provides for two new roundabouts to be established within Cranley Street and the closure of the
existing Chelsea Street access. No new access is proposed along the Chelsea Street frontage.

· A total of 950 car parks and 60 cycle parking spaces will be provided across the site.

· Two additional loading spaces will be provided under Stage 2, totalling five loading spaces for the mini-
majors building located at the rear of the building along Chelsea Street.

The application was originally submitted with the existing access along Chelsea Street to be relocated
approximately 48m west of its current location. The access has since been removed from the proposed site plans.
No direct access from the site to Chelsea Street will be provided for under Stage 2.

The site is part located within a Flood Management Area under the Proposed Replacement District Plan. The
Finished Floor Level (FFL) requirement for this site is currently 12.19 m RL. The building under Stage 2 will have
a FFL of 12.20m RL.

The proposal requires changes to the existing bus routes running through the Eastgate site. The applicant has
consulted with Environment Canterbury regarding the proposed layout and has provided an email from
Environment Canterbury stating that they are satisfied with the proposed plan to re-route buses through the site.

A site visit was undertaken on 29 October 2015.

Planning Framework

The operative Christchurch district plans are under review. Stages 1, 2 and 3 of the Proposed Christchurch
Replacement District Plan have been notified, and the Independent Hearings Panel has made a number of
decisions on specific parts of the plan, including ‘Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes’. Some of the rules
have legal effect pursuant to section 86B of the Resource Management Act, while others are fully operative. The
rules applicable to this proposal have been assessed and the breaches are identified below. Relevant objectives
and policies are discussion in a later section of this report.

Christchurch City Plan

The site is zoned Business 2P. The Plan anticipates that the Business 2P zone will provide for ground level
parking in association with identified district centres, and provide a buffer between the centre and adjoining
residential areas.

The proposal is a discretionary activity as it breaches the following rules:

· Development Standard 3-3.3.1 (b)(i) Privacy and Glare – The proposed development is located within
30m of a road boundary opposite a Living Zone and triggers consideration under this rule.

· Development Standard 3-3.3.1 (b)(iii) Continuous Building Length – The proposal will have a
ridgeline and façade in excess of 20m length without the requisite steps.

· Community Standard 3-3.3.1 (b)(vi) Height – The proposal will exceed the 8m height limit (8.71m)
within 30m of the road boundary.

· Development Standard 3-3.4.3 Visual amenity and external appearance – The site requires 1 tree
per 5 parking spaces. A lower ratio will be provided.

· Development Standard 10-3.4.1 Area and Number (c)(i) and (ii) - The entire mall site is permitted
369.6m² of outdoor advertising. Eastgate is authorised through resource consents for a total of
1149.55m² of signage across the mall. The current application proposes an additional 127m² of signage.
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· Development Standard 10-3.4.3 Signage height - Some of the proposed new signage will exceed 6m
in height (but will not exceed the height of the façade it is attached to).

In accordance with Clause 3-3.1.1(c) any activity which does not comply with any one or more of the community
standards under Clauses 3.3.1 and 3.5 shall be a discretionary activity.

The application was lodged on 17 July 2015. At that time the Chapter 13 Transport rules in the City Plan were
still operative. The following non-compliances with the relevant Chapter 13 standards are identified:

· Development Standard 13-2.2.1 Parking space numbers - The City Plan requires 1474 parking
spaces across Mall as a whole. A total of 950 parking spaces will be provided.

· Development Standard 13-2.2.4 Staff car parking - All required staff car parking spaces shall be
permanently marked and signed for the exclusive use of staff employed on the site. No additional marked
staff spaces are proposed by the applicant.

· Development Standard 13-2.2.6 Cycle parking - The City Plan requires a total of 161 cycle parks
across the Mall as a whole. A total of 60 spaces are to be provided, including uncovered spaces.

· Development Standard 13-2.2.14 Queuing spaces - Stage 2 reconfigurations of the car park will not
achieve the required queuing space.

· Development Standard 13-2.3.8 High traffic generators - The Eastgate site provides greater than 25
car parks and generates more than 250 vehicle trips per day and will continue to do so as a result of the
proposed activity.

