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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My full name is Clinton Arthur Bird.   

1.2 My qualifications and relevant experience are set out in Appendix 1 to this 

evidence. 

1.3 I confirm that I have read the Environment Court’s Code of Conduct for Expert 

Witnesses, and I agree to comply with it. I confirm that the issues addressed in 

this brief of evidence are within my area of expertise.  I have not omitted to 

consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions 

expressed. 

1.4 I am familiar with the Christchurch Replacement District Plan (CRDP) Central 

City (Residential) Zone provisions to which these proceedings relate.   

2 SCOPE OF EVIDENCE  

2.1 My evidence supports the submission of Ryman Healthcare Ltd (Ryman), which 
seeks an increase of the Central City Building Height 14 m Overlay to 20 m for 
the properties at 62, 76 and 78 Park Terrace (comprising the combination of 
DP77997 Lot 1, DP3780 Section 118 and DP3780 Section 119, (refer to Figure 
8)) (Site)1. 
 

2.2 In particular, the evidence focuses on: 

a) The historical context of the Site; 

b) The existing environment; 

c) The planning context;  

d) The Council’s section 32 assessment, evidence prepared for 

Christchurch City Council by Mr Scott Blair and relevant public 

submissions;  

e) Urban design principles relevant to building height considerations; 

f) The urban design effects of Ryman’s submission seeking an increased 

height limit;  and 

g) My conclusions. 

2.3 I did not attend the urban design expert conferencing for Chapter 13 – Central 

City. I understand Ryman was granted leave not to engage an expert for that 

conferencing. 

                                                             
1  Submission 3317.53.   
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3 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

3.1 This evidence begins with a description of the history of the Site and the 

‘Terrace on the Park Apartments’ building that occupied 78 Park Terrace prior 

to the earthquake which required its subsequent demolition.   

3.2 My assessment of this historical development is that the location of the various 

buildings on the Site and their respective heights were highly responsive to the 

Site, the adjoining residential properties and the greater neighbourhood context, 

including Hagley Park.  

3.3 Notwithstanding the fact that the Ryman submission seeks only a modest 

increase in the Building Height Overlay from 14 m (4 storeys) to 20 m (six 

storeys), I consider the former 14 m, 19 m, 26 m and 31 m high apartment 

building development an exemplar of the intensity of residential development 

that could and, in my opinion, should be enabled along the edge of Park 

Terrace.   

3.4 The second section of this evidence describes and analyses the existing Site 

and its context. 

3.5 The Site’s location, shape, topography, existing vegetation, boundaries with 

adjoining residential properties and its relationship to Hagley Park are 

described and analysed in detail.   

3.6 Buildings of up to four and five storeys can readily be found in the vicinity of the 

Site and on sites with a similar relationship to Hagley Park.  Just over one city 

block towards the City Centre, at 50 - 52 Kilmore Street there is a four stage 

residential apartment development under construction which includes buildings 

of between 17 m (five storeys) and 35m (eleven storeys) in height.  In this 

context Ryman’s submission seeking a 6 m (two storey) height increase from 

14 m (4 storeys) to 20 m (six storeys) seems to me to be not only ‘modest’ but 

also appropriate to its location opposite Hagley Park and close proximity to the 

City Centre. 

3.7 The third section of this evidence focuses on the planning context, including 

relevant objectives, policies and development controls. 

3.8 Taking account of the CRDP provisions outlined, I understand the overarching 

urban design vision for the Site/area is to achieve a vibrant city centre based 

upon a well-integrated pattern of residential development and infrastructure 

(including neighbouring roads and public open spaces), a consolidated urban 

form (arising from the more intensive use of land and higher density living), a 

greater choice of housing types, and high amenity residential environments. 

3.9 I generally support these objectives and policies.   

3.10 However, I cannot reconcile these same objectives and policies with the height, 

form and density-constraining Central City Building Height 14 m Overlay for 

properties fronting onto Park Terrace, which traces the eastern edge of the 

magnificent public open space resource of Hagley Park.  In my opinion, the 
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14 m (four storey) Overlay height constraint seriously undermines the potential 

for this relatively urban part of the city to be more intensively developed and to 

be enjoyed by greater numbers of the city’s residents. 

3.11 In my opinion, the ‘Terrace on the Park Apartments’ formerly occupying 78 Park 

Terrace demonstrated that it was possible, with highly environmentally 

responsive urban and architectural design, to provide high density, high 

amenity residential accommodation on that site with little or no adverse 

environmental effects on either the private or public realms of the 

neighbourhood.   

3.12 In my opinion, the 14 m Central City Building Overlay applying to the Park 

Terrace area of the city, including 78 Park Terrace, is counterproductive to one 

of the CRDP’s overarching objectives of increasing City Centre residential 

densities (eg as promoted by Rule 13.6.1.2.3.11). 

3.13 In my opinion, the 14 m Building Height Overlay fails to optimize the potential of 

the Park Terrace properties to make a significant contribution towards 

increasing the density of development on inner city residential properties, 

sandwiched as they are between the virtually adjoining magnificent public open 

space and recreational resource of Hagley Park to the west and the various 

new activities being introduced to enliven and make more vibrant the City 

Centre a few minutes’ walk to the east. 

3.14 The fourth section of the evidence assesses the urban design and 

environmental effects of the additional 6m (two storeys) of Building Height 

Overlay sought by Ryman for the Site.  

3.15 I consider internationally accepted urban locations where additional height may 

be justified, compatibility with the neighbourhood character and scale of other 

buildings in the surrounding area, privacy for neighbours, sunlight/shading, 

outlook for neighbours, visual dominance for neighbours and the effects of 

increased height on streets and public open spaces. 

3.16 Same scale comparisons of Hagley Park with other great city parks, including 

New York’s Central Park, London’s Hyde and Regents Parks, Sydney’s Hyde 

Park and Botanical Gardens, and Melbourne’s Royal Botanical Gardens reveal 

just how vast Hagley Park really is.  It is wider than Central Park in New York 

and approximately 50% of its length. In my opinion, these scale comparisons 

with other similarly sized central city parks indicate that the size of Hagley Park 

means it can comfortably accommodate buildings very much taller than 20 m 

on its periphery.  

3.17 Given the heights of the already existing (up to) 17 m (five storeys) high 

buildings fronting onto Park Terrace, in my opinion the 20 m (six storey) 

Building Height Overlay sought by Ryman for the Site would be compatible with 

the existing neighbourhood character.  

3.18 With regard to considerations of privacy for neighbours, I consider effects would 

be minor.   
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3.19 With regard to shading effects, two sets of diagrams were prepared by Ryman 

for different times of the day and year (at mid-winter, during the September 

Equinox and in mid-summer).  

3.20 The first set of diagrams illustrates the additional extent of shadows cast by the 

additional 6m of building height sought by Ryman for the 78 Park Terrace 

component of the Site only.  In most cases, it is my opinion that the majority of 

additional shading would be minor.  

3.21 The second set of diagrams illustrates the additional extent of shadows cast by 

the additional 6 m of building height on the Site (comprising 78, 76 and 62 Park 

Terrace).  In my experience it is generally better to locate boundaries between 

different height zones down the centre lines of streets rather than along the 

boundaries of neighbouring properties within the same city block.  The width of 

the street space provides a more gradual transition between the different 

heights enabled within adjoining zones.  

3.22 The fifth section of the evidence comments on Council’s Section 32 report.   

3.23 As far as I have been able to ascertain, the proposed Central City Building 

Height 14 m Overlay for the Park Terrace area of the Central City Residential 

Zone (CCRZ) appears to be based upon carrying over the height limits from the 

Operative Plan. As far as I can ascertain, there is no substantive section 32 

analysis for the 14 m height limit. 

3.24 On that basis, I have undertaken my own analysis by identifying and assessing 

matters which I consider relevant when determining appropriate height limits for 

the Park Terrace/Site location.  

3.25 The sixth section of this evidence comments on the evidence of Mr Blair for the 

Council. 

3.26 I disagree with Mr Blair’s reasoning that a 20m height limit is not appropriate 

based on my own assessment. I also note the parallels between the Site and 

the site at 21-23 Carlton Mill Road, which was the subject of earlier hearings 

and a Panel determination. I consider that several of the reasons Mr Blair 

recorded when recommending the height limit for that site be increased can be 

applied equally to the Site.   

3.27 The seventh section of the evidence simply confirms the fact that there were no 

further submissions from the public on the Ryman submission in relation to the 

Site. 

3.28 My evidence concludes that, for all of the reasons outlined, I fully support 

Ryman’s submission requesting that the 14 m (four storey) building Height 

Overlay applying to the Site be increased to 20 m (six storeys). I am of the view 

that the Site and although not requested by Ryman in its submission,  other 

similarly zoned Park Terrace properties, in conjunction with other rules 

pertaining to the location of building bulk, could comfortably have a Central City 

Building Height Overlay of 20 m. 
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4 HISTORICAL CONTEXT 

4.1 Prior to the earthquake, the Site accommodated the ‘Terrace on the Park 

Apartments’, consisting of five residential buildings and a building containing an 

indoor swimming pool and changing rooms.  The tallest building was 

approximately 31 m (10 storeys).  The second was approximately 26 m high 

(8 storeys), the third and fourth buildings each approximately 19 m (6 storeys) 

stepping down to 14 m (5 storeys), the fifth building approximately 8 m 

(2 storeys) and the sixth (the indoor swimming pool and changing room) 

building approximately 3 m (1 storey) (refer Figures 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5). 

 

Figure 1: An extract from the Site title modified to illustrate the various 

approximate heights (in metres) of the ‘Terrace on the Park Apartments’ 

occupying the Site prior to the earthquake.  The approximate heights have been 

derived from diagrammatic cross sections on the Unit Title Survey Plans. 
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Figure 2: A view, looking south-eastwards from the eastern side of Park Terrace, 

of the ‘Terrace on the Park Apartments’ occupying the Site prior to the 

earthquake. 

