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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Kenneth (Ken) George Gimblett.  I hold the position of Senior 

Resource Management Planner / Director with the environmental 

consultancy firm Boffa Miskell Limited, based in the firm’s Christchurch 

office.  I have been employed by Boffa Miskell since 1998 and have been a 

director of the company since 2008. 

1.2 This is the third statement of evidence I have presented to the Hearings 

Panel for the Crown, the previous two being in respect of Proposal 10 

(Designations and Heritage Orders) and Proposal 14 (Residential). 1  That 

previous evidence related to directions to change the then operative District 

Plan (‘Operative Plan’) made by the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery (‘Minister’) as part of the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan  - 

Te Mahere ‘Maraka Ōtautahi’ ('CCRP') and also the Land Use Recovery 

Plan - Te Mahere Whakahaumanu Tāone (‘LURP’)2.  My experience and 

qualifications are set out in paragraphs 1.2 and 1.3 of my first statement of 

evidence on Proposal 10.   

1.3 Of particular relevance to this evidence is my involvement in the 

development of the planning provisions to give effect to the CCRP and my 

continuing assistance to the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority 

(‘CERA’), including the Christchurch Central Development Unit (‘CCDU’) on 

developing planning provisions for the Central City3 generally, and 

residential, business and mixed use zones in that area in particular.   

1.4 I also regularly act as CERA’s appointed representative on the Christchurch 

Central Joint Design Approvals Board (‘CCJDAB’).  This Board was 

established under a joint management agreement between CERA, 

Christchurch City Council (‘CCC’) and Te Rῡnanga o Ngāi Tahu (‘TRONT’), 

in response to directions by the Minister that decisions on resource consent 

applications arising from specified provisions of the Central City Business 

Zone be made by such a delegated decision-making body.  I have 

frequently chaired that Board since the CCRP came into effect in July 

2012.       

                                                
1
 Available at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/Hearings/Hearing7/pages/default.aspx under the heading 'Submitter 

Evidence and Written Statements'. 
2
 Available at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-Evidence-of-Ken-Gimblett-

20-3-151.pdf.  
3
 Being the area of central Christchurch contained within Bealey, Fitzgerald, Moorhouse, Deans and Harper 

Avenues as defined in section 4 of the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 (implementation – CBD).  When 
I use the term "Central City" in my evidence, I am referring to this area (and this is the area covered by the Central 
City provisions in the Replacement Plan). 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/Hearings/Hearing7/pages/default.aspx
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-Evidence-of-Ken-Gimblett-20-3-151.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-Evidence-of-Ken-Gimblett-20-3-151.pdf
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1.5 I have been engaged by the Crown (through CERA) to provide planning 

evidence in relation to the submission made by the Crown on Proposal 13 

(Central City) (‘Proposal 13’) to the Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

(‘Replacement Plan’) specifically in relation to the Central City Business, 

Central City Mixed Use (including South Frame), Central City Commercial 

Local and Central City Residential Zone provisions.   

1.6 With the subsequent revision of Proposal 13 through incorporation of those 

central city elements into revised Proposals for Chapter 14 Residential and 

Chapter 15 Commercial, my evidence will reference that revised proposal 

(‘Revised Proposal’). 

1.7 Mr Blair attached an updated version of Proposal 14 (and that part of the 

Revised Proposal that now sits in Proposal 14) to his evidence for CCC.  Mr 

Stevenson attached an updated version of Proposal 15 (and that part of 

the Revised Proposal that now sits in Proposal 15) to his evidence for CCC.  

Where I refer to specific provisions contained in the Revised Proposal, the 

reference is to the provisions as set out in the attachments to Mr Blair's and 

Mr Stevenson's evidence. 

1.8 I participated in mediation on the 6th and 7th of December 2015, on behalf of 

the Crown, and in respect of issues relevant to the Central City residential, 

business and mixed use zones. 

1.9 In preparing this evidence I have considered the evidence of other 

witnesses for the Crown as set out in my Appendix 1.  I have made 

reference throughout my evidence where I have specifically relied on that 

evidence in forming my opinions.  

1.10 Tables referencing Crown submission and further submission points to the 

evidence/recommendations of all Crown witnesses and relevant witnesses 

for CCC are attached to my evidence as Appendix 4. 

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses as 

contained in the Environment Court’s Practice Note 2014.  I have complied 

with the practice note when preparing my written statement of evidence, 

and will do so when I give oral evidence before the Hearings Panel.   
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2.2 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming 

my opinions are set out in my evidence to follow.  The reasons for the 

opinions expressed are also set out in the evidence to follow. 

2.3 Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of expertise and 

I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions that I express. 

3. SCOPE 

3.1 I have been asked to provide evidence in relation to the Crown's 

submission seeking that the Replacement Plan, and Proposal 13 in 

particular, not be inconsistent with the CCRP.  I have also been asked to 

provide a general explanation of the key principles and intentions that 

guided the development of the Central City planning framework and 

ultimately the directed changes to be made to the Operative Plan in support 

of earthquake recovery. 

3.2 In preparing my evidence, I have carefully reviewed the documents listed in 

Appendix 1 to my evidence. 

3.3 In this evidence I address; 

(a) the development of the CCRP; 

(b) the background and intent of the CCRP planning provisions for both 

business and residential activity; 

(c) the need for inclusion of CCRP provisions in the Replacement Plan to 

support earthquake recovery of central Christchurch; 

(d) the submission and further submissions of the Crown; and 

(e) consistency of the Revised Proposal with the statutory framework, 

with a particular emphasis on where there are issues of consistency 

with the CCRP, and the relevant directions provided in the Hearings 

Panel's Strategic Directions decisions and other statutory documents. 

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 The Crown’s submission on Proposal 13 is directed to avoiding 

inconsistency with the CCRP to assist in facilitating the redevelopment and 

rebuild of the Central City in support of earthquake recovery.  The majority 
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of matters raised in the Crown submission as they relate to the primary 

Central City business, mixed use and residential zones have been resolved 

with CCC, either included in the Revised Proposal or supported in 

recommendations in evidence provided for CCC. 

4.2 My opinions are informed by my involvement in the development of the 

CCRP planning framework and in the administration of a number of those 

provisions through my role on the CCJDAB.  My evidence initially explains 

the background and intent of the CCRP provisions and the need for them to 

be included in the Replacement Plan.  I then address more specific points 

made in the Crown’s submission, and relevant submissions of others, 

including evidence for the Council. 

4.3 Although I consider the Central City provisions as introduced through the 

CCRP to be generally directed to appropriate outcomes and informed by 

the higher order planning documents, I support some minor modifications 

where consistency with the intentions of the CCRP is maintained.             

4.4 In addition to substantially supporting changes as recommended in the 

evidence provided for CCC, I recommend further revision of the Revised 

Proposal in respect of: 

(a) ensuring consistent terminology throughout the document, 

particularly in referencing Central City zones; 

(b) adopting a controlled activity/certification approach to urban design 

assessment, where applicable, for the Central City, and clarification 

of the application of the urban design rule in terms of visibility from a 

public space; 

(c) being more enabling of small scale retail activity on sites fronting 

Colombo Street between Kilmore and Peterborough Streets; 

(d) avoiding false expectations at a policy level around protecting 

existing (pre-earthquake) residential amenity values; 

(e) excluding vehicle movements associated with on-site residential 

activity in calculating maximum permissible vehicle movements per 

site, and similarly excluding guest accommodation activities from the 

limitation for permitted activities on hours of operation; and 
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(f) assessment matters for applications arising from the minimum site 

density standard for the residential zone, and clarification of the 

interpretation of residual land areas within a site. 

4.5 Accepting that some changes can occur while still maintaining consistency 

with the CCRP, including those I recommend in my evidence, I consider the 

Revised Proposal will achieve the anticipated outcomes of the CCRP in 

support of recovery of the Central City following the earthquakes. 

4.6 Having had particular regard to the Statement of Expectations4 and 

decisions issued by the Hearings Panel, I also consider achieving those 

outcomes will:  

(a) not be inconsistent with the Recovery Strategy for Greater 

Christchurch and relevant recovery plans;  

(b) give effect to the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement;  

(c) appropriately take into account the relevant iwi management plan; 

and  

(d) achieve the purpose of the Resource Management Act 1991 

(‘RMA’).    

5. DEVELOPMENT OF THE CHRISTCHURCH CENTRAL RECOVERY 

PLAN 

5.1 The Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 (‘CER Act’) provides the 

basis for the development of the Recovery Strategy and Recovery Plans.5  

The purpose of the Recovery Strategy is to be an overarching, long-term 

strategy for the reconstruction, rebuilding, and recovery of greater 

Christchurch.6 The Recovery Strategy is the key reference document that 

guides and coordinates the programmes of work, including Recovery 

Plans.7  The CER Act requires that the Replacement Plan not be 

inconsistent with the CCRP.8 

                                                
4
 The Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 – Schedule 4 Statement of 

Expectations. 
5
 Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 (‘CER Act’) sections 11-26. 

6
 CER Act 2011, section 11(3). 

7
 See also the evidence provided to the Hearings Panel on these matters in the hearing on Strategic Directions by 

Benesia Denise Smith (dated 25 November 2014) and Stephen Ronald Timms (dated 25 November 2014).  These 
statements of evidence can be accessed at 
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/Hearings/Hearing1/Pages/default.aspx under the heading 'Submitter Evidence 
and Written Statements'. 
8
 CER Act 2011, section 23. 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/Hearings/Hearing1/Pages/default.aspx
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5.2 The CCRP is focused on the area of central Christchurch contained within 

Bealey, Fitzgerald, Moorhouse, Deans and Harper Avenues.  That area 

accommodates the city’s central business district, along with inner city 

residential areas. The development of the Recovery Strategy, the 

“Blueprint” plan that informed it, and the CCRP have been generally 

described for the Panel earlier in the evidence of Mr Miskell, Mr Baily, Ms 

Smith, Mr Timms and Mr Walsh,9 on behalf of the Crown.  The CER Act 

specifies that a Recovery Plan for the whole or part of the CBD must be 

developed, led by the CCC in consultation with affected communities, with 

the Minister having the final power of approval.10   

5.3 The CCRP’s initial chapters, which primarily focused on business and 

mixed use areas, were developed during 2011/12, and gazetted on 12 July 

2012.  Other chapters followed with the development and inclusion of the 

“An Accessible City” transport chapter in October 2013, the “A Liveable 

City” chapter which focused on residential neighbourhoods in January 

2015, as well as provisions regarding central city noise and the South 

Frame (both December 2014).   

5.4 My role in providing advice to the Minister was as a member of a small 

team of planning and legal advisors initially asked to develop and 

recommend a planning framework for the central city and associated 

methods to achieve specific outcomes sought through the CCRP.  This 

process was informed by the work undertaken by CCC in formulating a draft 

Central City Plan11 and the associated consultative process (“Share an 

Idea”) also lead by CCC.  This provided a very helpful basis to work from.  

Mr Blair in his evidence for CCC sets out some of this background.12   My 

input has been largely in relation to the business, mixed use13 and 

residential plan provisions.  Throughout my evidence and relevant to this 

context, the words “we” and “our” are used to refer to myself and the other 

members of the team of planning and legal advisors I have described. 

                                                
9 Evidence provided to the Hearings Panel on these matters by these witnesses can be accessed at 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-
content/uploads/2015/03/Evidence_051_The_Crown_Don_Miskell_Central_City_v2.pdf: 
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/Evidence_048_The_Crown_Benesia_Smith.pdf: 
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-CERA-Designations-Evidence-of-Marc-
Baily-26-1-15.pdf: http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-Evidence-of-Timothy-
Walsh-20-3-151.pdf: http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-
content/uploads/2015/03/Evidence_061_The_Crown_Stephen_Timms_Planning_v1.pdf 
10

 CER Act 2011, section 17 (1). 
11

 Draft Central City Plan (August 2011, Vol. 2), presented to the Minister in December 2011. 
12

 Blair EIC, paragraphs 4.3-4.5. 
13

 Although I was not involved in the development of the South Frame – Putahi Whakatetonga Addendum. 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/Evidence_051_The_Crown_Don_Miskell_Central_City_v2.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/Evidence_051_The_Crown_Don_Miskell_Central_City_v2.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/Evidence_048_The_Crown_Benesia_Smith.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-CERA-Designations-Evidence-of-Marc-Baily-26-1-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-CERA-Designations-Evidence-of-Marc-Baily-26-1-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-Evidence-of-Timothy-Walsh-20-3-151.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-Evidence-of-Timothy-Walsh-20-3-151.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/Evidence_061_The_Crown_Stephen_Timms_Planning_v1.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/Evidence_061_The_Crown_Stephen_Timms_Planning_v1.pdf
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5.5 In respect of an overall approach it was determined that a comprehensive 

package of plan provisions was required, but one that could work within the 

context of the Operative Plan.  Importantly, the planning provisions were to 

deliver, at least in part, on the vision established in the Recovery Strategy 

and emerging through the drafting of the CCRP.  We also worked very 

closely with the consortium who at the same time were preparing the 

Blueprint (for the CCRP) for CERA. 