As the traffic non-compliances concern only development standards there is no change to the overall activity
status under the City Plan. The activity falls to be assessed as a discretionary activity under the City Plan.

Proposed and Operative Christchurch Replacement District Plans

The proposal is a restricted discretionary activity under the Operative Christchurch Replacement District Plan as
it breaches the following rules:

· 7.2.3.1 Minimum number & dimensions of car parks required - The site will provide a compliant
number of car parks, but the staff spaces will not be marked for the exclusive use of staff. A compliant
number of mobility spaces will be provided, but the dimensions do not comply.

· 7.2.3.2 Minimum number of cycle parking facilities required - The site is required to provide 107
visitor cycle spaces plus 43 staff spaces (covered and in a secure area). Sixty cycle spaces are proposed
and these will not be covered or in a secure area (i.e. the public will not be excluded). In addition, there
is a requirement for four showers plus 60 lockers that will not be provided.

· 7.2.3.3 Minimum number of loading spaces required - The site requires a total of 9 HGV loading
spaces. Five are proposed to the rear of the mini majors, two 99% car loading bays are provided at the
proposed fast food site and the remainder are assumed to be in the existing service yard, although these
are not marked.

· 7.2.3.7 Access design - The accesses from the north eastern Cranley Street roundabout are
approximately 9.5m to 10m wide at the site boundary, compared to a maximum permissible width of 9m.
A queue space of 24m is required to the first car parks accessed from Cranley Street, compared to 6m
proposed. A queue space of 24m is required from the Russell Street access, compared to 10m proposed.

· 7.2.3.10 High trip generators - The site will comprise greater than 1,000m2 GLFA of retail and is
therefore a high trip generator and is to be assessed as a Restricted Discretionary Activity.

The application was lodged on 17 July 2015. The Independent Hearings Panel decision on Chapter 7 Transport
(Part) was notified on 15 August 2015. The relevant rules became operative under section 86(f) on 12 September
2015. The rules are now fully operative and included in the Replacement District Plan. While the Proposed
Replacement District Plan zoning does not yet have legal effect none of the relevant transport rules are zone
specific.
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The application falls to be assessed as a restricted discretionary activity under the operative Replacement District
Plan provisions.

National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human
Health (NES)

The NES controls soil disturbance on land where an activity on the Hazardous Activities and Industries List (HAIL)
is being carried out, has been carried out, or is more likely than not to have been carried out. The Listed Land
Register held by ECan holds no records of HAIL activities having occurred within the development area. There
is no apparent evidence to suggest that an activity or industry described in the HAIL is being or has been
undertaken on the development area.

Overall activity status

Overall resource consent is required for the proposed land use as a discretionary activity.

The existing environment

The application site and surrounding environment are described in paragraphs 2, 5-9 and 26-29 of the AEE
submitted with the application. I adopt the applicant’s description.

The application site has a long planning history, and includes a number of implemented and unimplemented
resource consents. Of note, recently granted resource consents include the following:

· Additional signage within the Mall site, being a new Warehouse Stationery tenancy (RMA92028508)

· Two new fast food outlets on the Linwood Avenue frontage of the site (RMA92028649)

· Three food and beverage outlets adjoining The Warehouse building (RMA92029169)

· Stage 1 of the mini-majors building (RMA92029790).

Written approvals [Sections 95D, 95E(3)(a) and 104(3)(a)(ii)]

No written approvals have been provided with the application.

Effects on the environment and adversely affected persons [Sections 95A, 95B, 95E(3) and 104(1)(a)]

As a discretionary activity the Council’s assessment is unrestricted and all actual and potential effects of this
proposal must be considered. Relevant guidance is contained in the reasons for the rules breached and the
relevant assessment matters as to the effects that require consideration. With regard to the above planning
framework I consider that the actual and potential effects on the environment relate to visual and urban design,
traffic and amenity effects.

Visual and urban design effects

In combination with the consented Stage 1 development, the proposed development will comprise a significant
addition to the Chelsea Street frontage of the site. As the new building will be partly located within 30m of a road
boundary opposite a living zone, consideration of visual effects and the design of the building become relevant
matters for consideration by the Council.