 

Figure 3: A view, looking south-eastwards from the Hagley Park side of Park 

Terrace, of the residential apartment buildings occupying the Site prior to their 

demolition following the earthquake. 
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Figure 4: A view, looking eastwards from the Hagley Park side of Park Terrace, of 

the residential apartment buildings occupying the Site prior to their demolition 

following the earthquake.   

 

Figure 5: A photograph of the ‘Terrace on the Park Apartments’ on the Site, prior 

to their demolition following the earthquake.  Park Terrace is in the foreground. 



 

9 
100154658/4663885.1 

 

Figure 6: The location of the Site (shaded red) in relation to the vast public open 

space of Hagley Park, the River Avon, Cranmer Square and Cathedral Square. 

4.2 In my opinion, the various heights of these buildings responded well to the 

particular site characteristics and its context, for the following reasons (refer 

Figures 1-6 inclusive): 

i) The Site fronts onto Park Terrace which traces the eastern edge of 

Hagley Park’s vast public open space (refer Figure 6); 

ii) The heights of the 31 m and 26 m buildings were appropriate to the 

generous width of Park Terrace and the immense scale of Hagley Park 

(refer Figures 3, 4 and 5); 

iii) The two tallest buildings were located well away from the Site’s 

boundaries with sites accommodating much lower residential buildings 

(refer Figure 2); 

iv) The 31 m and 26 m buildings created a generous, sunny open space on 

the corner of Park Terrace and  Salisbury Street (refer Figures 1 and 2); 

v) The heights of the lower 19 m high buildings provided an appropriately 

dimensioned ‘step-down’ in building height between the two tallest 

buildings on the Site and the two, three and seven storey heights of 

buildings on the immediately neighbouring properties to the east and 

south (refer Figures 2 and 3); 

vi) The apartment development provided a very good example of the urban 

design advantages of locating intensive residential density on the edge 

of a major public open space and within easy walking distance of the 

city centre; 

vii) The outlook towards Hagley Park provided a high level of residential 

amenity for the occupants of the apartments (refer Figure 5); 
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viii) Hagley Park provided the apartment residents with easy access to 

active and passive recreational facilities and activities, including the 

Hagley Golf Club, the Hagley Oval, the Canterbury Museum, the 

Christchurch Botanic Gardens, and walking and jogging tracks (refer 

Figure 6);  

ix) There is a pedestrian footbridge over the River Avon, directly opposite 

the Site.  This made access to and from the apartments to Hagley Park 

particularly direct and convenient; 

x) The relatively large number of people who would have lived in these 

apartment buildings would have provided a good level of passive 

surveillance over the pedestrian pathways around the edge of the park, 

thereby making them safer for people to use; 

xi) Cranmer Square was within a couple of minutes walking distance of the 

former apartment buildings and Cathedral Square approximately twelve 

minutes away;   

xii) The plan footprints of the buildings allowed glimpses through, between 

the various buildings (refer Figures 2, 3, 4 and 5);  

xiii) The different heights of each building, together with the variations in 

height within each building, provided an attractive silhouette against the 

sky (refer Figures 3 and 5); 

xiv) The variation in building height that this apartment development, on a 

key corner site, created along the length of Park Terrace, provided an 

attractive relief from what would otherwise have appeared to be a 

‘visual tyranny’ of Park Terrace being lined by buildings of no more than 

four storeys in height; 

xv) The height-diminishing effects of perspective views of the five storey 

high residential apartment building at 82 Park Terrace (on the northern 

corner of Salisbury Street), the nine storey high Terrace on the Park 

apartments at 78 Park Terrace and the three storey (including roof) high 

single house at 76 Park Terrace provided a harmonious relationship 

between buildings of varying heights (refer Figure 3); and 

xvi) The 7 storey high residential apartment building at 15 Peterborough 

Street (which is still inhabited) is of a not too dissimilar height to the 

apartment buildings formerly on the subject site. 

5 THE EXISTING ENVIRONMENT 

Site location 

5.1 The Site occupies that unique part of Christchurch where the rectilinear city grid 

meets the sinuosity of Hagley Park (refer Figure 7). 
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Figure 7: The Site (shaded red) occupies a part of the city where the rectangular 

Christchurch city grid meets the sinuosity of Hagley Park. 

Site shape, topography, existing buildings and vegetation 

5.2 78 Park Terrace (DP77997 Lot 1) is pan-handle shaped, flat and currently 

devoid of any buildings or vegetation, except for a couple of trees at the 

southern end of the Site, near its Peterborough Street frontage (refer Figure 8). 

With the inclusion of 76 and 62 Park Terrace (DP3780 Lot 1 and DP3780 Lot 2 

respectively), the Site becomes a simple rectangle bounded by Salisbury 

Street, Park Terrace, Peterborough Street and the western boundaries of 18 

Salisbury Street and 15 Peterborough Street (refer Figure 8). 
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Figure 8: The Site (shaded in red) in its immediate context.  

Site access 

5.3 Vehicular access to 78 Park Terrace is from 11 Peterborough Street (refer 

Figures 8 and 9). 

5.4 Vehicular access to 76 Park Terrace is from Park Terrace, while that to 62 Park 

Terrace is from the rear of the property, around the corner in Peterborough 

Street. 
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Figure 9: A view of the vehicular access to the pan handle-shaped 78 Park 

Terrace from Peterborough Street. 

Site boundaries 

5.5 The Site has three road frontages; Park Terrace to the west, Salisbury Street to 

the north and Peterborough Street to the south (refer Figure 8).   

5.6 The eastern boundary abuts existing residential properties at 18 Salisbury 

Street and 15 Peterborough Street (refer Figure 8). 

Park Terrace (western) boundary 

5.7 The Park Terrace boundary extends from the corner of Salisbury Street 

southwards, as far as its intersection with Peterborough Street. This includes 

the residential property at 76 Park Terrace that accommodates a two storey 

detached house with a steeply pitched roof, resulting in a total building height of 

approximately three storeys (refer Figures 8, 10 and 11).   

 

Figure 10: A view of the Site (to the right of the red coloured apartment building 

on the corner of Park Terrace and Salisbury Street), from the footpath on the 

opposite side of the road, looking south-eastwards.  The white-walled and grey- 

roofed seven storey apartment building at 15 Peterborough Street can be seen in 

the background.  
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Figure 11: A view of 76 Park Terrace which forms part of the Site.  

5.8 The house is located very close to its western boundary with Park Terrace and 

quite close to its heavily vegetated northern boundary with the 78 Park Terrace 

component of the Site. A driveway runs  along the northern edge of this part of 

the Site, while the majority of the quiet, sunny, private outdoor space is to the 

rear of the property (refer Figures 8, 11, 12 and 13).  

 

Figure 12: A view down the driveway on the northern side of the house at 76 Park 

Terrace to the private open space at the rear of the property.  Note the seven 

storey high apartment building at 15 Peterborough Street, which is separated 

from the rear (eastern boundary) of the 76 Park Terrace property by the 78 Park 

Terrace pan handle-shaped component of the Site. 
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Figure 13: A view from the Park Terrace footpath of the fenced and heavily 

vegetated northern boundary of the residential property at 76 Park Terrace. 

5.9 To the immediate south of 76 Park Terrace, on the corner of Peterborough 

Street, is 62 Park Terrace, which also forms part of the Site.  Prior to the 

earthquake, this property accommodated a red brick house set well back from 

its Park Terrace boundary.  This house has subsequently been demolished and 

the site is now vacant and used as a temporary car park (refer Figures 8 and 

14). 

 

Figure 14: A view from the street of the Peterborough Street frontage of 72 Park 

Terrace that, following the demolition of the red brick house after the earthquake, 

is now vacant and used as a temporary car park.    

5.10 Near the corner of Park Terrace and Salisbury Street the curve of Park Terrace 

following the edge of Hagley Park departs from the rectilinear city grid-based 

boundary of the Site.  This separation creates a generous triangular-shaped 

area between the Park Terrace boundary of the Site and the carriageway, 

enabling the footpath to wend its way through an attractively planted verge 

(refer Figures 8, 15, 16 and 17). 

 

Figure 15: The triangular-shaped area which enables the footpath to wend its way 

through an attractively planted verge alongside the northern portion of the Site’s 

Park Terrace boundary. 
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Figure 16: A view of the Site from the opposite side of Park Terrace.  Salisbury 

Street is on the left of the image.  The white-walled and grey-roofed seven storey 

apartment building at 15 Peterborough Street can be seen in the background on 

the right hand side of the image.  

 

Figure 17: A view, looking northwards, of the Site’s Park Terrace boundary just 

beyond the tree overhanging the footpath on the right of the image.  The 

‘departure’ of the curved road (towards the left) from the Site’s straight Park 

Terrace boundary creates a triangular-shaped verge that has been planted with 

trees.  These can be seen obscuring the lower two floors of the red-coloured five 

storey apartment building in the distance. 

5.11 Directly opposite the Park Terrace frontage of the Site is a pedestrian 

footbridge over the River Avon.  This provides conveniently direct access from 

the Site to Hagley Park (refer Figures 18 and 19). 
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Figure 18: The pedestrian footbridge over the River Avon, directly opposite the 

Park Terrace frontage of the Site. 

 

Figure 19: The pedestrian footbridge over the River Avon, directly opposite the 

Park Terrace frontage of the Site. 

Salisbury Street (northern) boundary  

5.12 The northern boundary of the Site fronts onto Salisbury Street.  Directly 

opposite the Site frontage are a series of residential properties (refer 

Figure 20). 
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Figure 20: From top left to bottom right: The northern side of Salisbury Street, 

opposite the Site, walking eastwards from Park Terrace towards the city centre. 