5.6 The planning provisions were deliberately aimed at expediting recovery in 

the immediate to medium term (up to 10 years)14.  They were developed to 

be as clear to understand, and as simple to apply and administer as 

possible.  There was a strong desire to avoid unnecessary regulation, 

provide reasonable certainty and to seek to minimise costs.  While the 

intention was to ensure appropriate planning controls were in place, the 

avoidance of any unnecessary impediment to achieving the recovery of the 

Central City was acknowledged to be critically important to realising the 

aspirations of the CCRP.   

5.7 This work of course was also occurring during the immediate post-

earthquake period, which was a time of unpredictability and considerable 

uncertainty.  Through the statutory direction to amend the Operative Plan 

(‘Statutory Direction’), the CCRP acknowledges recovery to be a dynamic 

process and that as development proceeds there may be a requirement to 

make further refinements to ensure the vision articulated in the CCRP is 

appropriately achieved.15  

6. BACKGROUND AND INTENT OF THE CCRP PLANNING FRAMEWORK 

6.1 The CCRP outlines a vision for a distinctive Central City characterised by: 

 “A consolidated central city business area that fosters business 

investment and growth; 

 A lower rise built environment with a diverse range of activities in 

safe, well designed buildings within an attractive cityscape; 

 A greener city-scape, supported by a revitalised Papa o 

Otakaro/Avon River Precinct corridor; 

                                                
14

 CCRP, page 103. 
15

 CCRP, page 103. 



 

Page | 9  
 

 High quality inner city housing options that attract an increased 

residential population; and 

 Places and spaces that attract people from throughout the greater 

Christchurch area and beyond.”16 

Central Business District 

6.2 The CCRP identifies that Christchurch has traditionally had a 

geographically expansive CBD, which at times had struggled to be 

successful in attracting and retaining visitors, workers and residents.17  

Areas within the CBD of low or no activity pre-earthquake, with low 

occupancy and diminished amenity values were seen as disincentives to 

residential occupation and commercial development.  A key response, 

guided by the Blueprint work and predictions of future demand, was to 

compress or consolidate the area of the Central City Business Zone 

(‘CCBZ’) compared with the equivalent Operative Plan zoning, from 

approximately 90 hectares down to 40 hectares.18  Much of this was 

achieved through the creation of the “Frames”, south, east and north, and 

also the inclusion of the sites dedicated to the various anchor projects by 

way of designation.   

6.3 A single business zone (the CCBZ) was developed for this area, enabling a 

very diverse range of activities, including retailing, offices, civic uses and 

community facilities, accommodation and tourism based activity, and 

residential occupation.  Objectives and policies addressed the role of the 

Central City in the Christchurch context, restoring primacy through diversity 

of activity and building scale, while also promoting high standards of 

amenity. Other aims were to enable efficiency and viability in promoting 

economic success and vitality; and also contributing to restoring and 

enhancing the city’s identity, its distinctiveness and a sense of place for 

Christchurch.   

6.4 The comprehensive approach based on new zones also enabled some 

structural change relative to that of the Operative Plan, such as the use of 

listing activities in determining their activity status, whereas the Operative 

Plan structure has much less reliance on that approach.  Other features 

however were kept consistent, such as the adoption of development, 

                                                
16

 CCRP – Statutory Direction to Amend District Plan, page 103. 
17

 CCRP, pages 37, 103.  
18

 CCRP, page 103. 
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community and critical standards as triggers for different types of resource 

consent under the established “cascade” effects-based model.  General 

and city-wide provisions within the Operative Plan were also relied on 

where appropriate, in achieving the integration of these new provisions into 

the plan. 

6.5 Rules were developed setting standards for such matters as sunlight and 

outlook, minimum ground floor height, fencing and screening, and boundary 

separation.  Other rules specific to residential activities in the CCBZ 

concern screening of outdoor service space, minimum unit sizes and 

outdoor living space.  These were all development standards with a breach 

of the rule triggering the requirement for restricted discretionary activity 

resource consent.  Resource consent applications for non-compliance with 

development standards were to be processed without public or limited 

notification.    

6.6 Within the CCBZ, a Core area was defined on the planning maps and other 

areas also delineated for the purposes of specific rules.  Within the Core, 

rules require the ground and first floors of buildings to be built up to the road 

boundary and across the full width of sites (a minimum of 65% of the site 

width outside the Core).19  This was to achieve some regularity and 

continuity of built form. Most building within the Core that would be visible 

from a public space is also subject to a rule regarding urban design.  As 

non-notified restricted discretionary activities, they are assessed against a 

limited range of matters, principally addressing the immediate context and 

connection / integration with the surrounding area.  Earlier evidence to the 

Panel for the Crown by Mr Baily explained how urban design principles had 

also informed and guided the development of the Blueprint, the spatial 

positioning of anchor projects, the relationship of those sites to one another, 

and the conceptual site massing design that occurred as part of that 

process.20  

6.7 Through the Statutory Direction, the Minister required that decisions on 

applications under the urban design rule be made by a delegated decision-

making body comprising one representative each for CERA, CCC and 

TRONT, to be issued within five working days of an application being 

lodged.  As I noted in the introduction to my evidence at paragraph 1.4, a 

                                                
19

 CCRP Appendix 1, rule 2.2.1. 
20

 Statement of evidence by Marc Nicholas Baily for the hearing of Stage 1 Proposal 10 (Designations and 
Heritage Orders) dated 26 January 2015.  This can be accessed at 
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-10-designations-and-heritage-orders/ under the heading 
'Submitter Evidence'. 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-10-designations-and-heritage-orders/
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joint management agreement is in place to give that effect, and I regularly 

chair the CCJDAB as CERA’s appointed representative.  This process was 

a very deliberate attempt to provide a swift response to applications while 

ensuring that the significant investment in the central city rebuild is 

protected and the quality of the built form enhanced.21      

6.8 Substantial areas of the Core were also required to provide ‘active’ uses at 

ground level and install veranda cover for pedestrian amenity, recognising 

the strong emphasis on a pedestrian focus in this area.22  Car parking in the 

Core, if provided, is to be located within or behind buildings, and set back 

from the road frontage if at ground floor level.23 

6.9 Additionally as part of the Core, a Retail Precinct is defined, with the 

Blueprint Plan and CCRP identifying the advantages of comprehensive 

block development in this part of the city.24  The precinct applies to the 

traditional street blocks of retail focus centred on Cashel Mall. Rules were 

developed to promote improved outcomes for pedestrians and also 

development benefits, including reduced development costs, improved 

amenity and economies of scale.  Specific emphasis was put on; 

(a) securing north/south orientated pedestrian connectivity through 

these large blocks;  

(b) integrated and shared car parking, access and service 

arrangements; 

(c) publicly accessible open spaces; 

(d) integration with adjoining development; and  

(e) improved opportunities for receiving natural light and ventilation.   

6.10 Although acknowledging that comprehensive development can be difficult 

with fragmented underlying land ownership, it remains a desirable outcome 

for this part of the Central City.    

6.11 Applications under the outline development plan rule for the Retail Precinct 

were also required by the Minister to be determined by the delegated 

decision-making body I have described above, and in accordance with the 

same truncated timeframe.     

                                                
21

 CCRP – Statutory Direction to Amend District Plan, page 103. 
22

 CCRP Appendix 1, rule 2.2.5 (Map 6). 
23

 CCRP Appendix 1, rule 2.2.10. 
24

 CCRP Appendix 1, rule 2.2.3. 
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6.12 An important consideration in the development of this framework for an 

active and vibrant CBD was how best to promote effective utilisation of 

available land.  Along with essentially reducing the spatial extent of the 

developable opportunity, this had a direct bearing on standards put in place 

to limit building height.   

6.13 Pre-earthquake, the Operative Plan provided for a variety of maximum 

building heights, with up to 80 metres permissible in some parts of the CBD.  

Through the CCRP process it was determined that consolidating the area of 

development opportunity and generally reducing the height of buildings 

would assist with achieving an appropriate distribution of development 

opportunities.   

6.14 In seeking to achieve a lower rise quality built environment, the maximum 

height was set at 28 metres, or around 7 storeys.25  Other influences in 

determining this height were factors such as reducing building dominance 

for pedestrians, minimising wind tunnelling and overshadowing impacts, 

and perhaps less so, a response to community perceptions of the apparent 

safety and desirability of taller buildings in the aftermath of the earthquake 

events.   

6.15 An associated (lower) maximum road wall height standard was also 

imposed to limit development to 21 metres at the interface with the road 

and stepping back to the higher overall limit by way of a recession plane 

control.26  This was directed to controlling the effects of building dominance 

and shadowing of the street.    

6.16 Given the significance of building heights to achieving the outcomes sought, 

the height standards (maximum building height and maximum road wall 

height) were set as community standards whereby non-compliance 

triggered full discretionary activity status. Informed by viability and capacity 

analysis, the CCRP states that this approach was intended to achieve a 

distribution of activity without compromising economic viability.27 

Mixed use areas 

6.17 The other significant zone developed at this time was for land located 

generally in areas to the north, south and east of the CCBZ, promoted for 

                                                
25

 A lower 17 metres applying generally outside of the Core in the balance areas of the CCBZ (Map 3 – Central 
City Heights). 
26

 CCRP Appendix 1, rule 2.3.2. 
27

 CCRP – Statutory Direction to Amend District Plan, page 103. 
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mixed use development as the Central City (Mixed Use) Zone (‘CCMUZ’).  

Previously part of the Operative Plan Central City Zone and also inner city 

Business Zones, the emphasis was shifted slightly to facilitating a range of 

activities, including light industry, education, health facilities, residential 

activity and travellers’ accommodation as permitted activities.   

6.18 There is a critical interrelationship between the CCMUZ and CCBZ areas, 

with respect to office and retail activity in particular.  The Minister’s 

Statutory Direction states: 

“While a range of activities, including light industrial, education, health 

facilities, residential activity and travellers’ accommodation is permitted 

within the new Central City Mixed Use Zone, the corollary of the 

permissive approach taken in the Business Zone is that there are 

limitations on the extent of retail, commercial services, and office 

development that can occur in the mixed use areas.  These activities 

are preferred in the new Central City Business Zone and that distinction 

is made clear in the new zone provisions.”28 

6.19 The approach taken was to limit retail and commercial activities to a smaller 

scale through floor area limits to reduce the risk of compromising the 

achievement of the objectives for the CCBZ.  The floor area limit could be 

exceeded for a mixed use development incorporating residential activity, 

enabling retail/commercial use of up to an area of 50% of the floor area of 

the overall development.29  The intention behind this exemption was to 

incentivise residential activity in the CCMUZ. 

6.20 Notwithstanding these general limitations, provision was made to recognise 

the existence of areas of large format retail development, such as the South 

City area and surroundings either side of Colombo Street, and to provide for 

a neighbourhood centre with appropriately sized supermarket opportunity in 

the northern part of the zone, to service nearby inner city residential 

neighbourhoods in that vicinity.30 

6.21 The objectives identified the role of the CCMUZ to provide a diverse but 

compatible mix of activities, in support of the CCBZ and other areas within 

the Central City.  Additionally, emphasis was placed on ensuring the built 

form of development contributes positively to amenity values. 