The applicant has provided an urban design analysis that considered different options for the layout of the
buildings, with varying lengths of frontage to Chelsea Street. These options were compared following pre-
application discussions with City Council urban design staff. The report concludes that the preferred option
provides a ‘workable balance between the owner’s commercial objectives, and good master planning and urban
design practice’.

The Chelsea Street frontage of the proposed building represents the “back of house” area of the development.
The active facades of the building face primarily inwards, towards the central car park area where the vast
majority of prospective customers will be circulating. To lessen the potential visual impacts on adjoining
residential areas, the applicant identifies a number of mitigating design features:
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· The height of the building reduces towards the Chelsea Street frontage, so that closest to the road, the
height of the building is at a domestic scale (the Living 2 Zone on the opposite side having a maximum
permitted height of 8m);

· There are several 4m deep steps in the building façade facing Chelsea Street to vary the length of the
façade, albeit not a compliant number of façade steps. Two screened air conditioning units will be
mounted on the roof, alleviating in part the potential visual monotony of the continuous roof ridgeline
length;

· Landscaping proposed along the street frontage adjoining the new building has deliberately been
designed to be more “domestic” in nature, comprising hedging and trees, which will assist with screening
some of the loading and servicing functions of the new building as well as softening the commercial-
residential interface;

· All recession plane and building setback rules are complied with.

Specialist urban design advice within the Council has been provided by Rachael Annan, Urban Designer. Ms
Annan has drawn on previous urban design advice for Stage 1 as provided by Josie Schroder, Principal Advisor
Urban Design. The planner’s report under Stage 1 (RMA92029790) summarised Ms Schroder’s comments as
follows:

Ms Schroder is of the opinion that the proposal is quite a pragmatic approach to a difficult situation in
terms of the layout but needed more refinement in the design. While she comments that the applicant
has taken on board some of the advice she gave at the pre-application meeting, she raised the following
issues:

· Insufficient variation on the roofline of the proposed mini-major on the Chelsea St elevation.

· Is there adequate space for the longevity and health of the proposed trees?

· Suggests the car parks proposed between the Chelsea St plantings and the mini-major removed
and the area made available for large scale spreading trees to reduce the visible length of the
building.

· Suggests conditions of consent are needed to ensure that the area between the building and
Chelsea Street is not used for outdoor storage, bin areas etc.

Whilst the applicant has made some small changes to the design in response to these concerns (being
a change to the roof ventilation and a bin storage area), Ms Schroder is not in full agreement of the
response but considers Stage 1 to be a generally acceptable pragmatic design.

With regard to Stage 2, Ms Annan initially commented as follows:

I agree with Josie's comments to-date and would reinforce the following points with regards to the Stage 2
development:

· While there are some positive mitigation measures regarding the rear elevation and landscape
treatment towards Chelsea Street, roofline treatment to visually break up the length of the roofline
should go further. I note Josie's earlier recommendation to raise the central roof section to create a
finer grain, more sympathetic to residential neighbours opposite the development.

· Tree planting should be incorporated within the parking rows lining the short elevations of mini/major
block (facing Russell Street and Linwood Ave). These are the most open aspects to the proposed
building for residential neighbours, which have not yet been sufficiently addressed with intervening
planting. I consider that four trees are required along each of these two frontages. At least eight trees
should be provided along the front elevation, given the combined length of the mini/major block of
the two stages. This longer aspect also lacks adjacent tree planting which will soften the appearance
of the building, improving the amenity of the development. Boundary tree planting should also be
bolstered as previously recommended.

· A canopy should be provided continuously to the building's front elevation for shelter and amenity.
As previously stated this façade is currently highly utilitarian in nature. A continuous canopy will
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provide a more appropriate level of architectural detail to this façade (given the continuous building
form) and more effective consideration of human scale.

· No signage should be permitted on the rear elevation facing Chelsea Street.