5.13 To the east of the Site, on the southern side of the street, are a series of 

residential properties varying widely in age, height (between two and four 

storeys) and architectural style (refer Figure 21). 
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Figure 21: From top left to bottom right: The southern side of Salisbury Street, 

walking eastwards form the eastern boundary of the Site towards the town 

centre. 

Peterborough Street (southern) boundary 

5.14 The Peterborough Street frontage of the Site is sandwiched between Park 

Terrace to the west and the seven storey residential apartment building at 

15 Peterborough Street, to the east (refer Figures 8, 9, 12 and 22).  

 

Figure 22: A view of the Site’s southern boundary with Peterborough Street, 

defined by the vertical metal railing fence and white plastered gate posts.  On the 

left of the image is the rear of 72 Park Terrace that, following the demolition of the 

red brick house after the earthquake, is now vacant and used as a temporary car 

park.    

5.15 On the opposite side of Peterborough Street is the four storey George Hotel (on 

the corner of Park Terrace).  This building is set well back from its 

Peterborough Street frontage, with vegetation screening views of the at-grade 

car parking from the street.  To the immediate east of the hotel is the Japanese 

Embassy (refer Figure 23). 



 

20 
100154658/4663885.1 

 

Figure 23: A view of the Japanese Embassy building (left) and the George Hotel 

(right) on the southern side of Peterborough Street, opposite the Site.  

Eastern boundary (with residential properties at 8 Salisbury Street and 

15 Peterborough Street) 

5.16 The eastern boundary abuts two adjoining residential properties of 

approximately equal depth.  The Salisbury Street half of the boundary abuts a 

two storey terrace house development while the Peterborough Street end 

adjoins a seven storey high apartment complex (refer Figures 8 and 24). 

 

Figure 24: A view from Park Terrace of the eastern boundary of the Site, bordered 

by the two storey high terraced houses at 18 Salisbury Street (on the left) and the 

seven storey apartment complex at 15 Peterborough Street (on the right). 

5.17 The northern half of the eastern boundary of the Site abuts two rows of two 

storey terraced houses accessed off Salisbury Street (refer Figure 25). 
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Figure 25: The northern half of the Site’s eastern boundary site, which abuts two 

rows of two storey terraced houses at 18 Salisbury Street.  

5.18 Both levels of the terraced houses face directly north towards Salisbury Street.  

Their western elevations are entirely devoid of windows and do not rely on any 

outlook directly towards the Site.   

5.19 The southern half of the eastern boundary abuts a seven storey high residential 

apartment development accessed from Peterborough Street (refer Figure 26). 
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Figure 26: The southern half of the Site’s eastern boundary with 15 Peterborough 

Street which accommodates a seven storey high residential apartment building.  

5.20 This apartment building survived the earthquake and, in my opinion, it is likely 

to remain a feature of the Site’s immediate context for the foreseeable future.  

Western boundary (with 76 and 72 Park Terrace residential properties) 

5.21 The western boundary of the pan handle-shaped 78 Park Terrace component 

of the Site with the properties at 76 and 62 Park Terrace is delineated by a 

combination of fencing and the wall of a garage at 76 Park Terrace.  Mature 

vegetation provides additional screening between all three sites (refer Figures 

8, 22 and 27). 
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Figure 27: A view of the substantial vegetation between the Site, the rear 

(eastern) boundaries of 76 and 62 Park Terrace (on the right) and the side 

(western) boundary of the apartment building at 15 Peterborough Street (on the 

left). 

5.22 Overall, I consider that the analysis of all of the Site boundaries with the 

immediately adjoining streets and residential properties demonstrates why the 

former ‘Terrace on the Park Apartments’ were able to so responsively and 

effectively integrate into their contextual setting, despite their building height 

differences. 

Hagley Park Context 

5.23 The Site forms but one component of a necklace of residential properties facing 

towards the eastern edge of Hagley Park. 

5.24 Buildings along the Hagley Park edge of Park Terrace are predominantly 

residential in character and vary between one and five storeys in height.  They 

exhibit a wide range of residential typologies, ages, forms and architectural 

styles (refer Figures 8, 28 and 29).  
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Figure 28: Top left to bottom right: Examples of the variety of buildings fronting 

on to Park Terrace tracing the edge of Hagley Park (when walking from its 

intersection with Bealey Avenue to its intersection with Peterborough Street). The 

top image is of the new apartments at 138-148 Park Terrace, second left: the new 

terraced houses at 110 Park Terrace on the corner of Dorset Street, second right: 

the apartments at 108 Park Terrace, fourth image: 108-82 Park Terrace, bottom 

left: 82 Park Terrace and bottom right: 76 Park Terrace. 
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Figure 29: Top left to bottom right: Examples of the variety of buildings fronting 

on to Park Terrace tracing the edge of Hagley Park (when walking from its 

intersection with Peterborough Street southwards).  The top image is of the 

George Hotel, the middle image of the Cathedral Grammar Junior School (under 

construction), and the bottom image of the Cathedral Grammar School on the 

corner of Chester Street West, with town houses further down the Terrace. 

5.25 This analysis demonstrates that there is no urban design, architectural design 

or building height consistency along this considerable length of Park Terrace.  

On the contrary, the analysis demonstrates that this part of Park Terrace is 
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characterised by a considerable variation in building age, form, typology, height 

and architectural style.    

5.26 The analysis also illustrates how the considerable width of Park Terrace creates 

a significant separation distance between the buildings on its eastern side and 

Hagley Park to its west.  This makes the buildings appear quite diminutive in 

comparison to the vast scale of the park and the height of the trees tracing its 

periphery.  

5.27 From within the park, the trees lining its street edges typically obscure even the 

tallest (five storey) buildings fronting on to Park Terrace (see Figures 7, 8, 15, 

17, 30, 31, 32 and 33).  

 

Figure 30: A view eastwards towards 78 Park Terrace in the centre of the image.  

The intersection with Salisbury Street is just to the right of the red-coloured five 

storey apartment building behind the tree in the left of the image.  

 

Figure 31: A view eastwards towards 78 Park Terrace in the centre of the image.  

The intersection with Salisbury Street is directly behind the tree casting the large 

shadow on the ground in the left of the image.   
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Figure 32: A view south-eastwards towards Park Terrace, from near the Harper 

Avenue edge of the park.  The red-coloured five storey high apartment building at 

82 Park Terrace (on the corner of Park Terrace and Salisbury Street) can just be 

seen through the trees in the centre of the photograph.  The Site at 78 Park 

Terraces is just to the right of the red-coloured building, behind the tall trees. 

5.28 My analysis of views from within Hagley Park suggests to me that, because of 

the height and density of the trees around the edge of the park (particularly in 

summer), it would be possible to line the eastern side of Park Terrace with 

buildings significantly greater than five storeys in height without their being 

particularly visible from within the park.   

5.29 From within the park during summer, it is my opinion that six or seven storey 

buildings would not generally be visible above the tops of the existing trees.  

This view is supported by the comparative heights of buildings and trees in 

Figures 15, 30, 31, 32 and 33.   

 

Figure 33: A view southwards along Park Terrace from opposite Dorset Street. 

5.30 Even if such building heights were visible, it is not their visibility per se that is of 

relevance, but rather the question of whether or not their respective heights and 
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visibility would create any more than minor adverse environmental effects on 

the park environment.   

Tall buildings in the vicinity of the Site 

5.31 In addition to the five and seven storey high buildings already illustrated in this 

evidence, I noticed during my visit to the Site and its surroundings several 

buildings either existing or under construction within one or two city blocks from 

Park Terrace that were up to 5 and 11 storeys in height (refer Figures 34, 35 

and 36). 

 

Figure 34: Left and rear: The inter-connected eleven and nine storey high Stage 2 

West Kilmore apartment buildings at 52 Kilmore Street and Right: The five storey 

high Stage 1 ‘Rakaia Apartments’ building forming a component of the same 

project, currently being constructed at 50 Kilmore Street, just to the east of 

Cranmer Square.   

5.32 The proposed eleven storey high Stage 2 West Kilmore building is considerably 

taller than the existing buildings in the street and over twice the height of the 

‘Rakaia Apartments’ building currently being constructed immediately alongside 

(refer Figure 34).   
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5.33 In my opinion, these variations in building heights will contribute to the interest, 

attractiveness and appropriately urban character of the streetscape.  

 

Figure 35: The proposed five storey high Rakaia Apartment building at 

50 Kilmore Street.  This building forms Stage 1 of the West Kilmore apartment 

development. 

5.34 Not far to the west of the Kilmore Street apartment development is the Montreal 

Hotel building, on the corner of Montreal and Kilmore Streets (refer Figure 36). 

 

Figure 36: The existing five storey high Hotel Montreal building at 351 Montreal 

Street, on the corner of Montreal Street and Cranmer Square. 

5.35 Overall, my analysis of the existing environment, leads me to conclude that, 

with an environmentally and contextually responsive design approach, the 

existing buildings immediately surrounding the Site provide very little 
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impediment to the Site being developed with buildings exceeding the 14 m 

height permitted under the relevant provisions of the CCRP.  I consider this was 

amply demonstrated by the site layout and varied heights of the now 

demolished Terrace on the Park Apartment buildings.   

5.36 I am also of the opinion that the Park Terrace streetscape would be improved if 

it were to be edged by buildings varying in height with some greater than the 

14 m permitted by the CCRP.  In my opinion, limiting the permitted height of 

buildings fronting onto the Park Terrace edge of Hagley Park to only 14 m (four 

storeys) is not a good use of a scarce land resource nor does it optimize the 

residential intensification potential of land on the edge of the city’s most 

sizeable and significant public recreational open space. 