                                                
28

 CCRP – Statutory Direction to Amend District Plan, page 104. 
29

 CCRP Appendix 1, rule 2a.3.3 (b). 
30

 In the block bounded by Manchester, Salisbury and Madras Streets – rule 2a.3.1. 
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6.22 It was evident that the CCMUZ covered an expansive area of land, and was 

likely to continue to accommodate quite a mix of activities, many 

commercially orientated and some light industrial in nature.  It was 

considered unlikely that many of these activities could, or would prefer to, 

locate more centrally in the CCBZ, but nevertheless they could play a 

significant role in supporting that zone.  At the time this area was also 

largely unrestricted as to property access, unlike much of the Core area of 

the CCBZ subject to the “Red Zone” cordon, and therefore may provide 

temporary, transitional or simply more immediate opportunities for 

businesses. 

6.23 Rule provisions for the CCMUZ include development standards for on-site 

landscaping, building height, minimum ground floor height, fencing and 

screening, sunlight and outlook, and boundary separation.  Specific 

development standards were also applied to residential activity for outdoor 

service and living space, and minimum unit size.  Associated applications 

would be non-notified.  Critical standards relate to types of retailing, offices 

and commercial service uses, and their scale, and also to limiting heavier 

forms of industry.  For retail and office uses in particular, critical standards 

were designed to reinforce the primacy of consolidating such activities in 

the CCBZ.31  

6.24 Various pocketed areas of former Business B1 zoning32 were also retained 

with some minor modifications.  The intention was to promote small scale, 

ground floor commercial activity meeting localised service and employment 

needs, potentially mixed with residential development.  Other changes were 

directed to ensuring consistency of approach with other Central City zones 

in terms of amenity protection (e.g. screening and fencing provisions).  The 

extent of the zoning was essentially unchanged and applied to areas 

historically developed under this zoning. 

6.25 At this same time, less significant changes were also made to various other 

zones and plan provisions applying to the Central City area under the 

Operative Plan.  These included the Conservation 5 Zone essentially 

following the river corridor, several of the Special Purpose Zones (Road, 

Hospital), Cultural Zones, and provision for temporary activities.  Provisions 

were also developed relating to heritage protection, transportation and 

noise, though it was my understanding that further work or refinement 

                                                
31

 CCRP – Statutory Direction to Amend District Plan, page 104. 
32

 The Central City Local Commercial Zone in the notified Proposal. 
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would likely be necessary in relation to these elements, either through 

subsequent change to the CCRP and/or review of the District Plan.  

Necessary changes were also made to several of the planning maps. 

Residential areas 

6.26 The third significant zone in the context of the central city is the Central City 

Residential Zone (‘CCRZ’) which emerged through development of the “A 

Liveable City” addendum chapter (January 2015). 

6.27 This set of provisions is directed to ensuring attractive central city 

neighbourhoods with diverse communities support business growth and 

development and bring life to the city centre.33  

6.28 The CCRZ effectively replaced and simplified the former inner city Living 

4A, 4B and 4C zonings of the Operative Plan for this area.  The associated 

Statutory Direction describes the primary objective of the new zone as 

balancing: 

 “The need for flexibility in the way that a range of housing types can 

be designed and built in the inner city, with 

 The need to ensure the outcome (specifically the amenity) of such 

developments is sufficiently certain for current residents and to 

ensure that potential residents feel confident about moving into the 

area.”34   

6.29 Balancing these often competing needs is stated in the CCRP to be critical 

to the success of the CCRZ and its contribution to the regeneration of the 

Central City as a whole. 

6.30 The objectives set out the aim for a predominantly residential environment 

offering a range of residential opportunities in support of the restoration and 

enhancement of a vibrant central city.  They also emphasise promoting a 

form of built development enabling change to the existing environment, 

while making a positive contribution to the amenity, quality and enjoyment 

of the environment for residents. 

6.31 In the development of the CCRZ provisions it was important to achieve 

flexibility for a variety of housing types meeting a range of individual 

housing needs, providing for a progressive increase in resident population, 

                                                
33

 CCRP: A Liveable City – Residential Chapter, page 5. 
34

 CCRP: A Liveable City – Residential Chapter, page 16. 
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and managing the scale and compatibility of non-residential activities in the 

zone. 

6.32 Building bulk and location standards were developed, often drawing 

significantly from comparable operative provisions and the draft chapter 

prepared by CCC, and directed to maintaining certain ‘bottom line’ amenity 

standards both for owners/occupiers35 and at the interface with neighbours 

and the public realm.36  Though many smaller scale developments could be 

expected to be permitted activities, building on the Operative Plan rules, 

limited discretion was reserved regarding specific urban design matters for 

multi-unit residential development, to be supported by non-statutory 

guidance to be developed by CERA in partnership with CCC.37 

6.33 Applications due to non-compliance with most of the development 

standards would not be publicly or limited notified, with the exception of 

rules regarding building height, sunlight and outlook, and boundary 

separation.  This option for third party involvement recognised;  

(a) the established resident population;  

(b) sensitivities given the medium to high density of the built 

environment; and  

(c) the deliberate aim to see progressive change to the built form of this 

environment over time in accommodating significant population 

growth.   

6.34 Critical standards, again often building on Operative Plan provisions, were 

set to protect residential amenity from incompatible activities and not 

compromise the aim for consolidation of business activity in the CCBZ and 

CCMUZ.  However, it was also recognised that some non-residential 

activities could be appropriate in the zone (and a number already existed) 

where local community needs would be met and/or those activities would 

benefit from (and still maintain) the high standard of amenity the zone 

provides.  Community facilities were much less restricted if located on the 

main arterial routes of Bealey (in part) and Fitzgerald Avenues, and 

elsewhere provided for as discretionary activities if not on a local road, 

hours of operation limits are met and if not exceeding 200m2 in area.38  This 

                                                
35

 E.g. outdoor living space, minimum unit sizes. 
36

 E.g. height, boundary setbacks, fencing and landscaping. 
37

 Unlike the urban design rule for the CCBZ Core, determination of applications in the CCRZ would follow 
‘standard’ RMA practice and process, and not involve the Christchurch Central Joint Design Approvals Board. 
38

 Gross floor area including any area devoted to non-residential outdoor storage. 
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was directed to discouraging those facilities having substantially a 

metropolitan focus, and maintain something of a domestic scale in built 

form. 

6.35 A minimum residential site density standard was also incorporated to 

promote giving effect to achieving the household growth aspirations of the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (‘RPS’) for the Central City.39  

6.36 Key drivers in the plan development process were; 

(a) simplification of the amalgam of existing Operative Plan provisions 

for this area; 

(b) standardisation of provisions across the area where appropriate 

(e.g. heights); 

(c) improving certainty of outcome; and  

(d) enabling appropriate change to this environment over time. 

South Frame 

6.37 Although I was not directly involved with its development, a later addendum 

to the CCRP introduced the Central City (South Frame) Mixed Use Zone 

(‘South Frame’).  The CCRP identifies that the new zone provisions enable 

the development of a high quality, urban mixed use environment.  Buildings 

are enabled in an accessible, open space environment, enabling 

development that supports delivery of the Frame, and includes the unique 

requirements of both the Innovation and Health Precincts.40  

6.38 Key features of the South Frame include;  

(a) discouraging a proliferation of office and retail activity in competition 

with the CCBZ, but recognition of the historical retail corridors within 

the area along Colombo and High Streets;  

(b) recognition of the Health and Innovation Precincts and the intention 

for “clustering” of related activities in these locations;  

(c) encouragement for residential development, as for elsewhere in the 

Central City;  

                                                
39

 50 household units per hectare - CRPS Policy 6.3.7 (4), page 59. 
40

 CCRP: South Frame Addendum, page 6. 
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(d) providing for a range of activities compatible with a high amenity 

environment, but restriction on those activities that are inconsistent 

with that objective; and  

(e) an emphasis on good quality design, particularly around 

landscaping and at the interface with the public realm.41 

6.39 Decisions on urban design matters under a rule applying to the South 

Frame can be made by the same delegated decision-making body as for 

the Core of the CCBZ, on a truncated timeframe, but at the discretion of the 

applicant. 

6.40 The development of this zone involved a public submission stage on a draft 

set of provisions and was ultimately gazetted in December 2014.  At about 

the same time, the designation that applies to the South Frame was 

modified under section 181 of the RMA to reduce its size, so that the 

designation more closely reflects the area required for the South Frame 

public works.42  

7. CROWN SUBMISSION / FURTHER SUBMISSION 

7.1 The remainder of my evidence is focused on the Crown submission and 

further submission on Proposal 13.  I initially set out my position on 

Strategic Direction objective 3.3.8.  Beyond that I have structured my 

evidence based on the primary business, mixed use and residential zones 

of the central city planning framework, as described above. 

Strategic Direction – Objective 3.3.8  

7.2 Proposed objective 3.3.8 concerns revitalising the Central City.  The 

Panel’s Strategic Directions decision introduced two key aims through this 

objective;  

(a) revitalising the Central City as the primary community focal point; 

and 

(b) enhancement, through investment, of the amenity values, function 

and viability of this area. 

7.3 I acknowledge, as the Panel did at the time, that this objective (and others) 

may well need to be revisited and evolve further in response to Stage 3 
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 CCRP: South Frame Addendum, page 6. 
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 Operative Plan, Planning Map 39C. 



 

Page | 19  
 

Proposals.  The Crown submission is generally supportive of the degree to 

which that has occurred in relation to the central city Proposal, but some 

amendments are sought as set out in the submission.43 

7.4 I have been asked to address objective 3.3.8 in the context of Proposal 13, 

and particularly in respect of ensuring it is consistent with the vision and 

overall intent of the CCRP.  The version of the objective I refer to is as set 

in Appendix 2 to my evidence.  It is the same version considered in the 

evidence of Mr Stevenson for CCC, incorporating the changes he 

recommends. 

7.5 Through the directed changes of the CCRP, various new objective and 

policy provisions were introduced into the Operative Plan, generally related 

to the primary zones that were introduced.  Importantly though, those 

changes were set into the context of the wider plan – that is, they relied to 

varying degrees on other objective and policy provisions of the plan that 

existed and were retained, in together forming a comprehensive and 

complete package of provisions.    

7.6 In the process of bringing forward Proposal 13, CCC has endeavoured, I 

believe, to recognise that fact.  I understand the expansion of objective 

3.3.8 is intended to ensure that the original “comprehensiveness” is not 

compromised, while also recognising the Strategic Directions decision and 

fitting with the structural changes to the ‘architecture’ of the document as a 

consequence of the new approach adopted for the Replacement Plan. 

7.7 I support the Crown’s submission to have further minor modifications made 

to the objective to improve clarity, understanding and consistency of 

terminology, and to ensure consistency with the Strategic Direction 

decision.  Those modifications include; 

(a) adding the reference to “economic” viability in clause (b); 

(b) the insertion in clause (c) of enabling a minimum additional 

household target (5000) in the period between 2012 and 2028, to 

contribute to achieving the housing capacity target set out in 

Strategic Directions objective 3.3.4; and  

(c) a more generic listing of some of the elements that contribute to the 

central city’s unique identity and sense of place under clause (d), 
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 Submission 3721, ref. 185-192. 
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and the additional reference to historic heritage including Ngai 

Tahu’s cultural heritage and values,44 and options for movement and 

travel within and outside of the central city.45 

7.8 I also support the minor additional amendments to this objective as 

recommended in the revised version as attached to the evidence of Mr 

Stevenson.  In my opinion this amended version of objective 3.3.8 

continues to meet the intentions of the CCRP and the directed amendment 

of the Operative Plan, and is consistent with the Strategic Directions 

decision.        

Central City Business Zone (CCBZ) 

Consistent terminology 

7.9 Throughout the Revised Proposal there are varying references to the title of 

this zone.  This should be consistent throughout the Replacement Plan and 

for this evidence I have adopted what appears to be the most commonly 

used term.  

Objectives and policies 

7.10 Although not a specific matter raised in further submissions made by the 

Crown, I note the submission by Carter Group Limited (‘CGL’)46 seeks to 

amend objective 15.1.5.  Mr Stevenson in his evidence outlines his support 

for the relief sought.47  I also support those modifications which are largely a 

reframing of the notified retail and commercial activity objective to one 

addressing diversity and distribution. The specific reference to guest 

accommodation is aligned with the CCRP which refers to “accommodation” 

activities in objective 12.2, and to there being a “diversity” and a “mix” of 

activities.  There is also reference in CCRP policy 12.2.2 to this area being 

“a vibrant and active place for visitors”.  The listed permitted activities of the 

CCRP for the CCBZ included “travellers’ accommodation and hotels”.  