In response the applicant stated the following:

In respect of the urban design comments you forwarded through, we have made no further changes to
the proposal.  The comments that we felt were reasonable for Stage 1 were made in respect of the stage
2 building previously, - this included changing the waste bin arrangement and increasing the size of the
roof ventilation shafts to add some architectural variety to the roofline.  The architects do not consider
any further work to break up the roofline is necessary and I am inclined to agree, given the generally low
profile of the building, distance from neighbouring properties and intervening vegetation proposed on the
applicant’s site. As we mentioned previously, the applicant has gone to a great deal of trouble to come
up with a design that will minimise impacts on the adjoining residential area.  When compared to most
existing Key Activity Centre building interfaces with residential areas, the proposed building is a vast
improvement, even with the continuity of the roofline.

We explained in Stage 1 why putting new trees at the end of the building was unnecessary (largely
because of traffic visibility) and I would add to that that given the level of planting along the Chelsea
Street frontage, there is already more than sufficient planting to mitigate views of the new building. This
is a commercial zone and, more so, a Key Activity Centre.  It is intended to have large scale commercial
buildings located on it.  It is unreasonable and unrealistic to expect that all those buildings should be
hidden behind large amounts of trees.

No veranda is provided in stage 1 and it is the applicant’s preference that it not be provided in stage 2.

There is only one sign that will face Chelsea Street.  It is a relatively “low key” sign, that simply has the
word “Eastgate” on it.  It is a commercial zone, it is entirely appropriate that there be a sign on the building
identifying it as part of the Mall. The amount of signage visible from Chelsea Street will reduce as a result
of the proposal (the building itself will screen much of the signage on site that is currently visible) and in
my opinion the effect of having a single sign on the Chelsea Street frontage of stage 2 will be negligible
to nil.  I also think that it is completely unrealistic to expect that a commercial building on a major
commercial zone site would have no identifying signage at all on a street–facing façade, even a
residential one.

As a final comment Ms Annan commented as follows:

While the key activity centre and commercial use of the site is noted, it is unfortunate that further planting
adjacent the mini-majors building is not provided. This would be in consideration of the extended
building's scale (stage 1 and 2 together) with regards to adjacent residential grain, character and outlook.

I agree with the applicant's comment that you wouldn't expect trees to completely hide buildings. The
intention would be to soften the appearance of the buildings, reducing the more utilitarian nature of the
proposal in its context. Related to this, provision of a veranda and some trees to the internal long
elevation for the min-majors would afford a better outcome for site users, with improved amenity, shelter
and human scale.

With regard to the Business 2P zone, relevant visual amenity and urban design assessment matters include the
following:

(b)     Whether the residential amenities of living zones adjacent to, or across a road from, the Business 2P zone are
respected and protected from;

• the visual impact of large buildings, buildings with long unbroken walls and roofs or without sufficient
small scale design elements that reflect the scale of design elements common in residential areas, and
conspicuous building colour and outdoor advertising

(c)     Whether landscape design and planting will adequately mitigate the effects arising from activities on living
zones that differ significantly from the effects that would otherwise occur in living zones.
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I consider the proposed development to be generally consistent with the above assessment matters. The
adjoining residential zone is both respected and protected with building design sympathetic to the residential
environment and landscape planting that provides an appropriate level of screening and quality that will add
positively to visual amenity values in the area. In terms of the proposed sign along the Chelsea Street frontage,
I would agree with the applicant that the sign is relatively “low key” and I consider it appropriate in scale and
location. I note Ms Annan’s comments around additional measures to improve urban design outcomes and I
consider that these measures would assist in providing a high quality urban environment. However, Stage 1 was
deemed to be a ‘generally acceptable pragmatic design’ and I consider the current proposal under Stage 2 to be
similar in this respect.

Overall, given the zoning of the site, the difficult situation of the street interface (business and residential) and
noting the above, I consider that any visual and urban design adverse effects on the environment associated with
the proposed building, additional signage and reduced car park landscaping proposed would be less than minor.

Traffic

Since lodging the application in July 2015 there have been amendments to the proposed traffic layout. Most
notably the existing vehicle access along Chelsea Street, initially proposed to be relocated approximately 100m
closer to Linwood Avenue, has now been removed. With the development of Stage 2 no direct vehicle access
will be provided from the site to Chelsea Street.