5.37 Four storey buildings in this location would be only one storey higher than what 

is increasingly becoming the three storey terraced house norm in the typically 

‘sub-urban’ periphery of the city. 

5.38 Finally, I consider that the vast scale of Hagley Park, together with the 

considerable height of the trees growing around its periphery, will enable the 

park to comfortably accommodate buildings of up to at least six storeys on the 

eastern side of Park Terrace, without detracting from the visual quality and 

public amenity of either the streetscape or the park.  On the contrary, I consider 

these features of the city would be positively enhanced by buildings up to six 

storeys in height in this location. 

6 THE PLANNING CONTEXT  

Objectives and policies  

6.1 The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement provides a strategic vision for the 

redevelopment of Christchurch.  I understand the relevant objectives and 

policies are contained in Chapter 6 (“Recovery and Rebuilding of Greater 

Christchurch”).  These are set out and discussed in more detail in Mr Kyle’s 

evidence. 

6.2 I understand the CRDP’s Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes decision 

provides overarching strategic objectives for Christchurch City, including: 

3.3.7 Objective - Urban growth, form and design  

A well-integrated pattern of development and infrastructure, a consolidated urban form, 

and a high quality urban environment that:  

(a) Is attractive to residents, business and visitors; and  

(b) Has its areas of special character and amenity value identified and their 

specifically recognised values appropriately managed; and  

(c) Provides for urban activities only:  

(i) within the existing urban areas; and 

(ii) on greenfield land on the periphery of Christchurch’s urban area 

identified in accordance with the Greenfield Priority Areas in the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, Map A; and  
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(d) Increases the housing development opportunities in the urban area to meet the 

intensification targets specified in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, 

Chapter 6, Objective 6.2.2 (1); particularly:  

(i)  in and around the Central City, Key Activity Centres (as identified in 

the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement), larger neighbourhood 

centres, and nodes of core public transport routes; and  

(ii)  in those parts of Residential Greenfield Priority Areas identified in 

Map A, Chapter 6 of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement; and  

(iii)  in suitable brownfield areas; and  

(e)  Maintains and enhances the Central City, Key Activity Centres and 

Neighbourhood Centres as community focal points; and  

(f)  Identifies opportunities for, and supports, the redevelopment of brownfield sites 

for residential, business or mixed use activities; and  

(g)  Promotes the re-use and re-development of buildings and land; and  

(h)  Improves overall accessibility and connectivity for people, transport (including 

opportunities for walking, cycling and public transport) and services; and  

(i)  Promotes the safe, efficient and effective provision and use of infrastructure, 

including the optimisation of the use of existing infrastructure; and  

(j)  Co-ordinates the nature, timing and sequencing of new development with the 

funding, implementation and operation of necessary transport and other 

infrastructure. 

6.3 I understand the relevant CRDP objectives and policies for the Site include: 

14.1.1.2A Policy - Residential Development in the Central City 

a. To restore and enhance residential activity in the Central City by: 

i.   providing flexibility for a variety of housing types which are suitable 

for a range of individual housing needs; 

ii.   providing for a progressive increase in the residential population of 

the Central City in support of Policy 14.1.1.1.a.i.; 

iii.   assisting in the creation of new inner city residential neighbourhoods 

and the protection of existing amenity of inner city residential 

neighbourhoods; 

iv.   encourage the comprehensive redevelopment of sites that are no 

longer required for non residential purposes. 

14.1.8 Objective - Central City Residential Role and Built Form and Amenity 

a.   A predominantly residential environment offering a range of residential 

opportunities, including medium to high density living, within the Central City to 

support the restoration and enhancement of a vibrant City Centre. 

b.   A form of built development in the Central City Residential Zone that enables 

change to the existing environment, while contributing positively to the amenity 

and cultural values of the area, and to the health and safety, and quality and 

enjoyment for those living within the area. 
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14.1.8.1 Policy - Building Heights 

a.   Provide for different maximum building heights in areas of the Central City 

Residential Zone with some areas requiring a reduced height compatible with 

the existing predominant character. 

14.1.8.2 Policy - Amenity Standards 

a.   Prescribing minimum standards for residential development which: 

i.   are consistent with higher density living; 

ii.   protect amenity values for residents; 

iii.   integrate development with the adjacent and wider neighbourhood; 

iv.   provide for a range of current and future residential needs; 

v.   recognise cultural values. 

6.4 Taking account of the CRDP provisions outlined above, I understand the 

overarching urban design vision for the Site/area is to achieve a vibrant city 

centre based upon a well-integrated pattern of residential development and 

infrastructure (including neighbouring roads and public open spaces), a 

consolidated urban form (arising from the more intensive use of land and higher 

density living), a greater choice of housing types, and high amenity residential 

environments. 

6.5 I generally support these objectives and policies from an urban design point of 

view.   

6.6 However, I cannot reconcile these same objectives and policies with the height, 

form and density-constraining Central City Building Height 14 m Overlay for 

properties fronting onto Park Terrace, which traces the eastern edge of the 

magnificent public open space resource of Hagley Park.  In my opinion, the 

14 m (four storey) overlay height constraint seriously undermines the potential 

for this relatively urban part of the city to be more intensively developed and to 

be enjoyed by greater numbers of the city’s residents. 

6.7 In my opinion, the ‘Terrace on the Park Apartments’ formerly occupying 78 Park 

Terrace demonstrated that it was possible, with highly environmentally 

responsive urban and architectural design, to provide high density, high 

amenity residential accommodation on that site with little or no adverse 

environmental effects on either the private or public realms of the 

neighbourhood.   

6.8 I am therefore of the view that the Site (and the similarly zoned Park Terrace 

properties), in conjunction with other rules pertaining to the location of building 

bulk could comfortably have a Central City Building Height Overlay of 20 m.   

6.9 Because the Site occupies the Park Terrace (western) end of an entire city 

block extending from Salisbury Street to Peterborough Street and because 

changes in the Height Overlay would occur mid-street rather than between 

directly adjoining private properties, I fully support the Ryman submission in 
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respect of the Site, even if all other Park Terrace properties remained subject to 

the 14m Building Height Overlay.  

7 URBAN DESIGN PRINCIPLES RELATED TO BUILDING HEIGHT 

General principles  

7.1 In my experience, it has generally been regarded as best urban design practice 

to locate areas of increased residential intensity/density and/or higher buildings 

in one or more of the following key locations: 

i) On or around major public transport nodes or along major public 

transportation corridors; 

ii) Around the edges of major public open spaces, such as public parks or 

waterfronts; and 

iii) Within easy walking distance of or in city centres offering a mix of 

facilities, service and activities. 

7.2 The Site is not on a major public transport corridor, but it is on the edge of the 

major public open space of Hagley Park and it is within very easy walking 

distance of both the old and the newly emerging Christchurch City Centre.  For 

this reason I consider it an ideal candidate for what I consider to be a very 

modest 6 m (two storey) uplift in the Building Height Overlay from 14 m to 20 m. 

7.3 In my opinion, the Site’s unique location in relation to two out of the three city 

resource locations identified above goes a long way to explaining why the 

former ‘Terrace on the Park Apartments’ were built on the Site.   

International comparisons  

7.4 Figure 37 below illustrates (from top left to bottom right), at the same scale, the 

following major public parks: 

i) Hagley Park in Christchurch; 

ii) Central Park in New York, 

iii) Hyde Park in London;  

iv) Regents Park in London;  

v) Hyde Park and the Botanical Gardens in Sydney; and 

vi) The Royal Botanical Gardens in Melbourne.  
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Figure 37: Top left to bottom right: Major public parks in Christchurch, New York, 

London, London, Sydney and Melbourne, all to the same scale. 
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7.5 Characteristic of many of these parks is an intensification of building height and 

residential density around their edges.  In my opinion, this is quite 

understandable and sensible given the high level of residential amenity 

accruing from the attractive outlooks onto these parks.  In my opinion, this 

characteristic  intensification of building height and residential density should be 

applied to the Park Terrace edge of Hagley Park to a similar degree that it does 

to other similarly scaled and quality parks elsewhere in the world. 

Building efficiency considerations 

7.6 I have also taken into account the relationship between building height and the 

means of vertical access and circulation within the building.  In my experience, 

it is generally accepted that three storeys is the limit for stair access and that 

four storeys triggers the need for a lift.  Buildings built to the maximum height 

enabled by the 14 m (four storey) height overlay will require a lift, the capital 

cost and ongoing maintenance costs of which will have to be spread across 

only four floors.  A 20 m (six storey) height overlay would potentially reduce the 

on-going Body Corporate lift servicing and maintenance costs by 33%, which 

would increase the efficiency of the building. 

8 URBAN DESIGN EFFECTS  

8.1 I will now discuss the potential urban design effects on the environment of 

increasing the maximum permitted City Centre Building Height Overlay applying 

to the Site from 14 m (4 storeys) to 20 m (six storeys), noting I have taken into 

consideration relevant development controls and rules in the notified CRDP that 

also manage amenity and neighbourhood character effects.  

8.2 I have also acknowledged the proposed planning regime promoted by Mr Kyle 

for retirement villages and Council’s planning regime for normal residential 

activities more generally.  I understand and support the approach under these 

regimes to allow limited Council oversight (through a resource consent process) 

of several urban design features of future residential buildings on the Site to 

manage any potential effects. 