7.11 I note also the submission by Pacific Park Limited,48 also discussed by Mr 

Stevenson,49 seeking to encourage entertainment hospitality activity in 

identified precincts.  I am aware that how these activities will be managed 

will be considered in the hearing on Proposal 6.  It was made clear during 

                                                
44

 CCRP, Integrating the Ngāi Tahu narrative, page 39. 
45

 Aligning with An Accessible City transport chapter of the CCRP. 
46

 Submission 3602. 
47

 Stevenson EIC, paragraphs 7.5-7.9. Revised Proposal 15.1.5. 
48

 Submission 3459. 
49

 Stevenson EIC, paragraphs 8.1-8.7.  
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mediation that the changes sought at an objective and policy level were, at 

this stage, in anticipation of the outcomes sought by the submitter in terms 

of those more specific provisions.  In my view, any final conclusions 

regarding the relevant objectives and policies should be informed by 

decisions ultimately made on Proposal 6.   

Emergency water supply and access 

7.12 Consistent with requests by the New Zealand Fire Service Commission 

(‘NZFSC’) for other areas of the city, the Crown submission seeks a 

provision for the CCBZ requiring water supply and access for firefighting as 

a built form standard, with no requirement for public notification other than 

of the NZFSC.50  I am aware that the Panel has received previous evidence 

on this matter on behalf of the NZFSC.51  In my view it would be sensible 

and logical to apply a consistent approach across the city on this issue. 

7.13 I see no reason to apply a different approach for the Central City where the 

issue of access to essential water supply for emergency services is equally 

relevant.  I would make the same observation and hold the same view for 

the equivalent requests made by the NSFSC for other central city zones.52  

Mr Stevenson in his evidence for CCC agrees and recommends accepting 

this request.53   

7.14 I also understand agreement has been reached with CCC regarding 

providing a permitted status for the central city fire station which is within 

the CCRZ under the CCRP.  I agree with this position which reflects a 

consistent approach for such emergency service facilities in accordance 

with the Panel’s Decision 10 Residential (Part), and is acknowledged as 

such in the evidence of Mr Blair.54   

CCBZ – bulk and location standards 

7.15 Several of the submission points made by the Crown relate to bulk and 

location standards for the CCBZ.  Evidence for the Crown by Ms Eaton 

addresses a number of these from an urban design perspective, and I 

generally support the conclusions she reaches.  The Crown’s submission 

seeks minor modifications for clarification and consistency with the CCRP in 

                                                
50

 Submission 3721, ref. 616-619. 
51 

Evidence provided to the Hearings Panel on these matters by Ms Ainsley McLeod available at 
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-
content/uploads/2015/03/Evidence_063_The_Crown_Ainsley_McLeod_NZFS_v1.pdf. 
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 Submission 3721, ref. 643-46, 649, 662-65, 673-76, 695, 711-14. 
53

 Stevenson EIC, paragraph 16.1. Revised Proposal 15.3.3.7, 15.8.3.13, 15.9.3.8, 15.10.3.9. 
54

 Submission 3721, ref. 708-09, 708. Blair EIC, paragraphs 13.2-13.6. Revised Proposal 14.16.2.1 [P13]. 
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respect of building height (15.8.3.11) and fencing and screening structures 

(15.8.3.7).55  I support those requests, which have been included in the 

Revised Proposal.56 

7.16 On the matter of prescribing a minimum ground floor height, this is 

addressed by Ms Eaton in her evidence.  It was intended through the 

CCRP to provide reasonable future flexibility and adaptability in use of the 

ground floor of buildings, without the need for significant structural change.  

I recognise the relevant experts in conferencing have agreed the 4 metre 

minimum should be retained, and I am happy to be guided by those 

experts.   

7.17 However, I know from my own experience in administering this rule through 

the CCJDAB that quite a number of applicants have sought to reduce this 

height and have satisfactorily demonstrated how that can still provide for 

the likely future needs of a range of uses anticipated in the Central City.57 

7.18 Those ‘approved’ reductions have tended to be anywhere in the order of up 

to 0.5 of a metre.  Again, while acknowledging the agreement of the 

relevant experts to retaining the minimum height, if the Hearings Panel 

were so minded to, this is a situation where, in my opinion, some reduction 

in the required minimum height (of that sort of order) could still achieve the 

outcomes sought by the CCRP.   

7.19 I also support the improved clarity in the notified wording directing how the 

height is actually measured, which has been shown to be open to differing 

interpretations in proposals I have been involved with before the CCJDAB.58 

Ngāi Tῡāhuriri/Ngāi Tahu – cultural elements        

7.20 Te Rῡnanga o Ngāi Tahu and others59 seek amendments to policy 

provisions and the related matters for assessment under the urban design 

rule.60  Through my involvement in discussions during mediation, it is my 

understanding the submitter is seeking recognition, at a policy level, of the 

values of Ngāi Tῡāhuriri/Ngāi Tahu in the built form, and also expression of 

their narrative.  

                                                
55

 Submission 3721, ref. 620-21. 
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 Stevenson EIC, accepted in Revised Proposal 15.8.3.11 and 15.8.3.7.  
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 I also note the Panel’s decision to remove the proposed minimum floor to ceiling height requirement in the 
Commercial Core Zone (Decision 11, Commercial (Part) and Industrial (Part), 18 December 2015).     
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 Stevenson EIC, Revised Proposal 15.8.3.5. 
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 Submission 3722. 
60
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7.21 The submitter’s intention, as I understand it, is to set up a stronger policy 

basis for the translation of these matters into the corresponding assessment 

matters for related resource consent applications.  The CCRP assessment 

matters included reference to:  

“the extent to which the building or use….(a) recognises and reinforces 

the context of a site, having regard to…cultural elements…”61    

7.22 Understanding and interpreting what these “elements” might be in relation 

to Ngāi Tahu’s cultural connection with the area has been a challenge for 

many applicants before the CCJDAB.  For the CCBZ at least I think 

improved understanding and clarity in that regard could be helpful based on 

my CCJDAB experience.  It could also be assisted by guidance as to what 

that might mean sitting outside of the plan.  In my experience applicants 

have generally found it easier to identify and respond to other culturally 

relevant elements as part of this process.  

7.23 Consistent with the intentions of the CCRP, I would support modification of 

the relevant assessment matter to provide some further insight for 

applicants and decision makers into what these cultural elements might be 

in respect of the relationship of Ngāi Tῡāhuriri/Ngāi Tahu with Ōtautahi.  

That can then inform the extent to which recognition and reinforcement is 

given to that element in the context of any given site. My CCJDAB 

experience to date has shown that response can be quite varied, and will 

need to be balanced with the response to other contextual matters.   

7.24 Following mediation, and in his evidence, Mr Stevenson has offered an 

alternative wording that references a range of possible methods to achieve 

this, such as through landscaping, use of Te Reo Māori, use of locally 

sourced materials, design features such as artwork, and applying low 

impact design principles.62  I generally support this approach which I think 

could be helpful in building better understanding.  I consider it is also 

important to maintain the assessment of cultural elements in a broad sense 

(i.e. not just exclusive to Maori culture), and qualified as under the CCRP, in 

terms of the extent to which the building/use recognises and reinforces the 

context of a site, having regard to cultural elements and other identified 

features.        
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Convention Centre – partial rezoning 

7.25 The Crown has sought a small portion of land zoned for the central city 

Avon River Precinct, but within the identified site for the convention centre, 

be rezoned CCBZ.63  The Avon River Precinct zoning for this site appears 

to be an inadvertent error, originally in the CCRP and carried through into 

the Proposal.  On its face it is perhaps explained by the site’s close physical 

proximity to the river corridor and absence of any building on the land pre-

earthquake.  However, it is anticipated that the site will form part of the 

development of the Convention Centre Precinct, and the site is within the 

area designated for that purpose.  I support the request for rezoning, and 

consider it to be consistent with the overall aims of the CCRP.  This is 

consistent with the conclusion reached by Mr Stevenson in his evidence 

for CCC.64 

Cathedrals 

7.26 I am aware that the CCC and Church Property Trustees65 and The Roman 

Catholic Bishop of the Diocese66 are continuing discussions regarding the 

submissions that seek greater policy recognition of the significance of the 

sites of the Christchurch Cathedral and of the Cathedral of the Blessed 

Sacrament.  The submitters also seek a more enabling planning framework 

for these sites.   

7.27 Other than a general acceptance at mediation that the CCBZ provisions 

may not be the most appropriate approach for these sites, I am unsure of 

whether those parties have progressed those discussions further.  I 

acknowledge the conclusion of Mr Stevenson in his evidence that 

scheduling of these sites may be a preferable alternative approach, but 

without modification to provide specific recognition at a policy level.67  In my 

opinion, in principle such scheduling could still be consistent with the 

outcomes sought by the CCRP for the CCBZ with regard to restoring and 

enhancing the Central City through achieving a diversity of uses, including 

community and cultural activities.68     
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Precinct identification 

7.28 The Crown has supported the shift in approach from the CCRP to 

identifying land within the central city retail and other similar ‘precincts’ 

within the CCBZ.69  Formerly this was by way of description/definition, but 

the Revised Proposal now shows the physical extent of these areas on the 

planning maps.  This alternative approach achieves the same outcome by a 

different method. 

Urban design certification 

7.29 For the CCBZ, the submission by CGL70 proposes either deletion of the rule 

regarding urban design assessment, or an alternative “certification” type 

approach, as was advocated for in the submissions and related evidence of 

the Stage 1 Commercial Proposal.  The Crown has opposed deletion of the 

rule on the grounds of inconsistency with the CCRP.71  While I do not 

support removal of this rule, I do consider the possible alternative to have 

some merit.   

7.30 Though I was not a participant, I have read some of the evidence and legal 

submissions both for submitters and CCC on this possible approach, as 

was presented to the Panel in the hearing of suburban commercial 

provisions and associated urban design assessment provisions. Ms Eaton 

also addresses this issue in her evidence for the Crown, and it was 

discussed in expert conferencing she participated in.  Evidence for CCC by 

Mr Stevenson and Mr Nicholson also addresses this matter.  

7.31 The Panel’s decision on the Stage 1 Commercial proposal72 has since then 

approved a ‘certification’ approach, subject to consent as a controlled 

activity with control reserved over the implementation of the certified design.   

7.32 In my opinion a similar controlled activity/certification approach could apply 

to the Central City and still ensure the design quality outcomes sought by 

the CCRP are achieved.  In my view this approach also has support in the 

Statement of Expectations in providing greater certainty for applicants, and 

Strategic Direction objective 3.3.7 in promoting a high quality urban 

environment.  Ms Eaton also sees merit in this approach.   
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7.33 I appreciate some of the benefits of this alternative may be offset against 

the administrative costs of such an approach, and also the practical 

challenges of establishing and operating a system reliant on there being a 

sufficient number of suitably qualified and available experts in urban design.  

However, informed from my own experiences as a representative on the 

CCJDAB, I consider there to be some real advantage in incentivising the 

involvement of urban design expertise as early as possible in the feasibility 

analysis and design of built development in this zone. 

7.34 By retaining the need for a resource consent (albeit as a controlled activity), 

as opposed to a permitted activity status, consistency could be maintained 

with the procedural decision-making approach of the CCRP and the 

involvement/role of the CCJDAB that was initiated at the specific direction 

of the Minister. 

7.35 As an alternative to the options of deleting the rule or applying a certification 

type approach, CGL has sought to amend the associated assessment 

matters73 to better balance ensuring good urban design outcomes are 

achieved with a sufficiently enabling environment where the functional and 

operational needs of businesses can still be met.  Ms Eaton also discusses 

these requests in her urban design evidence for the Crown. Those 

modifications, and my views on them, are: 

a) Deleting reference to “cultural elements” in sub-clause (i).  I do not 

support that deletion, but do support improving clarification and 

guidance on what may constitute possible response to Maori cultural 

elements as discussed in paragraphs 7.20-25 above.74 

b) Qualifying sub-clause (ii) to reference the “interface with publicly 

owned and accessible space” in terms of active engagement with 

the street, community safety, human scale and visual interest.  