The applicant has submitted an Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA) for the Stage 2 proposal. The ITA
identifies traffic non-compliances relating to unmarked staff parking, dimensions of mobility spaces, cycle parking,
loading spaces, access width, queue space and high trip generators. The ITA concludes that proposed mini-
major Stage 2 development, plus associated access and parking alterations, can be supported from a transport
perspective as having less than minor effects.

Specialist advice within the Council has been provided by Mark Gregory, Transport Network Planner. A full copy
of Mr Gregory’s advice is attached as Appendix 1 to this report. Mr Gregory sought that amendments to the plans
be made around the design of the Linwood Avenue / Cranley Street intersection, including an additional traffic
lane be provided east from Linwood Avenue, and that additional cycle parking be provided on site, noting the
proximity of the site to a Major Cycle Route (MCR) along Linwood Avenue. Mr Gregory concluded that as
amendments had been made that any wider impacts on the transport network would be less than minor.

I rely on Mr Gregory’s advice and conclude that any adverse effects on the safety and efficiency of the surrounding
traffic environment would be less than minor.

Mr Gregory has raised concern around the lease arrangements for the site with the proposed development
dependent upon the leasing of Council's former "library site" for the purpose of car parking. Mr Gregory notes the
leased site also serves access to the two proposed fast food activities (RMA92028649 granted but
unimplemented) in the southern corner of the site and that should the lease of the library site expire without
renewal, alternative access to these sites would be required. Mr Gregory’s primary concern is that were an
alternate access required for the fast food activities it would most likely be from Linwood Avenue directly creating
the potential for adverse effects on the traffic network and that Council discretion may be limited.

Mr Gregory’s concerns relate primarily to the consented fast food activities. I consider such concerns to be
beyond the scope of this current application. I do note however that were a change of conditions required under
RMA92028649 to provide for an alternate access any application under section 127 under the RMA would be
assessed as a discretionary activity.

As noted in the introduction, the applicant states the following with regard to ownership of the site and the two-
stage process:

The two stage approach is necessary as the site of the old library (to the immediate east of the recently
consented “fast food site), is still owned by the Christchurch City Council and the ability to redevelop that
site is dependent on the applicant purchasing the site. If the applicant does not purchase the site, Stage
2 of the mini-majors development will not proceed.

The applicant is aware of the potential lease implications for the development of the site. I am satisfied that such
matters will be appropriately addressed by the applicant.

Amenity effects
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The proposed development creates the potential to adversely impact on amenity values in the surrounding area,
and in particular the adjoining residential zone along Chelsea Street. Potential impacts include noise, glare
(vehicle headlights and security lighting) and traffic generation effects.

The applicant has provided an assessment of amenity effects in paragraphs 46 - 52 of the AEE concluding that
potential adverse effects of the proposed development on amenity values would be minimal. I consider that the
assessment provided is adequate and I adopt it for the purposes of this report where relevant.

I note that aspects of the proposal have changed since the application was lodged, most notably in terms of the
removal of the proposed access relocation along Chelsea Street. With the removal of the existing access on
Chelsea Street it is anticipated that there would be an improvement in terms of amenity for residents in the
general vicinity in respect of vehicle glare, traffic generation and privacy effects. Overall I consider that any
adverse amenity effects when compared to the existing environment (inclusive of consented but not as yet
implemented resource consents) would be less than minor.

Conclusion

The effects of the proposed development are considered to be less than minor and generally consistent with
the effects that can be anticipated in relation to a Key Activity Centre and commercial zone.

I do not consider anyone to be adversely affected by this proposal, nor will there be any adverse effects on the
wider environment.

Relevant objectives, policies, rules and other provisions of the Plan and proposed Plan [Section
104(1)(b)(vi)]

I consider the proposal to be consistent with the relevant objectives and policies of the operative City Plan as it
will not compromise residential amenity values or Business 2P commercial activity.

The Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan was notified on 27 August 2014, and regard must be had
to the relevant objectives, policies and other provisions. Of particular note, Chapter 3 Strategic Directions contains
a number of high level objectives to guide the recovery and future development of the City. These provisions
became operative on 25 May 2015.