Compatibility with neighbourhood character and the scale of other 

buildings in the surrounding area 

8.3 As noted earlier, the Park Terrace area is characterised by a considerable 

variation in building age, form, typology, height and architectural style. In my 

opinion, a 20 m (six storey) permitted building height on the Site would be 

compatible with the neighbourhood character and the scale of other buildings in 

the surrounding area for the following reasons:  

i) The 20 m height limit would be only 6 m (two storeys) higher than the 

commonly existing 14 m (four storey) high buildings already dotted 

along the eastern side of Park Terrace (refer Figures 20 (top left), 28 

(top and second right) and 29 (top); 

ii) The 20 m height limit would be only 3 m (one storey) higher than the 

occasional existing 17 m (five storey) high buildings on the eastern side 

of Park Terrace and in the city centre environs such as Kilmore Street 
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and Montreal Street that are only a few minutes’ walk to the east (refer 

Figures 10, 34, 35 and 36); 

iii) The 20 m height limit would be one storey lower than the highest part 

and three storeys higher than the lowest part of existing seven storey 

apartment building at 15 Peterborough Street (see Figures 24, 26 and 

27);  

iv) The 20 m height limit would be 5 storeys and 4 storeys lower than the 

former 31 m (ten storeys) and the 26 m (eight storeys) high ‘Terrace on 

the Park Apartment’ towers. As noted earlier, prior to their demolition 

following the earthquake, in my opinion these towers demonstrated, 

through their location on the Site and stepped-down building heights, 

their compatibility with the neighbourhood character and the scale of 

other buildings, the adjoining streetscapes and Hagley Park; 

v) The 20 m height limit would be one storey higher than the proposed 

residential apartment development at 50 Kilmore Street and 5 storeys 

lower than the eleven storey high proposed apartment development at 

52 Kilmore Street; 

vi) The 20 m height limit would help to create an attractive variation in 

building heights and the resulting skyline silhouette along the eastern 

side of Park Terrace;  

vii) The 20 m height limit would help to visually punctuate the significant 

intersection of Park Terrace and Salisbury Street.  This would be further 

assisted by the five storey high red-coloured apartment building on the 

corner of the intersection, directly opposite the north-western corner of 

the Site; 

viii) The 20 m height limit would help to signify the location and make better 

use of the characterful pedestrian footbridge over the River Avon; and  

ix) The 20 m height limit would be compatible with the highly attractive 

neighbourhood character created by the vast scale of Hagley Park.  

8.4 Further, the planning regimes for new buildings that provide for three or more 

residential units as discussed by Mr Kyle will allow Council oversight of 

character and scale considerations through a resource consent process. 

Privacy for neighbours 

8.5 The Site has only two directly adjoining residential neighbours; 18 Salisbury 

Street and 15 Peterborough Street.  78 Park Terrace alone has four residential 

neighbours. These include the two mentioned in relation to the Site plus 76 and 

62 Park Terrace. All other site boundaries are edged by public streets.   

8.6 Two rows of two storey high terrace houses at 18 Salisbury Street occupy one 

of the two neighbouring properties to the east.  These terrace houses have their 

indoor and outdoor living spaces facing directly northwards and have blank 

western walls facing the Site. 
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8.7 The seven storey high apartment building at 15 Peterborough Street is the 

second of the two neighbouring properties to the east.  This building is oriented 

to the north and west, the latter being towards the Site.  However, as the 

shading diagrams illustrate (discussed later), the combination of the notified 

CRDP recession plane angles applying to the eastern and western boundaries 

of 11 Peterborough Street (the ‘handle’ part of the pan handle-shaped site) 

intersect at a point only fractionally higher than 14 m (4 storeys) above ground 

level refer Figures 38, 39 and 40 or their equivalents in Appendix 2).  In 

practice, this means that there would be virtually no more permitted building 

height that could potentially affect neighbours’ privacy than is already enabled 

by the 14 m Building Height Overlay currently applying to the Site.   

8.8 The property to the south (76 Park Terrace) appears to have its indoor and 

outdoor living areas facing north towards the Site so special care would need to 

be taken to ensure that the existing level of privacy in these areas was not 

adversely affected. This matter would be addressed through the resource 

consent processes discussed by Mr Kyle in his evidence. 

8.9 To the north of the Site, the width of Salisbury Street is sufficient to ensure that 

privacy of the indoor and outdoor living areas associated with houses on the 

northern side of the street would not be adversely affected.  Given the north-

south orientation of these sites, it is likely that outdoor living areas would be 

located to the rear (northern side) of the houses, well away from the street and 

protected from any overlooking from buildings on the Site.   

8.10 To the west of the Site is Hagley Park which, almost by definition, is ‘public’ so 

no privacy issues would arise with regard to this neighbour.  On the contrary, 

buildings on the Site would contribute to the passive surveillance of the park 

users, thereby making the park a safer place.   

8.11 For all of the dwelling orientation and separation distance reasons outlined, it is 

my opinion that privacy for neighbours would not be diminished to any 

significant extent by increasing the Central City Building Height Overlay on the 

Site from 14 m (four storeys) to 20 m (six storeys). Potential effects can also be 

managed through the resource consent processes discussed by Mr Kyle in his 

evidence. 

Sunlight/shading 

8.12 To ascertain the effects on neighbouring properties and public spaces of 

applying a 20 m Building Height Overlay to the Site, I asked Ryman’s Design 

Manager to prepare two sets of shading diagrams. 

8.13 Set One compares (on the same diagram) the shading effects of a 14 m and a 

20 m maximum building envelope enabled by the CCRZ permitted building bulk 

controls for the 78 Park Terrace site only.  Building bulk controls take account 

of the relevant recession planes and street, side and rear yard set-back 

dimensions.  However, it is important to note that not all of the building 

bulk/mass envelope depicted would necessarily be built out.  This is only a 

theoretical ‘worst case’ scenario.  Other factors would come into play to reduce 

this potential bulk, such as light and outlook from various rooms within the floor 
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plans, minimum landscape requirements, vehicular access, manoeuvring and 

parking, etc.  The 14 m high building envelope is coloured red while shadows 

cast at different times of the day and year are coloured grey.  The 20 m high 

building envelope sought by Ryman is coloured red and cyan, with the cyan 

depicting the additional (upper) 6 m of building height.  The additional shadows 

cast by the additional 6 m of building height are coloured purple.   

8.14 Set Two compares on the same diagram the shading effects of the same bulk 

scenario as Set One, but as they would apply not just to 78 Park Terrace but 

the entire Site.  The eastern boundary would remain as it is referred to 

throughout this evidence, i.e. a combination of the western boundaries of 18 

Salisbury Street and 15 Peterborough Street.  This set of diagrams was 

prepared to support Ryman’s submission.  Further, and in any case,  in my 

opinion, it would be urban design best practice to locate, where possible, the 

boundary between a 14 m and a 20 m building height overlay down the centre 

of a street rather than on a boundary between two similarly-zoned residential 

properties. 

8.15 None of the shading diagrams take account of shadows cast by existing 

neighbouring buildings or trees in the public or private realms.   

8.16 All shading diagrams take account of the relevant notified CRDP boundary set-

back distance and recession plane controls in the notified Plan.  These are as 

follows: 

i) Boundary set-backs:  

1.8 m for all internal boundaries; 

4.5 m for the Park Terrace boundary; and 

2.0 m for the Salisbury and Peterborough Street boundaries. 

ii) Recession planes:  

Southern boundary: 50 degrees from a point 2.3 m above existing 

ground level;  

East and West boundaries:  57.5 degrees from a point 2.3 m above 

existing ground level; and 

Recession planes do not apply to street boundaries.   

8.17 Larger versions of each sheet of Shading Diagrams can be found in Appendix 2 

to this evidence. 

8.18 I will now discuss each of the two sets of shading diagrams. 
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Set One: 14 m and 20 m high building bulks on the Site at 78 Park Terrace 

(see Appendix 2) 

8.19 The shading diagrams for 21 June (mid-winter) at 8.30 am, 10.00 am, 

12.00 noon, 3.00 pm and 4.10 pm are illustrated in Figure 38.  These mid-

winter diagrams represent the ‘worst-case’ shading scenario.   

 

Figure 38: Comparative 21 June (mid-winter) shading diagrams for 14 m and 20 m 

high bulk on 78 Park Terrace. 

8.20 The 21 June (mid-winter) shading diagrams illustrate that, in addition to the 

shadows cast by the 14 m high building bulk envelope, the 20 m high building 

bulk: 

i) At 8.30 am: shades a little more of Hagley Park but, given its 

considerable size, this additional shading is considered to be 

insignificant.  At this time of the day, when the sun is at its very lowest 

angle of the year, I would anticipate that all of this additionally shaded 

area would already be shaded by the tall trees on the eastern edge of 

the park; 

ii) At 10.00 am: shades a small number of trees on the edge Hagley Park 

and a small additional length of Park Terrace.  There is also a relatively 

moderate area of shadow falling on the south-western corner of 72 Park 

Terrace which is currently vacant; 

iii) At 12.00 noon: shades approximately just under half of the northern part 

of 72 Park Terrace; 

iv) At 3.00 pm: shades only the driveway along the eastern boundary of the 

7 storey apartment building at 15 Peterborough Street; and  
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v) At 4.10 pm: shades approximately the northern half of the western side 

of Montreal Street, between Peterborough Street and Kilmore Street 

and a relatively short length of the Montreal Street carriageway.  At this 

time of the day in mid-winter the sun is at its very lowest angle of the 

year, I would anticipate that the trees and buildings along the southern 

side of Peterborough Street would already cast shadows across this 

area. 

8.21 This mid-winter (‘worst-case’) shading analysis demonstrates that the 20 m high 

building bulk, even if 78 Park Terrace were to be fully built out (which it cannot 

because of built form permitted standards), creates no more shadow on the 

immediately adjoining residential property at 76 Park Terrace than would the 

proposed 14 m Building Height Overlay. 