Given the qualifier in the rule that the building or use must be visible 

from a public space (discussed below at paragraphs 7.38-39), I do 

not see this addition as being inconsistent with the CCRP intent.  

The trigger for the rule essentially limits the assessment to that 

extent in any event. 

                                                
73

 Revised Proposal, 15.8.4.1. 
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c) Substituting the words “avoids significant adverse effects on 

adjacent…” for the words “takes account of nearby…” in sub-clause 

(iii), and deleting from that sub-clause reference to “exterior design, 

materials, architectural form, and detailing”.  I do not support either 

of these modifications.  The phrase “takes account of”, in my mind, 

is directed to achieving a different outcome than merely avoiding 

significant adverse effects.  In my opinion that difference concerns a 

new building or use being assessed in terms of being in harmony 

with or responding to what surrounds it, which is a different 

emphasis than on simply avoiding the sort of incongruous outcomes 

that might be deemed a significant adverse effect detracting from 

what immediately adjoins it.  Given the CCRP places emphasis on 

the connection between the building and the surrounding area (and 

not just adjacent sites)75, I consider that narrowing of emphasis to 

be a subtle but important distinction.76 

d) Deleting reference to CPTED principles and also the extent of 

landscaping or other means of increased shade, amenity and 

weather protection (sub-clauses (v) and (vi)).  I also do not support 

accepting this relief, as even with the qualifier around visibility from 

a public space, those matters still have relevance and were 

specifically included under the equivalent CCRP provisions.77  I do 

however support the recommendation of Ms Eaton in her evidence 

regarding improving understanding, either through the Replacement 

Plan or in support of it, of what is meant by CPTED principles.78   

7.36 Even if a controlled activity certification approach was adopted for the 

Central City, these assessment matters would presumably (and in my view 

should) inform the certifier.79  They would also have relevance in the 

situation where an applicant elected not to seek certification, or certification 

was not achieved.  In that case those matters would inform determining an 

application for a restricted discretionary activity.   

                                                
75

 CCRP pages 41 and 106. 
76

 I also note these phrases to be consistent with the Panel’s decision on the Stage 1 Commercial proposal (refer 
Commercial Core Zone, Matters of discretion 15.8.1). 
77

 CCRP rule 2.2.2 (e) and (f). 
78

 As has been included in the Panel’s decision on the Stage 1 Commercial proposal (refer Commercial Core 
Zone, Matters of discretion 15.8.1 (v)). 
79

 The approach taken in the Panel’s decision on the Stage 1 Commercial proposal (refer Commercial Core Zone, 
rule 15.2.3.1 b.) 
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7.37 At a policy level, I support the recommendations made by Mr Stevenson in 

respect of policies 15.1.6.3 and 15.1.6.5 to avoid repetition and in support 

of maintaining consistency with the CCRP.80 

Public open space – definition 

7.38 As a related matter, CGL has sought to have a definition included for “public 

open space”.81  My understanding is this clarification is sought with the 

interpretation of the urban design assessment rule in mind – that is, the rule 

is triggered where the new building, external alteration or use of a site, is 

“visible from a public space”.  Interpretation of what this means has been a 

matter for consideration by the CCJDAB on several occasions where I have 

been involved, and that Panel has concluded that to be referring to land that 

is both publicly owned and generally accessible to the public.  That 

interpretation, I understand, is consistent with the relief sought by CGL.   

7.39 In principle I have no concern with such a definition providing clarification, 

however I would prefer that any such definition was made consistent with 

the rule wording (i.e. it refers to “public space”) and perhaps more so, was a 

definition or note for clarification that was specific to the rule itself.  I have 

not checked in detail, but it may be that a generically applicable definition 

across the entire plan could have unintended consequences when applied 

in other contexts.  For CCC, I note Mr Stevenson in his evidence 

expresses similar concern regarding a specific definition,82 and Mr 

Nicholson would, I understand, prefer no such limitation in applying this 

rule.83  I would support clarification as suggested by the submitter, but in the 

rule itself rather than by way of definition. 

Outdoor living space / minimum unit size 

7.40 CGL has also sought to remove minimum requirements for outdoor living 

space for residential development and also minimum residential unit 

sizes.84  Ms Eaton supports the Crown’s position opposing this request, 

and I agree with her conclusions.  Both requirements have a long standing 

basis in former zone provisions under the pre-earthquake Operative Plan 

and are important components in the package of regulatory controls for 

managing residential development and protecting residents’ amenity in the 

CCBZ under the CCRP. 
                                                
80

 Stevenson EIC, paragraphs 14.1-14.2.  
81

 Submission 3602, ref. 21, 42. Further submission 5030, ref. FS7 and 8. 
82

 Stevenson EIC paragraph 18.28. 
83

 Nicholson EIC, paragraphs 15.4-15.6. 
84

 Submission 3602, ref. 9, 11 and 12. Further submission 5030, ref. FS96-98. 
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Active frontage 

7.41 Again for reasons of consistency with the CCRP, the Crown has opposed 

the request of CGL to either delete the active frontage requirement in 

identified parts of the CCBZ, or alternatively to expand the range of “active” 

uses to include educational activity.85  In her evidence, Ms Eaton states 

she supports retaining this rule, but accepts other activities not currently 

listed, such as educational activities, could also be appropriate as long as 

they clearly demonstrate that their built form enables a quality active 

frontage to be provided.  Ms Eaton clarifies that whether other activities 

(including education activities) are appropriate in this respect would need to 

be assessed on a case by case basis.  For that reason Ms Eaton supports 

educational activities being a restricted discretionary activity as per the 

Revised Proposal.86  I agree with Ms Eaton. 

7.42 I would add that while I appreciate it may prove to be a challenge to ‘fill’ the 

extent of the active frontage area with those identified uses based on 

limited demand, I would caution against risking the activation sought 

through the introduction of a substantially widened range of uses.  For 

educational uses, as requested by the submitter, I accept that activity can 

bring people and some level of engagement with the adjacent public space, 

but it is a broad category of use and they may not have the same 

commercial drivers as, say a shop or restaurant, to present the activity as 

visibly and openly to the street.   

Central City Mixed Use Zone / Central City (South Frame) Mixed Use Zone 

(CCMUZ / South Frame) 

Consistent terminology 

7.43 As I identified at paragraph 7.9 of my evidence with respect to the CCBZ, 

throughout the Revised Proposal there are varying references to the title of 

these zones.  This should be consistent throughout the Replacement Plan 

and for this evidence I have adopted what appears to be the most 

commonly used term for each.  

Additional activities / activity status 

                                                
85

 Submission 3602, ref. 22 and 23. Further submission 5030, ref. FS99 and 100. 
86

 Eaton EIC paragraph 7.20. 
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7.44 Several submitters have sought the provision for additional permitted 

activities,87 or a change of activity status for certain activities,88 within the 

CCBZ.   Mr Stevenson has addressed these requests and recommends 

accepting the relief sought.89  With respect to the activity status for parking 

lots and buildings in the CCBZ, Mr Stevenson indicates that he considers a 

change in activity status from full discretionary to restricted discretionary to 

have merit, but identifies it as a matter to be discussed further with the 

Crown.90  To my knowledge those discussions have not progressed, but I 

note Mr Shaw in his evidence for the Crown supports retaining the 

discretionary activity status as being appropriate in his opinion and 

consistent with the CCRP.91  I am guided by him in that regard.   

7.45 McDonalds Restaurants92 has requested drive-through services be 

permitted in the CCMUZ.  Consistent with the recommendation of Mr 

Stevenson,93 I support that approach, with such car-based activity much 

more suited to that environment than the CCBZ, and particularly the Core of 

that zone.  In my opinion, that is entirely consistent with the intentions of the 

CCRP.   

Correct referencing 

7.46 The Crown’s submission on the CCMUZ is largely around achieving 

consistent terminology and referencing, along with a very specific and minor 

referencing correction in the assessment matters for the rule relating to 

sunlight and outlook (15.9.5.6).94  I support those changes. 

7.47 In respect of the South Frame, the Crown seeks referencing change95 in 

respect of activity specific standard 15.10.2.1 concerning residential activity 

and provision for service space and outdoor living space.96 

7.48 Additionally, the Crown opposes the removal of the requirement that 

applications arising under rule 15.10.2.3 for restricted discretionary 

activities within the South Frame not be publicly or limited notified, or 

require written approvals.97  The equivalent CCRP rule had that 

                                                
87

 Submission 3275 – art studios and workshops. 
88

 Submission 3602 – parking lots/buildings, from discretionary to restricted discretionary activities. 
89

 Stevenson EIC, paragraphs 10.1 - 10.5. Revised Proposal 15.8.2.1 [P15].  
90

 Stevenson EIC, paragraph 10.2. 
91

 Shaw EIC, paragraphs 7.7-7.8. 
92

 Submission 3699. 
93

 Stevenson EIC paragraph 10.4.  Revised Proposal 15.9.2.1 [P20]. 
94

 Submission 3721, ref. 647-48. 
95

 This related to sub-clause numbering and readability of these provisions. 
96

 Submission 3721, ref. 650-56. 
97

 Submission 3721, ref. 657-61. 
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requirement98 and, in my opinion, it should be retained.  Mr Stevenson, in 

his evidence, agrees.99  

7.49 Another minor amendment sought is to clarify that in Cathedral Square the 

requirement is for active frontage only, whereas for other identified central 

city areas, including parts of the South Frame, both veranda cover and 

active ground floor/site activity is required.100  Various corrections are also 

sought for accuracy to remove references to zones that do not adjoin the 

South Frame.101 

7.50 Lastly, the Crown submission seeks to correctly reference the assessment 

matter concerning garaging for residential activities as a matter for 

discretion under the relevant street scene, landscaping and open space 

provision.102 

7.51 These are all minor matters of consistency and clarity and have been 

carried into the Revised Proposal.  I support these amendments. 

Motor servicing facilities / motor vehicle retailing 

7.52 By way of further submission, the Crown has specifically opposed various 

submitter requests103 essentially seeking to be more enabling of motor 

servicing facilities and motor vehicle retailing in the mixed use zones within 

the Central City.104  Mr Stevenson in his evidence for CCC discusses these 

requests.105 

7.53 Under the CCRP within the CCMUZ, such activities, along with the likes of 

trade suppliers, food and beverage outlets, service stations and yard-based 

supplies are generally provided for. However, that general approach is quite 

different from the approach taken for the South Frame for those types of 

activity. 

7.54 Opposing submitters have sought various relief, including the change in 

activity status from non-complying to discretionary for motor servicing 

facilities and yard based suppliers for car sales, and permitted activity 

status for retailing where it is associated with existing activities.  Other 

changes sought relate to landscaping provisions, fencing and screening 

                                                
98

 CCRP rule 2b.1.2. 
99

 Stevenson EIC, paragraph 15.1. 
100

 Submission 3721, ref. 669. Revised Proposal 15.10.3.6. 
101

 Submission 3721, ref. 666-68, 70. 
102

 Submission 3721, ref. 671-72. Revised Proposal 15.10.4.4 (removed) 15.10.5.4 (added). 
103

 Submissions 3589, 3684, 3691. 
104

 Further submission 5030, ref. FS47-73, 74-95,104-106. 
105

 Stevenson EIC, paragraphs 11.1-11.10. 
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structures, and CPTED.106  These matters are more specifically addressed 

in evidence by Ms Eaton for the Crown and Mr Nicholson for CCC.107 

7.55 In my opinion the amendments sought regarding motor servicing facilities 

and yard based suppliers for car sales would represent quite a shift from 

the stance of the CCRP for this area, and the very clear and deliberate 

policy statement to “discourage” those activities.108 A shift in stance to such 

existing activities being permitted and new ones of that type being 

discretionary would, in my opinion, be inconsistent with that clearly stated 

intention.   

7.56 The South Frame was purposefully conceived to realise a vision for this 

area based on an ‘urban campus’ concept developed around a central 

‘greenway’, that envisages these sorts of activities ultimately transitioning 

out of this area over time.  In that sense the approach goes further than just 

anticipating those current activities to be able to continue on to become part 

of the realisation of that vision.  I understand the issues raised by 

submitters now regarding motor servicing, industrial and yard based 

retailing were also highlighted in some of the public submissions received 

on the draft provisions at the time of public consultation, and 

notwithstanding that being raised, the non-complying status was retained by 

the Minister in the adopted version. 