I consider the applicant's assessment of the objectives and policies in the current City Plan and the Proposed
Christchurch Replacement District Plan (in terms of the objectives and policies for the commercial zones) is
adequate and adopt it for the purposes of this report. I also give due regard to the operative transport provisions
in the Replacement District Plan and find the activity to be consistent with the overall transport objective (7.1.1
Objective 1 - Integrated transport system for Christchurch District) and in particular 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 - High trip
generating activities which seeks to manage the adverse effects of high trip generating activities on the transport
system.

Overall I consider that the proposal is generally consistent with the relevant objectives and policies related to
business zones / activities, particularly those objectives and policies seeking consolidation of commercial activity
at suburban centres.

Weighting of the City Plan and Christchurch Replacement District Plans

The Independent Hearings Panel’s decision on the Proposed Plan's Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes
became operative on 25 May 2015.  Accordingly the strategic objectives should be given significant weight.

As decisions on the Commercial chapter of the Proposed Plan have not yet been released, I consider that greater
weight should be given to the corresponding provisions in the Operative Plan. In any case, I consider the
application to be consistent with the relevant objectives, policies and assessment matters of both the Operative
and Proposed Plans.

The Independent Hearings Panel decision on Chapter 7 Transport (Part) was notified on 15 August 2015. The
relevant rules became operative under section 86(f) on 12 September 2015. The rules are now fully operative
and included in the Replacement District Plan. While the Proposed Replacement District Plan zoning does not
yet have legal effect none of the relevant transport rules are zone specific and therefore full weight can be given
to the transport provisions contained within the Independent Hearings Panel decision on Chapter 7 Transport
(Part).
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Relevant provisions of a National Environmental Standard, National Policy Statement, Regional Plan,
Regional Policy Statement or Coastal Policy Statement [Section 104(1)(b)]

Environment Canterbury and Council records indicate that the application site has not been used for an activity
on the Hazardous Activities and Industries List (Ministry for the Environment) therefore the National
Environmental Standard for managing contaminants in soil to protect human health does not apply.

Part II of the Resource Management Act and any other relevant matters [Section 104(1) and 104(1)(c)]

Part II

I consider the proposal to be in keeping with Part II of the Act as it will maintain amenity values and the quality of
the surrounding environment.

Recovery Strategy

The Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch prepared by CERA under the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery
Act became operative on 1 June 2012.  It is a statutory document that must be "read together with, and forms
part of" other relevant legislation within the greater Christchurch area.  The City and District Plans must not be
interpreted or applied in a way that is inconsistent with the Recovery Strategy.

Granting consent to this application is considered to be consistent with the Recovery Strategy as it does not
conflict with any of the identified goals or priorities for recovery.

General notification provisions [Sections 95A(1), 95A(4) and Section 104(3)(d)]

There are no special circumstances or other aspects of the application that warrant public notification of this
application.

Recommendations

That, for the above reasons:

A. The application be processed on a non-notified basis in accordance with Sections 95A - 95F of the
Resource Management Act 1991.

B.  The application be granted pursuant to Sections 104, 104B, and 108 of the Resource Management Act
1991, subject to the following condition:

1. The development shall proceed in accordance with the information and plans submitted with the
application, including the further information/amended plans submitted via email on 23 October 2015
(including an amended Transport Assessment) and the request for information response submitted
19 November 2015 (including updated plans). The Approved Consent Documentation has been
entered into Council records as RMA92030243 (151 pages).

2. The proposed landscaping shall be established in accordance with the landscape plans labelled
Pages 33 - 45 of the Approved Consent Document in Council records.

3. The proposed landscaping shall be established in accordance with the amended landscape plans (13
pages) submitted on 19 November 2015, prepared by Xteriorscapes Landscape Architects, revision
date 12/11/15. These plans are included on pages 33-45 of the Approved Consent Document stored
under RMA92030243 in Council records.

4. All required landscaping shall be provided on site within 6 months of the date of issue of the building
consent code of compliance.