8.22 The shading diagrams for 22 September (one of the two Equinoxes) at 

8.00 am, 10.00 am, 12.00 noon, 3.00 pm and 5.00 pm are illustrated in 

Figure 39.  These Equinox diagrams represent the shading and the time of the 

year that is mid-way between mid-winter and mid-summer.   

 

Figure 39: Comparative 22 September (Equinox) shading diagrams for 14 m and 

20 m high bulk on 78 Park Terrace. 

8.23 The 21 September (Equinox) shading diagrams illustrate that, in addition to the 

shadows cast by the 14 m high building bulk envelope, the 20 m high building 

bulk: 

i) At 8.00 am: shades a few more of the trees on the Park Terrace edge of 

Hagley Park; 
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ii) At 10.00 am: shades a very small length of the southbound lane of the 

Park Terrace carriageway; 

iii) At 12.00 noon: shades a barely detectable sliver of 78 Park Terrace 

itself and an equally small sliver of planting on the northern side of the 

driveway at 76 Park Terrace;  

iv) At 3.00 pm: shades the outdoor living court of one of the terraced house 

at the rear of 18 Salisbury Street and the car parking area at the rear 

(northern side) of the seven storey residential apartments at 

15 Peterborough Street; and 

v) At 5.00 pm: shades the rear two thirds of the residential property at 

26 Salisbury Street.  However, the indoor and outdoor living areas of 

this house appear to be, logically, to the front of the property, facing 

north onto the street and these areas remain free of shade.  At this 

relatively late time of the day I would anticipate that there could be 

some shading of the rear of this property from the existing houses at 20 

and 22 Salisbury Street (there is no number 24).   

8.24 Apart from the shading at this time of the year already discussed, this Equinox 

shading analysis demonstrates that the 20 m high building bulk, even if 78 Park 

Terrace were to be fully built out (which it cannot as noted) creates no more 

shadow on the immediately adjoining residential property at 76 Park Terrace 

than would the proposed 14 m Building Height Overlay. 

8.25 The shading diagrams for 22 December (mid-summer) at 8.00 am, 10.00 am, 

12.00 noon, 3.00 pm, 5.00 pm and 6.30 pm are illustrated in Figure 40.  These 

mid-summer diagrams represent the ‘best-case’ shading scenario.   
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Figure 40: Comparative 22 December (mid-summer) shading diagrams for 14 m 

and 20 m high bulk on 78 Park Terrace. 

8.26 The 22 December (mid-summer) shading diagrams illustrate that, in addition to 

the shadows cast by the 14 m high building bulk envelope, the 20 m high 

building bulk: 

i) At 8.00 am: shades a little more of the Park Terrace carriageway; 

ii) At 10.00 am: shades a little more of the widened verge and footpath on 

the eastern side of Park Terrace near its intersection with Salisbury 

Street; 

iii) At 12.00 noon: shades no more of 78 Park Terrace or its surroundings 

than does the 14 m building bulk;  

iv) At 3.00 pm: shades no more of 78 Park Terrace or its surroundings than 

does the 14 m building bulk;  

v) At 5.00 pm: shades approximately the eastern-most 40% of the land 

occupied by the terrace houses at 18 Salisbury Street; and 

vi) At 6.30 pm: shades part of the northern edge of Salisbury Street and 

the front portion of 26 Salisbury Street but the private open space at the 

rear of this property remains free of shade.   
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Set Two: 14 m and 20 m high building bulks on the Site comprising 78, 76 and 

72 Park Terrace – the land bounded by the western boundary of 18 Salisbury 

Street, Salisbury Street, Park Terrace, Peterborough Street and the western 

boundary of 15 Peterborough Street 

8.27 The shading diagrams for 21 June (mid-winter) at 8.30 am, 10.00 am, 

12.00 noon, 3.00 pm and 4.10 pm are illustrated in Figure 41. 

 

Figure 41: Comparative 21 June (mid-winter) shading diagrams for 14 m and 20 m 

high bulk on 78, 76 and 72 Park Terrace (the Site). 

8.28 The 21 June (mid-winter) shading diagrams illustrate that, in addition to the 

shadows cast by the 14 m high building bulk envelope, the 20 m high building 

bulk: 

i) At 8.30 am: shades a little more of the open grassed area of Hagley 

Park but, given its immense area, this effect is considered insignificant; 

ii) At 10.00 am: shades a narrow band of the trees on the edge of Park 

Terrace, some of the  car park in front of the George Hotel and a small 

area of the north-western corner of the hotel building; 

iii) At 12.00 noon: shades the car park area in front of the George Hotel 

and a small portion of the western face of the north-south oriented 

building wing;  

iv) At 3.00 pm: shades a small area of the car park to the east of the hotel 

building and the rear of the property occupied by the Japanese 

Embassy; and 
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v) At 4.10 pm: shades the roof but not the western side of the Hotel 

Montreal, the hotel car park accessed off Kilmore Street, and half the 

north-south oriented length of the Montreal Street carriageway between 

Peterborough Street and Kilmore Street.  However, I would anticipate 

that the trees to the north-west of the Hotel Montreal might shade this 

building.  Furthermore, at this late time of the day in the middle of 

winter, the sun is about to set so, in my opinion, the effects of this 

shading are rendered insignificant. 

8.29 The shading diagrams for 22 September (one of the two Equinoxes) at 

8.00 am, 10.00 am, 12.00 noon, 3.00 pm and 5.00 pm are illustrated in 

Figure 42. 

 

Figure 42: Comparative 22 September (Equinox) shading diagrams for 14 m and 

20 m high bulk on 78, 76 and 72 Park Terrace. 

8.30 The 22 September (Equinox) shading diagrams illustrate that, in addition to the 

shadows cast by the 14 m high building bulk envelope, the 20 m high building 

bulk: 

i) At 8.00 am: shades a few more of the trees on the Park Terrace edge of 

Hagley Park; 

ii) At 10.00 am: shades a very small length of the southbound lane of the 

Park Terrace carriageway; 
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iii) At 12.00 noon: shades a barely detectable sliver of the Site itself and an 

equally small sliver of planting on the northern side of the driveway at 

76 Park Terrace;  

iv) At 3.00 pm: shades the outdoor living court of one of the terraced house 

at the rear of 18 Salisbury Street and the car parking area at the rear 

(northern side) of the seven storey residential apartments at 

15 Peterborough Street; and 

v) At 5.00 pm: shades the rear two thirds of the residential property at 

26 Salisbury Street.  However, I note that the indoor and outdoor living 

areas of this house appear to be, logically, to the front of the property, 

facing north onto the street and these areas remain free of shade.  At 

this relatively late time of the day I would anticipate that there could be 

some shading of the rear of this property from the existing houses at 20 

and 22 Salisbury Street (there is no number 24). 

8.31 The shading diagrams for 22 December (mid-summer) at 8.00 am, 10.00 am, 

12.00 noon, 3.00 pm, 5.00 pm and 6.30 pm are illustrated in Figure 43. 

 

Figure 43: Comparative 22 December (mid-summer) shading diagrams for 14 m 

and 20 m high bulk on 78, 76 and 72 Park Terrace. 

8.32 The 22 December (mid-summer) shading diagrams illustrate that, in addition to 

the shadows cast by the 14 m high building bulk envelope, the 20 m high 

building bulk: 

i) At 8.00 am: shades a little more of the Park Terrace carriageway; 
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ii) At 10.00 am: shades a very narrow strip of the Park Terrace 

carriageway;  

iii) At 12.00 noon: shades a sliver of the footpath on the northern side of 

Peterborough Street;  

iv) At 3.00 pm: shades no more of the Site or its surroundings than does 

the 14 m building bulk;  

v) At 5.00 pm: shades approximately the eastern-most 40% of the land 

occupied by the terrace houses at 18 Salisbury Street and the roof of 

the apartment building at 15 Peterborough Street; and 

vi) At 6.30 pm: shades part of the northern edge of Salisbury Street, a 

sliver of 22 Salisbury Street, all of 26 Salisbury Street and the car 

parking area in the rear yard of 25 Peterborough Street.   

8.33 My analysis of the shading diagrams based upon a maximum theoretical 

building bulk/mass, (which as noted could not in reality be fully built out), leads 

me to conclude that any potential adverse shading effects arising from the 

additional 6m of Building Height Overlay sought by Ryman could be adequately 

avoided or managed by the particular location and shape of building forms 

constructed on the Site or on 78 Park Terrace only.   

Outlook for neighbours/park users 

8.34 My observations from the street, and without the opportunity to visit the 

neighbouring properties, indicate that the orientation of dwellings on directly 

adjoining properties is such that none rely on an outlook from their main living 

areas over the property at 78 Park Terrace. 

8.35 The house at 76 Park Terrace enjoys an outlook to the west, across Park 

Terrace, to Hagley Park.  It also enjoys an outlook to the east onto its relatively 

substantial rear yard.   

8.36 The terrace houses at 18 Salisbury Street are all oriented directly to the north 

and have no windows in their western elevations. This would suggest that these 

dwellings do not rely on any western outlook towards the Site. 

8.37 The seven storey apartment building appears to have its living areas oriented 

primarily towards the north and west.  To the north they overlook the roofs of 

the two storey terrace houses at 18 Salisbury Street, To the west they overlook 

the ‘handle’ (11 Peterborough Street) component of the pan handle-shaped site 

at 78 Park Terrace.  This is currently vacant but when it is developed, buildings 

on this part of the Site would be limited to a permitted height of 14 m due to the 

effects of the recession planes applying to the Site’s eastern and western 

boundaries. 

8.38 The main outlook from the dwellings on the northern side of Salisbury Street is 

likely to be to the sunny north, away from the Site.  However, if the outlook were 

to be to the south and towards the Site, then I consider the separation distance 
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guaranteed by the width of Salisbury Street would be sufficient to mitigate any 

potential adverse outlook effects.   