7.57 I rely on the recommendations of Ms Eaton, from an urban design 

perspective, regarding fencing and screening, landscaping and CPTED 

principles.109 I also agree with Mr Stevenson’s recommendation that the 

requests seeking to be more enabling of motor servicing facilities and motor 

vehicle retailing in the mixed use zones be rejected.110  

Floor area restrictions 

7.58 Another issue raised in submissions111 relates to the floor area restriction 

imposed through the CCRP on office and commercial service activities in 

the CCMUZ and South Frame.112  Through the South Frame Addendum, 

this was modified to assist clarification of how the floor area restriction was 

to be applied in both of these zones.  The outcome was to clarify that the 

restriction was to apply to individual tenancies, and as a site maximum or 

                                                
106

 Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design. 
107

 Eaton EIC, paragraphs 7.21-7.28, 7.31-7.32.  Nicholson EIC, paragraphs 14.1-14.6, 15.9-15.10 and 16.1-16.3. 
108

 CCRP, South Frame Addendum: Policy 12.5a.1. 
109

 Eaton EIC, paragraphs 7.121-7.28, 7.31-7.32. 
110

 Stevenson EIC, paragraph 11.10. 
111

 Submissions 3638 and 3233. 
112

 CCRP, rule 2a.3.3. 
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on a proportional basis relative to every 500m2 of site area.  

Notwithstanding that change, in my view, the broad intention is unaltered 

from that I described earlier in paragraphs 6.18-19 of my evidence, and if 

anything the amendment reinforces that intention.  For CCC, Mr Stevenson 

is also supportive of that clarification, consistent with the CCRP.113  

7.59 I note the Ōtautahi Education Development Trust114 have sought removal of 

the upper limit for offices and commercial services.  Also Peterborough 

Village Incorporated Society115 have suggested the site maximum be 

deleted, or increased to 1000m2 as an alternative.116  I do not support either 

in terms of what the CCRP is seeking to achieve.  From my involvement 

with the CCMUZ originally and discussions with those within CERA involved 

in the development of the South Frame, I understand the amendment of the 

rule for both mixed use zones was quite deliberately aimed at avoiding the 

potential for the rule to be circumvented using strata titles to essentially 

create multiple ‘sites’ within a building.117 I believe this had happened on 

various sites within the CCMUZ prior to the rule change.  The response was 

thus intended, in preference, to see larger office tenancies locate in the 

CCBZ and also limit the overall quantum of office space within these mixed 

use areas.        

7.60 Peterborough Village Incorporated Society also ask that for sites within the 

CCMUZ fronting Colombo Street between Kilmore and Salisbury Streets, 

general retail activity be permitted up to a gross leasable floor area per 

tenancy of 150m2 limited to the ground floor.  Pre-earthquakes this was an 

established enclave of retail and commercial service activity, some of which 

remains and has re-established since those events.  I note Mr Stevenson 

in his evidence has described in detail the nature of this environment and 

the likelihood of future development, and concludes, that were it not for the 

CCRP, he would recommend accepting the relief sought.118  

7.61 My recollection is that at the time of developing the CCRP, there was 

considerable uncertainty as to the likely future of damaged buildings in this 

area and of the activities occupying them.  With the reinstatement and 

return of some business activity that is now evident, and given the parallels 

                                                
113

 Stevenson EIC, paragraphs 10.9-10.12.  Revised Proposal 10.9.2.1 [P5, P6], 15.10.2.1 [P2, P3]. 
114

 Submission 3638. 
115

 Submission 3233. 
116

 From subsequent discussions I understand the submitter is seeking this relief for only part of the CCMUZ 
fronting Colombo Street between Kilmore and Salisbury Streets, not for the entire zone. 
117

 Technically each floor of a building could be a ‘site’ based on the site definition in the District Plan 
118

 Stevenson EIC, paragraph 10.27.  Notwithstanding the conclusion by Mr Stevenson I note the Revised 
Proposal includes the relief sought by the submitter, (refer 15.9.2.1 [P1]).  
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with the recognition of other historical pockets of fine-grain retail and 

service uses within the other parts of the Central City (e.g. High Street, 

Colombo Street within the South Frame), I consider there to be some merit 

in this request.  Given the activities that exist, many on small sites; the 

spatial extent of the area overall; the frontage to Colombo Street; and the 

degree of restriction on scale that would apply under the relief sought, I do 

not consider this change to threaten achieving the overall outcomes sought 

through the CCRP. 

7.62 I do not however support the request in full.  From my discussions with the 

submitter I understand the preference is to enable any retail activity in this 

area up to a floor limit of 150m2 and also either the removal of an upper site 

limit on offices/commercial services, or alternatively an increase of that to 

1000m2.  I consider there to be some merit in the request regarding 

retailing, which would broaden the range of retailing activities from that 

permitted under the CCMUZ (essentially accessory, food and beverage, 

convenience grocery) at the small scale proposed, but I do not consider this 

should apply across the full area.   

7.63 I support that amendment for sites fronting Colombo Street but only as far 

north as Peterborough Street.  In my assessment, there is a distinction 

between land to the north and to the south, both in terms of the degree to 

which this type of activity is existing, and also the general size of sites.  

Some distinction is also evident in site size in the southern part south of 

Peterborough Street either side of Colombo Street,119 but if a change is to 

be made, in my opinion it should apply to both sides of the street if a 

coherent, village atmosphere is to be achieved.  I do not consider this 

extent of area, with a slightly more enabling allowance for retailing, is likely 

to have a detrimental effect on the CCBZ or the CCMUZ.  It may very well 

support the nearby residential neighbourhoods with locally convenient 

services. 

7.64 I do not support the request as it relates to offices and commercial services.  

The restraint on those activities is a significant part of the overall planning 

framework and I do not think it is necessary to make this amendment to 

facilitate the sort of outcomes the submitter is seeking.  Those activities are 

already enabled such that a reasonable component of a development, on 

the size of sites that typically exist, could comprise of these activities.  

                                                
119

 Land to the east generally being in larger titles and less developed. 
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Those limits are also avoidable under the mixed scenario with residential 

activity. 

Residential height limit        

7.65 John Austin Baigent120 has sought an increase in maximum height for the 

CCMUZ, for residential development, to 28 metres.  I do not support 

granting that relief and agree with the reasons opposing the submission 

given by Mr Stevenson for CCC.121 Such a height increase would conflict 

with the aims of the CCRP to achieve a distribution of activity across the 

available land area and also support achieving street spaces that are both 

inviting and people friendly.122    

Central City Commercial Local Zone 

7.66 The Crown’s submission in respect of this zone was largely to achieve 

accurate and consistent referencing.  The changes sought by the Crown 

are included in the Revised Proposal and I support making those changes 

to achieve consistency with the CCRP.123 

7.67 I note the submission by Canterbury District Health Board124 seeking an 

increase in the maximum tenancy size for healthcare facilities, which is 

consistent with the Panel’s Decision 10 Residential (Part).  That increase is 

relatively minor in area (50m2) and I agree with the evidence of Mr 

Stevenson that maintaining the intended fine grain scale of development in 

this zone would not be compromised as a consequence.125  In my opinion, 

consistency with the CCRP would be maintained by this revised provision. 

7.68 However, I do not support the same request as it applies to such non-

residential activities in the CCRZ.  Mr Blair in his evidence for CCC 

identifies that request to be in conflict with achieving the aims for the CCBZ 

and mixed use areas, as well as the Central City Special Purpose Hospital 

Zone.126  I agree.    

                                                
120

 Submission 32355. 
121

 Stevenson EIC, paragraphs 14.23-14.25. 
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 CCRP, page 105. 
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 Revised Proposal, throughout 15.3.2.1, 15.3.2.3 and 15.3.2.5. 
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 Submission 3696. 
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 Stevenson EIC, paragraph 10.30.  Revised Proposal 15.3.2.1 [P13]. 
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 Blair EIC, paragraphs 11.1-11.2. 
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Central City Residential Zone 

Objectives and policies – residential development 

7.69 In his evidence for CCC Mr Blair discusses submissions127 on behalf of 

residents groups seeking to amend the policy concerning residential 

development in the Central City (14.1.1.2A in the Revised Proposal).  Mr 

Blair supports some change to the wording of this policy to reflect 

statements in the preamble to the A Liveable City chapter supporting 

protection of the amenity of those residents who have already made their 

home in the Central City.128  I generally support the changes Mr Blair 

recommends for this policy, consistent with the intentions of the CCRP.     

7.70 My only slight reservation is whether the specific reference to “existing 

amenity” (my emphasis) in the policy wording might be seen to be in conflict 

with the deliberate aims of the CCRP to see change in the existing 

environment over time.  I therefore consider the word “existing” should be 

deleted from the revised policy wording.   

Non-residential activity 

7.71 As I noted earlier in paragraph 6.34 of my evidence, the CCRP sought to 

ensure that non-residential activities in the CCRZ meet the needs of the 

community or would benefit from the high standard of amenity inherent in 

the zone. 129  This aim was not evident in the notified Proposal but has been 

added in the Revised Proposal under policy 14.1.7.7 in response to the 

Crown’s submission.  As well as maintaining consistency with the CCRP, in 

my opinion, this is an important element in the management of such 

activities in the CCRZ and should be retained as an explicit policy aim.130 

7.72 The provisions of the CCRP for non-residential activities in the CCRZ are 

some of the more interrelated and therefore complicated.  They were 

intended to be enabling of some such activities where they are;  

(a) small in scale;  

(b) compatible with residential activities;  

(c) do not compromise objectives for the CCBZ and the two mixed use 

zones; and (as stated above)  

                                                
127

 Submissions 3956 and 3311. 
128

 Blair EIC, paragraph 7.24.  Revised Proposal policy 14.1.1.2A. 
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 CCRP, A Liveable City: Policy 11.12.2 (d). 
130

 Submission 3721, ref. 693-94. 
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(d) either meet the needs of local residents or would benefit from the 

zones high amenity values.   

7.73 A similar regime had applied to this area of Living zonings under the pre-

earthquake Operative Plan. 

7.74 Key determinates of compatibility were seen to be scale of activity, persons 

employed on the site, hours of operation and traffic generation.  Some 

concessions were made for certain identified community facilities131 and 

travellers’ accommodation, and in certain locations, such as along major 

roads and where a number of non-residential activities have already 

established.  A summary table of what I understand to be the intentions of 

the CCRP to be in terms of activity status and “trigger” rules is attached as 

Appendix 3 to my evidence.  The Crown submission supports this 

approach.132 

7.75 I am generally supportive of the Crown’s submission that in broad terms 

permitted non-residential activities in the CCRZ be small scale, home-

occupation type ventures, but acknowledging that certain community and 

accommodation activities can still be compatible with the intentions for the 

zone, where adverse effects are appropriately managed.  I support the 

CCRP limitations on permitted activities and providing for community 

facilities and guest accommodation as discretionary activities where; 

(a) they are larger in scale but still comparable with domestic scale 

buildings in a residential area (i.e. gross floor area and outdoor 

storage above 40m2 but no larger than 200m2), but permitted at this 

larger scale along Fitzgerald Avenue and parts of Bealey Avenue; 

(b) there is no requirement for those community facilities to have 

employees resident on-site, but there is a requirement for at least 

one employee to be resident on-site in the case of guest 

accommodation; 

(c) guest accommodation is not limited as to hours of operation but 

community activities are; and 

(d) there is no limit on traffic generation, provided the activity does not 

front a local road.  

                                                
131

 Listed as educational, spiritual, pre-school and health facilities. 
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7.76 This approach recognises: 

(a) the current context in parts of the zone where the activity mix and 

residential amenity is distinguishable from other areas, such as 

along parts of Bealey Avenue, and the historical recognition of that 

under the pre-earthquake Operative Plan;   

(b) that some community and commercial accommodation activities will 

serve to meet local resident’s needs (e.g. visitors staying nearby), 

and therefore there is some advantage in reasonable proximity and 

accessibility; 

(c) some non-residential activities can still exhibit residential 

characteristics and themselves benefit from a high amenity 

residential environment (e.g. a small B&B); and  

(d) the need to prevent significant encroachment into what is 

substantially a residential environment, to the detriment of 

residential opportunity, coherence and amenity, and potentially 

undermining the objectives for nearby commercially orientated 

zones and a progressive increase in the inner city resident 

population.  