5. All landscaping required for this consent shall be maintained. Any dead, diseased, or damaged
landscaping is to be replaced immediately with plants of a similar species.
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Advice Notes:

· The Council will require payment of its administrative charges in relation to monitoring, as authorised by
the provisions of section 36 of the Resource Management Act 1991. The current monitoring charges are:

(i)  A monitoring fee of $266 (commercial) to cover the cost of setting up a monitoring programme and
carrying out a site inspection to ensure compliance with the conditions of this consent; and

(ii)  Time charged at an hourly rate of $116 incl. GST if additional monitoring is required, including non-
compliance with conditions.

Reported and recommended by:   Aaron Edwards – Consultant Planner Date:   25 November 2015

Decision

That the above recommendations be adopted for the reasons outlined in the report.

Commissioner:

Name: Ken Lawn

Signature:

Date: 26 November 2015
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Appendix 1: Transport Advice

Christchurch City Council
City Environment Group

Asset & Network Planning - Transport

Memorandum
Date: 25th November 2015

From: Mark Gregory (Transport Network Planner)

To: Aaron Edwards, Resource Management Consultant, Incite

CC:

Re: Eastgate Shopping Centre, Mini major Stage 2: RMA92030243

Dear Aaron,

I refer to the following material:

· Novogroup, Mr Nick Fuller: "Transport Assessment Prepared for Eastgate Shopping Centre Ltd. Mini

major Stage 2: 2-14 Cranley Street & 279 - 285 Linwood Avenue Christchurch. October 2015.

· RFI response and revised drawings by Novogroup, 19th November 2015

· Site visit on 11th November at 2pm.

The proposed development is dependent upon the leasing of Council's "library site" for the purpose of car park.

According to Council's Property Management Service such a lease is in effect for a period of 5 years.

However, there are three complications which arise from the development application with regards to the lease:

1. The leased site also serves access to the two proposed fast food activities in the southern corner of the

site (on Linwood Avenue). Should the lease of the library site expire without renewal, alternative access

to these sites would be required. Given the proposed layout of the site (in its entirety) it is probable that

the only feasible alternative access would be from Linwood Avenue directly; of from a location on the

internal access road close enough to Linwood Avenue to have potential to cause effects to network

traffic operations. Neither of these options would be supported by Council at this stage, or possible at

any other stage.

2. Should the library site become permanently disposed (upon which Council has not taken a decision

yet) then it would also be desirable to dispose of the legal road known as Cranley Street also.
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3. A bus route is proposed to be rerouted and a bus stop relocated to occupy the site of the leased land.

Should the lease expire without renewal, there are no alternative routes available on the plans which

would accommodate a bus. I recommend that Environment Canterbury are notified in this regard.

Ecan have given support for the revised bus layout.

However, should lease not be secured in perpetuity and Council seek to redevelop the land, then aspects of the

application, including the proposed bus route and proposed fast food car park vehicle accesses would no longer

be available.

There is no other obvious route available within the proposed site layout. Busses have specific design

requirements to accommodate turning movements, and these would not simply be able to be rerouted through

the proposed car park. Furthermore, although a revised bus stop has been shown on plans, no discussions have

yet taken place with Council's PT Engineer.

A further consequence of the lease not being secured in perpetuity would be the loss of access to the fast food

establishments. Mr Fuller states that this issue is not relevant as a consent already exists for access to these

establishments under RMA 92028649. However, I disagree with the relevance of that Consent, as the

development proposal would change the traffic environment fundamentally, thereby resulting in nullification of

the environment assessed under RMA 92028649.

The effects of this change would have an unknown scale of effects - and more than minor could not be ruled out.

This would be because, from a design perspective, the fast food vehicle access locations shown in RMA

92028649 would not be compatible with the plans being presently assessed. If the two plans were to be 'merged'

then the 92028469 fast food vehicle accesses do not align with the proposed roundabouts under the subject

application. The additional conflict point would probably obstruct the proposed traffic management initiatives

shown on the application drawings.

However, Mr Fuller has indicated that the development would not likely proceed until such time that the site is

owned by the Shopping Centre.

The arrangements of lease are subject to a democratic process and therefore any imposed conditions would be

ultra vires. The Applicant will not volunteer a condition requiring that either the lease is secured in perpetuity, or

that the subject land is owned, prior to development.