8.39 Potential outlook effects towards the Site developed with a building or buildings 

up to 20 m in height for members of the public using Hagley Park would be 

minimal by virtue of the significant distances involved and by the height and, at 

least in summer, the dense foliage of the trees lining the Park Terrace edge of 

the park.   

8.40 For all of the reasons outlined, I am of the opinion that there would not be any 

adverse outlook effects arising as a result of the additional 6 m of building 

height sought by Ryman, over and above the currently proposed 14 m Building 

Height Overlay. 

Visual dominance for neighbours 

8.41 Given the boundary set-backs and the height-in-relation-to-boundary recession 

plane controls applying to the Site, the additional 6 m (two storey) building 

height sought by Ryman will not, in my opinion, give rise to any increased visual 

dominance for the Site’s neighbours. 

8.42 Much of the Site fronts on to streets which already accommodate buildings up 

to four and occasionally five storeys in height.  Given the scale of these streets, 

and Park Terrace in particular, it is my opinion that any potential adverse effects 

arising as a result of the additional 6 m (two storeys) of Building Height Overlay 

sought by Ryman will be insignificant.  There already exist in Park Terrace 

adjacent properties accommodating buildings with a height different greater 

than 6 m (two storeys).   

8.43 As noted earlier, the Site has two directly adjoining residential neighbours and   

78 Park Terrace alone has four residential neighbours.   

18 Salisbury Street  

8.44 The houses at 18 Salisbury Street have no windows facing directly towards the 

Site so they are unlikely to experience any adverse visual dominance effects.   

76 Park Terrace  

8.45 In the case of number 76 Park Terrace, the combination of boundary set-back, 

height-in-relation-to-boundary recession plane and vegetation growing along its 

northern boundary will, in my opinion, adequately manage any potential 

adverse effects of the additional 6 m of building height.   

15 Peterborough Street 

8.46 The approximately 23 m (seven storey) high residential apartment building at 

15 Peterborough Street is already 3 m (one storey) higher than the maximum 

permitted building height sought by Ryman.  Nevertheless, this building is 

located alongside that part of the Site which would be limited to maximum 

permitted building height of approximately 14 m.  This results from the effects of 

the height-in-relation-to-boundary recession planes applying to the eastern and 

western boundaries of this part of the Site intersecting mid-way across the 

width of the Site at a point approximately 14 m above ground level.  So, in my 

opinion, the apartment building at 15 Peterborough Street will not be subject to 
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any potential adverse dominance effects resulting from a 20 m Building Height 

Overlay being applied to the Site.   

62 Park Terrace 

8.47 This site is currently vacant, following the demolition of a brick house damaged 

during the earthquake. This property shares its eastern boundary with the pan 

handle-shaped portion of 78 Park Terrace that, for the boundary recession 

plane reasons described above, would be limited to a maximum permitted 

building height of approximately 14 m. I therefore consider that 62 Park Terrace 

would not be subject to any potential adverse dominance effects resulting from 

a 20 m Building Height Overlay being applied to the Site.   

The effects of increased height on streets and public spaces 

8.48 In my opinion, the increased height sought by Ryman will have very positive 

effects on the streets and public spaces, including Park Terrace and Hagley 

Park in particular.   

8.49 As already indicated earlier in this evidence, I consider the proposed 14 m (four 

storey) Building Height Overlay applying to the eastern edge of Park Terrace to 

be inadequate and inappropriate in the context of such an attractive and 

significant component of the central city street network tracing the most 

important and vastly scaled public open space in Christchurch.   

8.50 There are well established urban design principles which relate to great 

streets2.  One of the key considerations is the cross-sectional relationship 

between width of a street or public open space (such as a square or a park) 

and the height of the heights of buildings on the edges of these spaces.  As a 

rule of thumb, a typical street lined by buildings on both sides is generally 

considered to require a cross sectional relationship between building height and 

spatial containment and enclosure.   

8.51 While this principle cannot be applied directly to a one sided street on the edge 

of the vast open space of Hagley Park it can, together with examples of 

similarly scaled parks and surrounding streets elsewhere in the world, be used 

as a means of testing whether the proposed 14 m (four storey) Building Height 

Overlay is appropriate to the context of central Christchurch.  In my opinion, it is 

not. 

8.52 Nowadays, 9 m (three storey) high residential buildings (terrace houses) are not 

at all uncommon in suburban streets on the edges of cities with little or no 

outlook of any visual or aesthetic consequence. 

8.53 To my mind, limiting the heights of buildings along Park Terrace to 14 m (four 

storeys) represents a squandering of the outstanding valuable recreational 

resource of Hagley Park.  It will also result in a lost opportunity to increase 

residential density near the very heart of the city and in a location where the 

outlook towards Hagley Park and the ease of access to this outstanding active 

and passive recreational resource would ensure a high level of amenity went 

hand in hand with the increased residential density.   

                                                             
2
  Refer Jacobs, A.B., ‘Great Streets’, Cambridge, Massachusetts: MIT Press, 1995. 
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8.54 Although I am not suggesting that heights greatly in excess of 20 m (six 

storeys) would be appropriate to the Park Terrace/Hagley Park contexts, when I 

look around the world at the heights of buildings typically lining parks of a 

similar scale to that of Hagley Park, 20 m (six storeys) is still extremely low and 

barely sufficiently ‘urban’ in scale and character, especially given its close 

proximity to the Christchurch City Centre (refer Figure 44). 

          

                         

            

Figure 44: Examples of buildings on the edges of parks of a similar scale, 

character and street edge relationship to that of Hagley Park.  Please note that I 

am not advocating buildings of anywhere near these heights along Park Terrace. 

8.55 I have considered the urban design effects referred to by Mr Blair (compatibility 

with scale and character, and neighbour amenity) of a 20 m high maximum 

theoretical bulk envelope (not able to be realized in built form), of a retirement 

village or any other residential activity, and concluded that any such effects 

would be minor. 
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8.56 I also consider that the increase of 6 m (two storeys) in the Building Height 

Overlay sought by Ryman would result in a much improved built edge to Hagley 

Park and a more appropriate spatial definition of Park Terrace.  It would also 

enhance the passive surveillance of the park. 

8.57 Although I acknowledge it was not sought by the Ryman submission, in my 

opinion, the height increase should ideally, extend along the entire length of 

Park Terrace. 

9 COUNCIL’S SECTION 32 REPORT 

9.1 I am not aware of any substantive section 32 analysis for the height limit 

overlays in the CCRZ.3 

9.2 As far as I have been able to ascertain, the proposed 14 m Overlay appears to 

be based upon carrying over the height limits from the Operative Plan. 

9.3 Because of the lack of any section 32 analysis underpinning the proposed 14m 

building height overlay, I have undertaken my own assessment of what height 

limit I consider would be appropriate, based upon a combination of urban 

design principles, comparisons with successful and attractive overseas 

examples of buildings on the edges of similarly sized parks an environmental 

effects assessment and an assessment against relevant objectives and 

policies. 

10 MR BLAIR’S EVIDENCE FOR THE COUNCIL 

10.1 I have read those parts of Mr Blair’s evidence for the Council which relate to 

Ryman’s submission in relation to the building height limit for the Site (refer to 

paragraphs 16.3 to 16.9 of that evidence).  

10.2 At paragraph 16.6 Mr Blair states that he considers that retirement villages 

should not be listed as permitted activities but that they should be subject to 

general urban design discretion specified by Rule 13.1.6.2.2.3 (now 

14.16.2.2.3). He also states that the sort of retirement village intended by the 

submitters would be subject to urban design assessment matters in 13.6.1.3.11 

(now 14.16.4.11). He confirms his view that any retirement village on the Site  

should be assessed in terms of its fit within the local context, and that the 

relevant assessment matters for determining this were publicly notified in the 

CRDP to read: 

a) Compatibility with the scale of other buildings in the surrounding area, 

and the extent to which building bulk is out of character with the local 

context. 

b) Any effect of increased height on the amenity of neighbouring 

properties, including through loss of privacy, outlook, overshadowing or 

visual dominance of buildings. 

                                                             
3 I note that the Urban Design Technical Report attached to Mr Blair’s second supplementary statement 
of evidence for the Residential (part) Stage 1 proposal (23 October 2015) considered height limits at a 
general level. Mr Blair’s evidence is discussed below. 
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10.3 Overall, he does not support Ryman’s proposed increase of the permitted  

height for the Site. 

10.4 I have considered the urban design effects referred to by Mr Blair (compatibility 

with scale and character, and neighbour amenity) of a 20 m high maximum 

theoretical bulk envelope (not able to be realized in built form) in Section 8 of 

this evidence (whether a retirement village or any other residential activity) and 

concluded that any such effects would be minor. I have also acknowledged the 

planning regime discussed by Mr Kyle which would allow urban design matters 

to be considered through a resource consent process when the Site is 

developed for a retirement village or other residential activity. Based on these 

matters and the other matters discussed in my evidence, I am of the view that a 

20m Building Height Overlay would be appropriate as a permitted activity.  

10.5 I also disagree with Mr Blair’s view that the fact that a 31m high residential 

complex previously existed on the site is not relevant. The surrounding context 

has not changed significantly since that apartment complex was constructed.  

At the time the former apartment buildings were granted resource consent, the 

height was considered to be acceptable. The only reason the buildings are no 

longer there is because of the earthquake damage.  For the reasons outlined 

earlier, I consider the historical context to be an excellent example of how a site 

such as this on Park Terrace can provide for quite tall buildings without 

impacting on neighbours or the wider environment. In fact, tall buildings of this 

nature can positively contribute to the environment.  