7.77 I consider this to be reflective of the Panel’s Decision 10 Residential 

(Part)133 and the desire to avoid undermining the strategic purpose of the 

CCRZ, and I note Mr Blair in his evidence also supports this approach.134 

7.78 I support the revisions proposed by Mr Blair, subject to two further 

amendments at the rule level that are necessary, in my view, to ensure a 

consistent approach with the CCRP.  In calculating traffic generation135, 

vehicle movements associated with residential activity on a site should be 

specifically excluded, and similarly, guest accommodation should not be 

subject to the limitation on hours of operation136.  Since receiving his 

evidence, Mr Blair and I have discussed and agreed the need for this 

clarification if consistency with the CCRP is to be maintained.  I propose the 

following amended wording for the Revised Proposal: 

(a)  For 14.16.2.1 [P7] ii: 

                                                
133

 In discussing the revision of policy 14.1.6.3 in relation to non-residential activities, paragraph 70, page 23. 
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 Blair EIC, paragraphs 9.11-9.57. 
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“The maximum total number of hours the site shall be open to visitors, 

clients or deliveries for any activity other than residential…”   

(b) For 14.16.2.1 [P7] iii: 

“The maximum number of vehicle movements per site, other than 

residential activities, shall be…” 

(c) For 14.16.2.1 [P11] ii: 

“The maximum total number of hours the site shall be open to visitors, 

clients or deliveries for any activity other than residential and guest 

accommodation activities …”   

(d) For 14.16.2.1 [P11] iii: 

“The maximum number of vehicle movements per site, other than 

residential activities, shall be…” 

Non-notification exceptions 

7.79 The Crown submission seeks consistency with the approach of the CCRP 

applying non-notification and no written approval provisions to all the 

equivalent built form standards, with the exception of those relating to 

height, recession planes and internal setbacks.137  The basis for these 

exceptions is discussed in paragraph 6.33 of my evidence and I support 

that request.  Mr Blair has recommended accepting this request which is 

reflected in the Revised Proposal.138 

Minimum site density standard 

7.80 The Proposal, while retaining the CCRP control on minimum density within 

the CCRZ (requiring no less than one residential unit per 200m2 of site 

area), has moved this from a critical standard, making non-compliance a 

non-complying activity, to a built form standard, with non-compliance having 

restricted discretionary status.  The Proposal has also included a matter for 

assessment and an attempt at clarification of how the rule is to be 

                                                
137

 Submission 3721, ref. 715-21. 
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 Blair EIC, paragraphs 19.1-19.3.  Revised Proposal 14.16.2.3 RD1, although I note the revised wording of RD1 
appears to now inadvertently exclude the standards for height, sunlight and outlook recession planes and 
separation from neighbours in re-introducing the exclusion of a breach of these standards from the non-notification 
and no written approvals provision.  I have confirmed with Mr Blair that to be an unintended outcome and 
understand he will address it in rebuttal evidence.    
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interpreted for residual land areas of less than 200m2.  This change in 

activity status is opposed by the Crown.139  

7.81 I understand that a change in activity status from non-complying to 

restricted discretionary might be seen to be inconsistent with the CCRP.  

However, from a planning perspective, I can see some merit in the 

modification of this provision. 

7.82 I recognise and accept the intentions behind this provision to assist in 

achieving growth in the inner city population, which is a key aim for the 

recovery of the Central City.  The density standard equates to 50 

households per hectare, so it can be seen to be giving effect to the relevant 

RPS target.  However, my concern with a breach of this standard being 

non-complying is twofold.   

7.83 Firstly, I perceive it would be difficult to determine, on a site specific basis 

where the proposed density does not meet the rule that the development 

was contrary to the objectives and policies of the relevant plan.  Thus one 

of the RMA s.104D thresholds will probably readily be met in any event. 

7.84 The objectives and policies for the CCRZ refer to “providing flexibility for a 

variety of housing types which are suitable for a range of individual housing 

needs”.140  This could be seen to be in tension with a density-based rule 

that effectively prescribes anything other than apartments or town house 

typologies to be non-complying activities.  In my view this is relevant in 

deciding what may constitute consistency of approach with the CCRP. 

7.85 Secondly, the RPS target is a geographic area-wide average (e.g. central 

city residential area and commercial areas) and I understand that the 

theoretical density of development in the CCRZ (and other central city 

business and mixed use zones) is well in excess of 50HH/Ha. I am also 

aware that other planned central city residential developments would likely 

exceed this density on a site specific basis (e.g. the East Frame 

proposals).  That being so, any site specific exception is unlikely to signal to 

a decision maker an adverse effect of any significance (cumulatively or 

otherwise), certainly in the early stages of recovery/redevelopment.   

7.86 Additionally, standalone dwellings on land areas larger than 200m2 will not 

necessarily be subject to the CCRZ urban design rule discretion (urban 
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140

 Proposal Policy 14.1.1.3 (CCRP: A Liveable City, Policy 11.12.1). 
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design discretion is only triggered by 3 or more unit development, or 1 or 2 

units on sites < 300m2), so this standard may be the only factor triggering 

the need for a resource consent. In my view, such a restrictive activity 

status is arguably against the enabling spirit of the Statement of 

Expectations and the desire to reduce unnecessary regulatory intervention.   

7.87 Recognising the significance of the intended outcomes for this environment 

and to avoid inconsistency with the CCRP, my preference would be for an 

activity status level of a discretionary, possibly restricted discretionary 

activity, but without predetermined non-notification.  Mr Blair recommends 

a restricted discretionary activity status in his evidence.141  I share his 

opinion that a change away from non-complying status is not necessarily 

inconsistent with the CCRP.   

7.88 If discretion is restricted, appropriate assessment matters could be applied, 

for example, to;  

(a) address the extent to which the opportunity for future development 

of the site, in accordance with the density standard, is maintained; 

and  

(b) account for the possible situation where the site size or configuration 

was already such that accommodating more than one unit and 

meeting the standard (and other bulk and location standards) might 

be a challenge, or worse, lead to perverse amenity outcomes as a 

result.   

7.89 I favour these points being the focus for assessment matters over the 

‘assessment matter’ as set out in the Revised Proposal which focuses on 

achieving the household average for the one hectare area surrounding the 

site.  Part of my concern with the Revised Proposal assessment matter is 

the per-hectare average may be difficult to both calculate and validate for 

any given site in such a dynamic environment.  I note Mr Blair has since 

proposed two alternative matters in his evidence partly along the lines I 

have set out.142  While I do not disagree with his apparent intentions, I 

would prefer more explicit reference to consideration of the potential to still 

achieve the density with additional site development, if that were to occur in 

the future.       

                                                
141

 Blair EIC, paragraph 8.14.  Revised Proposal 14.16.2.3 l.  
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 Blair EIC, page 33/34, Revised Proposal 14.16.4.13. 
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7.90 On the matter of interpreting the residual land area, I would not wish to see 

a departure from the approach that was intended in the CCRP.  I recognise 

the Crown has opposed through submission143 the notified version which 

seeks to clarify the rule by way of an example, but I do not support the 

request to have that attempt at clarification deleted.  In my view providing 

clarification has merit.   

7.91 My understanding is the intended approach envisaged, as a minimum 

standard, a residential unit for every 200m2 of site area.  In that sense, and 

consistent with the notified Proposal wording, a site of 399m2 would be 

required to accommodate a single unit as a minimum, but on a site of 

400m2, two units would be the required minimum. I do not recall this being 

intended to require a further unit on residual site areas of less than 200m2; 

that is, a site of 420m2 accommodating two units being interpreted as failing 

to meet the standard because those units would be apportioned 210m2 in 

area each.  Such an approach would have the effect of pursuing an even 

higher density of development. 

7.92 In preparing his evidence Mr Blair has proposed an alternative explanation 

whereby in the situation of a site area not being divisible by 200 to a whole 

number, the required yield would be set at the lower of the next closet 

whole number.144  In preparing my evidence I have discussed that proposal 

with Mr Blair, and I interpret that to be achieving the same outcome I have 

described above in paragraph 7.91.  If that is so I support that being the 

desired outcome.  I would however consider the clarification by way of an 

example, as in the notified version, to be simpler to comprehend. 

7.93 I note during mediation various submitters, including those representing 

local residents groups, sought to go further and question whether this 

density rule is appropriate, or in fact necessary, if the aims of achieving 

residential intensification, variety of housing types and quality design are to 

be achieved.  I have a measure of sympathy with some of those concerns, 

particularly the observation that applying the per-hectare rate as a minimum 

on an individual site basis overlooks it being an area-wide average.  In 

other words, the average is still achievable by some proportion of the 

developed area being above and some being below that density level.   

                                                
143

 Submission 3721, ref. 722. 
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 Blair EIC, paragraph 8.20.  Revised Proposal 14.16.3.11.. 
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7.94 As I understand it from attending mediation, the concern of the submitters is 

that approach unfairly and unnecessarily disadvantages those existing 

residents of a singular dwelling on, say, a fairly typical 400-600m2 central 

city site who may wish to redevelop or expand on their site but in a similar 

form.  I accept that form of redevelopment is strongly discouraged under the 

notified/CCRP non-complying approach.  This again is reason, in my 

opinion, to apply a lower level activity status.   

7.95 I propose the following amendment to the relevant site density standards in 

the Revised Proposal: 

(a) Amendment of 14.6.2.3 RD1 as per the Revised Proposal 

(identifying non-compliance with the density standard 14.16.4.3 to 

be a restricted discretionary activity). 

(b) Amendment of Revised Proposal 14.16.3.11 to be worded as per 

the notified Proposal (13.6.1.2.3.11).  This includes the wording 

“(e.g. a site of 399m2 requires 1 residential unit; a site of 400m2 

requires 2 residential units)”  

(c) Amendment of Revised Proposal, Matters for Discretion, 14.16.4.13 

to read: 

“a. In considering a reduction in the number of units to be 

constructed on a site, the extent to which the opportunity for 

future development of the site, in accordance with the density 

standard, is maintained; and 

b. The extent to which accommodating further residential 

unit(s) to meet the density standard would adversely affect 

amenity outcomes for occupants of the residential units and/or 

the adjacent properties, given the size of the site or its 

configuration.” 

Urban design certification 

7.96 A specific further submission by the Crown145 opposes the request by CGL 

that seeks a similar alternative approach to urban design assessment for 

the CCRZ as for the CCBZ and described and discussed above in 

paragraphs 7.29 to 34 of my evidence.  My earlier comments are equally 

applicable to this request, with the exception of the point I make regarding 
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the role of the CCJDAB which has never applied to this zone under the 

CCRP Statutory Directions.   

Retirement villages 

7.97 Ryman Healthcare Limited (‘Ryman’) and Retirement Villages Association 

of New Zealand Inc. (‘RVA’) have sought a number of changes to the 

CCRZ provisions to essentially be more enabling of retirement villages 

within the Central City, with similar requests also made in respect of the 

CCBZ and both mixed use zones.146 

7.98 This was a matter discussed in the mediation I attended, and I am aware 

has already been the subject of detailed evidence to the Panel in the 

context of Proposals for areas outside of the Central City.  I note the 

Panel’s Decision 10 Residential (Part) released after our mediation has 

determined such villages are to be restricted discretionary activities in the 

Residential Medium Density (‘RMD’) Zone and permitted in other residential 

zones subject to meeting certain standards.147  The Panel also decided 

against requiring retirement villages to meet an on-site amenity standard.     

7.99 At a broad level I do not consider the CCRP sought to deliberately preclude 

such activity from locating within the Central City residential environment.  

While accepting modern retirement villages do not comprise solely of 

residential accommodation and can include other associated activity like 

healthcare, personal services and entertainment serving resident needs on-

site, they fundamentally offer homes for the elderly.  Retirement Villages 

can also depart from a more conventional scale of residential built form.  