My concern is that, if either the rerouting of the bus stop, or the resulting relocating of the fast food accesses are

the subjects of controlled activity assessment; then under the RMA Council will be obliged to grant consent, prior

to matters of control. However, in this case I am not sure that, given the matters of control, it would be possible

to effectively address the cumulative traffic effects of the site as a whole.

Therefore, the Applicant must be made aware that if the subject consent is granted, then RMA 92028649 will be

void and subject to assessment in the event of Council land being redeveloped. In this instance, Council may

require the re design of accesses to the site in order to address subsequent traffic impacts.
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Hypothetical assessment:

With regards to other matters, I shall assess all relevant rules and matters on the hypothetical basis that the

Consent Holder were to retain a permanent lease of the land.

The Application has been considered under Chapter 7 of the Replacement District Plan, only. As a High Trip

Generator which exceeds thresholds in both Rule 7.2.3.10 and matter 7.3.19, restricted discretionary assessment

applies with matters pertaining to Access and manoeuvring, Design and layout, Heavy vehicles and Network

effects.

Following discussions with Mr Fuller, I have sought that amendments to the plans are made around the design

of the Linwood Avenue / Cranley Street intersection. This has subsequently been shown to satisfaction. The

requirements sought included an additional traffic lane be provided east from Linwood Avenue.

This was required to minimise the network effects of both the additional traffic using the access, and also to

mitigate possible effects resulting from the redesign of the internal access layout.

As sought changes have been made, I am therefore satisfied that wider impacts will be less than minor.

Note that parking is no longer covered under the High Trip Generator rule and has been assessed as a separate

matter (under rule 7.2.3.1)

The proposal includes 948 car parking spaces. The City plan initially requires 1,257 spaces (total), (Appendix

7.1); but following the application of relevant reduction factors (see Appendix 7.14) the requirement reduces to

549 spaces. Therefore, the proposal complies with the City Plan.

For completeness, I have assessed Mr Fuller's estimates against research data sources1 and alternative

empirical data estimates the need for 838 spaces. This represents a 110 space surplus (pre discount factor).

I am therefore satisfied that the proposal is compliant with parking space number rules.

The Applicant does not propose to designate staff car parking, and cites the anticipated parking surplus as

justification. I support this argument and find effects of non-compliance to be less than minor.

The Applicant seeks to provide a number of bicycle spaces based on a 'permitted baseline basis. The claim of

this baseline comes from RMA 92021020, approved November 2012. From a transport perspective, the

continued relevance of this baseline would come from a comparison of the receiving environment between now

and November 2012. The key difference would be that since 2012, Council have committed to the development

of a Major Cycle Route (MCR), of which at least one route would serve the Shopping Centre (as identified in

Figure 5 of Mr Fuller's report).

1 NZTA research report 453"Trips and parking related to Land use" 2011
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This might represent a revision to the receiving environment which would effectively invalidate the 'baseline'

argument; henceforth warranting a fresh assessment of cycle parking numbers.

This issue has been raised with the Applicant, who have agreed to provide an additional 20 bicycle parking

spaces. This is considered acceptable.

There are also non compliances around accessibility parking space dimensions. Mr Fuller, instead proposes that

the additional width required to allow for disabled persons to access / egress vehicles via a wheelchair be shared

between 2 spaces. I cannot comment on behalf of the building code, but this design practice is known to me and

actually complies with the dimensions of Australian Standards for accessibility parking design. However, if the

design is to comply with the standards, then I will need to seek that a bollard is installed in the centre of the

'shared area' in order to ensure that vehicles / motorcycles do not attempt to park within it. This would ensure full

compliance with the Standards and I would regard non-compliance of the City plan in this instance to be less

than minor (as in my opinion an appropriate service level would still be afforded to disabled persons).

In conclusion, the most significant no compliances have been addressed to an extent that the effects may be

considered to be less than minor.

However, the above assessment would not apply in the event that the Applicant loses accesses to the Council

owned portion of the site, as discussed above. Mr Fuller has suggested that the Applicant would not seek to

develop without securing ownership. However, a Condition is not on offer, so we'll need to ensure that the

Applicant understands these implications.

Please feel free to contact me to discuss further.

Mark Gregory,

Transport Network Planner

Ext. 8618
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