10.6 I note, although not directly applicable to this hearing, I have also read the 

second supplementary statement of evidence of Mr Blair for the Residential 

(part) Stage 1 proposal dated 23 October 2015.  This supplementary statement 

addresses the submission (#937.5) by Mr Richard Batt requesting an increase 

in the height limit of the Residential Medium Density Zone at Carlton Mill Road.  

In his submission Mr Batt requested that that the currently operative height limit 

and storey limit for the L4B zone at Carlton Mill Road of 30 m be retained, over 

the proposed height and storey limit of 20 m and 5 storeys.   

10.7 I refer to that site as it bears some similarities to the Site in the sense of having 

a historical height situation which differs from the notified CRDP permitted 

height rules. Comments made by Mr Blair and information he relies on in that 

context are also informative in terms of responding to his views on the Ryman 

submission and in making my own assessment of the height limit for the Site. 

10.8 In referring to the former L4B (now Central City Living Zone) height limit on 

Hagley Avenue, the last paragraph on page 8 of the urban design report in 

Attachment A to Mr Blair’s evidence for the Council states “While this height 

limit is logical with regard to the potential to develop to a greater height and 

intensity opposite Hagley Park, it has been in place for 15 years and nothing 

has been developed that comes even close to realizing this limit.  In addition, 

with the alteration to the height limits within the Central City, it is no longer 

logical to have a residential height limit that is greater than the core of the city, 

or the mixed use zone immediately to the east of this area.” 
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10.9 I do not agree that simply because no building has come close to reaching a 

District Plan height limit in the last 15 years is a good reason for lowering that 

height limit.  In my experience, there is a much greater recognition today of the 

urban design value of higher building in helping to achieve more compact, 

dense, sustainable and liveable cites than there was 15 years ago. This is 

especially the case alongside such a high quality public open space such as 

Hagley Park, which provides a means of ensuring that residents of high density 

developments will enjoy a high level of amenity.   

10.10 Also, I do not agree with the idea that the height controls in a District Plan 

should contrive a preconceived overall city form where the tallest buildings are 

located in the city centre and the heights of buildings gradually decrease as 

their distance from the centre increases.  Historically this may well have been 

the typical form of cities, because the tallest buildings tended to gravitate to the 

city centre where land values were at their highest.  However, I can see no 

logical reason why buildings facing the edges of Hagley Park should not be 

higher than some in the city centre, simply because land values on the edge of 

Hagley Park may well be greater than some lower amenity locations in the City 

Centre.   

10.11 Like Mr Blair I undertook a site visit to 21-23 Carlton Mill Road and saw the 

advertising for a proposed new eight storey (greater than 20 m and less than 

30 m) residential apartment building (refer Figures 45 and 46). 

 

Figure 45: The advertising for the proposed new 8 storey high residential 

apartment building at 21-23 Carlton Mill Road. 
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Figure 46: A view looking eastwards along Carlton Mill Road with the advertising 

for the proposed new 8 storey high residential apartment building at 21-

23 Carlton Mill Road attached to the shipping container on the left of the image.  

The northern edge of Hagley Park is to the right of the image. 

10.12 In coming to his decision to recommend that Mr Batt’s submission requesting a 

30 m height limit for this site be accepted, Mr Blair took account of, among 

other things, the following: 

i) The proximity of Hagley Park and the logical potential to develop a 

greater height and intensity opposite Hagley Park; 

ii) The need in the Statement of Expectations and the Land Use Recovery 

Plan to facilitate recovery and provide for a higher level of density;  

iii) It would be both efficient and effective in enabling a higher density on 

the site to meet the Objectives of the City Plan; and  

iv) Taking into account the existing built form in the Carlton Mill area, any 

costs to local amenity will be outweighed by the benefits to the City from 

redevelopment of the site – section 32(2) of the RMA.   

10.13 In my opinion, all of Mr Blair’s reasons i.-iv.  above for recommending that the 

requested relief of the submitter be granted apply as much to the Site and to 

the entire Hagley Park edge of Park Terrace, as they do to 21-23 Carlton Mill 

Road.   

10.14 Another reason given by Mr Blair was that there were still a few tall buildings in 

the vicinity of the Carlton Mill Road site.  However, the contrast in height 

between these buildings and those immediately alongside is very similar to that 

which applied in the case of 78 Park Terrace and its neighbours prior to the 
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demolition of the 8 and 10 storey apartment buildings formerly occupying that 

site. 

10.15 For all of the reasons outlined in this evidence I do not agree with Mr Blair’s 

recommendation that the Ryman submission be rejected.   

11 RELEVANT PUBLIC SUBMISSIONS 

11.1 I understand that there were no further submissions lodged opposing Ryman’s 

submission to increase the maximum permitted height limit at 78 Park Terrace 

from 14 m to 20 m. 

12 CONCLUSION  

12.1 I have carried out a detailed urban and architectural design analysis of the now 

demolished residential apartment buildings occupying 78 Park Terrace.   

12.2 I have also described the existing environment in some detail and carefully 

assessed the significance of any potential adverse effects of 20m height limit at 

the Site on the immediately adjoining residential properties, on Hagley Park and 

on the broader City Centre. 

12.3 I have also familiarized myself with relevant objectives, policies and rules for 

the Site and read the relevant parts of Mr Blair’s evidence for the Council and 

Mr Kyle’s evidence for Ryman. 

12.4 Against this background, and for all of the reasons outlined in this evidence, I 

am firmly of the view that not only the property at 78 Park Terrace but also the 

Site comprising numbers 78, 76 and 62 Park Terrace, and preferably the entire 

Park Terrace edge of Hagley Park would, from an urban design perspective, 

benefit from being assigned a Building Height Overlay ‘uplift’ of 6 m (two 

storeys); from 14 m (four storeys) to at least 20 m (six storeys).  

12.5 For the avoidance of doubt, and in the event that either the Panel did not have 

the scope to increase the height limits on residential properties beyond the 

Site4, or were not minded to, then I would remain fully in support of the Ryman 

submission seeking that a 20m Building Height Overlay apply to the Site.  

12.6 I therefore fully support Ryman’s submission in relation to this matter.   

 

 

Clinton Bird 

14 January 2015  

                                                             
4
 The Site defined as comprising numbers 78, 76 and 62 Park Terrace. 



 

55 
100154658/4663885.1 

APPENDIX 1 

QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE  

1 My full name is Clinton Arthur Bird.   

2 I am an Urban Designer and an Architectural Design Consultant.  I am the 

Director of Clinton Bird Urban Design Limited.  Until early in 2009, I was an 

Associate Professor of Architecture and Urban Design and Architecture at the 

University of Auckland for thirty years. 

3 I have a Bachelor of Architecture degree (with Honours) from the University of 

Auckland, a Post-graduate Diploma in Urban Design (with Distinction) and a 

Master of Arts degree in Urban Design, both from Oxford Brookes University in 

the United Kingdom. 

4 I was, until 2010, a New Zealand Institute of Architects’ nominee appointed to 

the Auckland City Council Urban Design Panel since its inception in 2003.  I am 

also a founding member of the Urban Issues Group of the Auckland Branch of 

the New Zealand Institute of Architects.  Until 2011, I was, for six years, a 

member of the judging panel for the Property Council of New Zealand’s National 

Awards. 

5 Particularly relevant projects with which I have been associated in my capacity 

as an urban design expert include retirement villages in Botany Downs, 

Remuera, Browns Bay, Henderson, Howick and Birkenhead in Auckland, 

Roslyn in Dunedin, Bethlehem in Tauranga, Shirley and Sydenham in 

Christchurch, Waikanae in Wellington, Petone in Lower Hutt, and Wheeler’s Hill 

and Brandon Park in Melbourne.  

6  Plan Changes I have been involved in include: 

i. Auckland City Council Plan Change 2.  This Plan Change introduced 

urban design criteria and residential amenity standards across the 

Auckland Central Area; 

ii. Auckland City Council Plan Change 4 for Viaduct Harbour Holdings 
Limited (VHHL) with regard to the Wynyard Quarter (previously known 
as the Western Reclamation and/or the Tank Farm); 

iii. North Shore City Plan Change 30 for Westfield (New Zealand) Limited. 
This Plan Change introduced a new urban design code to improve the 
quality and standard of all building alterations and developments within 
the small business clusters and town centres of the North Shore 
(including Albany Town Centre in particular); 

iv. Auckland City Council Plan Change 50, for Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited. This work enabled the future expansion of Westfield St Lukes 
in a planned and coordinated manner; 

v. Cooper and Company Limited’s private Plan Change 41 for the 
Britomart Precinct, Auckland. This Plan Change increased the 
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maximum permitted height and floor area ratio, and introduced an 
extensive suite of assessment criteria for the Seafarers Site at 104-114 
Quay Street and the Britomart Precinct.; 

vi. Cooper and Company Limited’s Plan Change 35 for the Quay Park 
Precinct, Auckland.  This Plan Change introduced provisions for 
accommodation and minor amendments to the Quay Park Precinct; 

vii. The Ellerslie Racing Club’s private Plan Change 168.   This Plan 
Change introduced a Structure Plan and associated design guidelines 
for land surplus to the requirements of the Ellerslie Racing Club; 

viii. The BBG Trust in opposing Auckland Council’s Plan Change 145, which 
sought to create character overlays for the suburban centre planning, 
and which were removed from the final version of the St Heliers Centre 
Plan. 
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APPENDIX 2 

SHADING DIAGRAMS FOR THE SITE AT 78 PARK TERRACE 

- Comparative shading of 78 Park Terrace (only) caused by theoretical but 

unrealizable maximum building bulks of 14 m and 20 m; 

- Comparative shading of the Site (comprising 78, 76 and 62 Park Terrace) caused 

by theoretical but unrealizable maximum building bulks of 14 m and 20 m; and 
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