However, as an activity, such accommodation is in my opinion, consistent 

with the general outcomes sought for the residential environment of the 

Central City.  I consider the same to be true of such activity establishing 

within the business and mixed use environments where built form is 

generally of a greater scale and a very diverse range of activities is 

contemplated. 

7.100 The challenge then is in how that might be enabled, recognising the 

fundamental intentions for these areas.  In the case of the CCRZ, I 

described above in paragraph 6.34, particular sensitivities in the receiving 

environment that the CCRP sought to address – the interface with resident 

neighbours and related “bottom line” amenity values, and in the deliberate 
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restriction on non-residential activities encroaching into the area at the 

expense of residential coherence and opportunity, and to the detriment of 

more commercially orientated zones.  The approach proposed by Ryman 

and RVA looks to recognise the unique characteristics of retirement 

villages, and of their residents especially, through either exception to certain 

bulk and location standards and/or modification of those standards to reflect 

those characteristics.  Under the submitters proposal that leads to a 

situation of retirement villages being permitted if those standards are then 

met.   

7.101 However, I again note the Panel’s Decision 10 Residential (Part) with 

regard to such activities within medium density residential environments, 

and the determination that they not be provided for as permitted activities 

given the sensitivities of the receiving environment.  The Central City is a 

medium to high density environment and I consider a consistent approach 

is appropriate.   

7.102 Both Mr Stevenson and Mr Blair address this issue in their planning 

evidence for CCC, and in respect of the CCRZ, CCBZ and central city 

mixed use zones. 148  I generally support their conclusions and the 

exemption of retirement villages from minimum requirements for outdoor 

living space, outdoor service space and unit size,149 as well as the adoption 

of the relevant assessment matters (as per the Panel’s Decision 10 

Residential (Part)), should a restricted discretionary status for retirement 

villages within the CCCRZ, CCBZ (Core) and South Frame be accepted by 

the Panel. 

Character recognition 

7.103 During mediation, Mr Peter Dyhrburg and others150 explained further their 

submission seeking greater recognition and protection of what they 

describe to be a collection of historically and culturally significant residential 

buildings in the block bounded by Madras, Chester (East), Barbadoes and 

Armagh Streets.151   

7.104 Mr Blair in his evidence has explained some of the relevant background to 

the identification of residentially zoned areas noted to be of consistent or 
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 Stevenson EIC, paragraphs 9.1-9.16; Blair EIC paragraphs 12.1-12.16.   
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 Revised Proposal – CCRZ refer14.16.2.3 [RD4], 14.16.4.15: CCBZ refer 15.8.2.1 [P17], 15.8.2.3 [RD7], 
15.8.3.5: CCMUZ refer 15.9.2.1 [P21], 15.9.2.3 [RD3], 15.9.3.3: South Frame refer 15.10.2.3 [RD6], 15.10.3.2, 
and 15.11.3.17. 
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distinguishable character under the pre-earthquake Operative Plan (known 

as Special Amenity Areas, ‘SAM’s’).152  The Statutory Directions of the 

Minister in tasking CCC with reviewing the provisions relevant to the then 

operative Living 4A-C zones also made the specific direction that CCC 

propose changes to the existing SAM’s necessary to give effect to the 

CCRP in this area as well.  The resulting document prepared by CCC 

proposed deleting some SAM areas, retaining some (5) and also some 

modification of related rule provisions.  

7.105 The A Liveable City chapter, as gazetted, did not include SAM’s or 

equivalent area identification within the CCRZ as such.  Instead it relies on 

the assessment under the urban design rule153 to address such values 

where they might exist in referencing “exiting design styles and established 

landscape features…”154 and consistent with some of the former SAM’s, 

imposes specific front yard setback standards on certain street frontages by 

way of an overlay.155 

7.106 I am aware that the matter of character area identification and the 

associated methodology has been the subject of evidence already before 

the Panel in respect of the Stage 2 Residential Proposal.  

7.107 In my opinion, and notwithstanding the approach adopted in The Liveable 

City chapter, there may be value in recognising existing, distinguishable 

character areas within the Central City residential area.  I qualify that by 

saying, if that is to occur, I believe it should be on the basis of applying a 

city-wide methodology.  That methodology may be as has already informed 

the notified Proposals for residential areas outside of the Central City, 

depending on the position reached by the Panel on that approach and on 

relevant submissions.  My recollection is this Replacement Plan 

methodology was still being developed when the CCRP was being 

prepared, and to my knowledge did not inform the review of Central City 

SAM’s undertaken by CCC in response to the Minister’s direction.   

7.108 I would further qualify my statement on the basis of it being important to 

ensure whatever that “recognition” might lead to in a planning sense was 

carefully considered so as to not compromise the desired outcomes around 

change in the built form and also population increase sought under the 

CCRP for this area of the Central City, and matters reflected in the 
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 Blair EIC, paragraphs 4.27-4.32. 
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 CCRP A Liveable City chapter, rule 4a.2.11.  Revised Proposal, 14.16.2.3 (RD2). 
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Statement of Expectations.  I appreciate that sort of comprehensive 

approach may present challenges with regard to available scope and issues 

of fairness given the stage of this review process. 

7.109 As I perceive it, the inherent benefit in such ‘character’ recognition may be 

in providing support and encouragement for existing residents of such 

areas to remain and commit to individual building repair/restoration, 

assisting in the longer term recovery of the Central City area.  It may well 

also contribute positively to the overall amenity values of the residential 

environment and of individual neighbourhoods within it, consistent with the 

objective regarding built form and amenity, as well as adding to the variety 

of housing types suitable for a range of housing needs.  The Strategic 

Directions decision also quite specifically paves the way for character area 

recognition under objective 3.3.7 (b).  

7.110 I find it difficult to comment much further on the information made available 

to date by submitters for the Chester Street area without a better 

understanding of how that methodology might apply to the particular area 

they identify. I understand such evidence is to be presented to the Panel by 

this submitter.  I think that would need to occur to inform of the relevance or 

appropriateness of the sort of changes the submitter proposes for various 

building bulk and location standards.  I am also conscious that the submitter 

made reference during mediation to some possible “evolution” of that 

methodology as it might apply to the Central City or this area in particular, 

but I am unclear of what that might entail.   

7.111 Similarly, I have not seen any suggested addition(s) to matters for 

assessment if the current urban design rule were to be used, as is 

suggested in the submission, to trigger further appraisal of development 

proposals within areas identified on the basis of their character value.  I 

note Mr Blair reaches similar conclusions on this submitter’s requests.156  

Subject to additional information being provided by the submitter, I support 

the conclusions reached by Mr Blair, and the relevant provisions in the 

Revised Proposal.  

Life-stage design 

7.112 The Canterbury Health Board157 has sought inclusion of a new standard 

requiring provision for/of life-stage design in over 10% of buildings in large 
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multi-unit developments.  Mr Blair does not support this request and refers 

in his evidence to the consideration of similar requests in relation to Stage 1 

and 2 Proposals.158  This type of provision was explored through the 

development of draft recovery documents prepared by CCC, but were not 

included in the adopted CCRP. In my opinion, the introduction of such a 

requirement would be inconsistent with the CCRP.  

Residential coherence 

7.113 I note the requests of submitters159 concerning the potential effects of non-

residential activities on the residential coherence of the Central City 

residential environment.  Those requests seek specific recognition of these 

potential effects in the assessment matters relevant to non-residential 

activities. Mr Blair considers that request and/or specific policy level 

recognition to be unnecessary if a breach of the standards leads to non-

complying activity status, consistent with the CCRP.160  I agree with Mr 

Blair that such an effect would be considered in the normal determination 

of a non-complying activity, assuming that change in status is accepted by 

the Panel.  I support the amendment providing for non-complying status as 

set out in the Revised Proposal.161 

Other Matters  

Site specific requests 

7.114 Although not specifically addressed in the Crown’s further submission, I 

have also been asked to comment briefly on various submitter requests 

relating to site-specific zonings within the Central City.  My comments are 

therefore in regard to whether these requests, if accepted, would introduce 

inconsistency with the CCRP, as addressed generally in the Crown 

submission.  Both Mr Stevenson and Mr Blair in their evidence for CCC 

discuss and respond to these requests in some detail.162  In reference to 

their conclusions and common recommendations I largely agree with their 

opinions, and do not consider they would lead to outcomes inconsistent 

with the intentions of the CCRP.163 
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7.115 Mr Blair in his evidence considers a request by RHOAD Limited164 to 

enable a particular cultural facility on the site at 52 Rolleston Avenue.165  

This would be to provide for a facility housing a substantial private art 

collection, which would be open to the public.  It would be in close proximity 

to the Canterbury Museum and Arts Centre, with the City Council recently 

agreeing to gift the land to the Canterbury Museum to enable the “House 

Museum” to proceed.  Mr Blair substantially supports the request, including 

the facility being subject to urban design assessment as a restricted 

discretionary activity and compliance with various built form standards, but 

does not consider predetermined non-notified status should apply.166 

7.116 In principle I accept and agree with the analysis of Mr Blair regarding 

consistency with the CCRP, even though the site has been zoned for 

residential use.  The intended use would certainly support cultural wellbeing 

and Central City recovery in providing a community and recreational 

activity, well located in relation to similar activities.  I also agree with Mr 

Blair that the loss of potential residential units otherwise enabled would not 

be significant in the context of the overall growth aspirations for the Central 

City. 

7.117 Ryman Healthcare Limited167 has sought an increased height limit to a 

maximum of 20 metres for retirement villages on the site at 78 Park 

Terrace.  The CCRP imposed a 14 metre maximum height limit.  Mr Blair 

does not support this request in his evidence, instead favouring assessment 

for taller development in accordance with “the general urban design 

discretion” which includes such considerations as compatibility of scale with 

other buildings in the surrounding area, building bulk in the local context, 

and relevant amenity effects such as loss of privacy, shading, outlook 

impacts, overshadowing and the visual dominance of buildings.168   

7.118 I generally agree with the approach recommended by Mr Blair, but I do 

note these are matters for assessment under the relevant building height 

rule (Revised Proposal 14.6.4.4.).  They are not so specifically stated in the 

assessment matters proposed to apply as a discrete set of matters to 

retirement villages (Revised Proposal 14.16.4.15) as he recommends.169  I 

do nevertheless consider there to be sufficient scope under the Revised 
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Proposal assessment matters for retirement villages to adequately consider 

these contextual and amenity related matters. 

8. DESIRED OUTCOMES DESCRIBED BY CROWN WITNESSES 

8.1 In evidence for the Crown by Mr Miskell, Mr Ogg and Mr Mitchell, each 

describe desirable outcomes if post-earthquake recovery of the Central City 

is to be achieved.170 

8.2 Insofar as the District Plan can influence those matters, and subject to the 

modifications I have described in my evidence, in my opinion the Revised 

Proposal provides a regulatory planning framework for the Central City that 

will facilitate achieving those outcomes. 

8.3 That framework will; 

(a) establish a simplified and enabling planning context; 

(b) provide the necessary strategic direction and signal the outcomes 

required for recovery; 

(c) give confidence and reasonable certainty to decision makers; 

(d) attract to the Central City workers, residents and visitors contributing 

to the primacy and vitality of this part of the city and region; and  

(e) encourage on-going investment and development, and foster 

individual and collective community wellbeing.     

9. STATUTORY CONSIDERATIONS 

9.1 The Crown’s submission on Proposal 13 is directed to ensuring the 

Replacement Plan is not, or would lead to outcomes, that are inconsistent 

with the CCRP.  I recognise and accept that does not mean provisions of 

the CCRP that were directed to be included or amended in the Operative 

Plan must remain unchanged.171  It is however important, in my view, that 

the original intention and purpose remains, and that the anticipated 

outcomes in support of recovery of the Central City following the 

earthquakes are able to be achieved.  
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9.2 Throughout my evidence I have referred to relief sought through various 

submissions, the evidence for CCC, the Crown and other submitters and 

record where I agree with their requests/recommendations as being 

acceptable and appropriate change or modification of these provisions 

consistent with the CCRP.  Equally I have indicated where I do not consider 

that would be achieved. 

9.3 Accepting that some change could occur, and as an overall conclusion, in 

my opinion (and if the further amendments that I have proposed in my 

evidence are made) the Revised Proposal will: 

(a) Provide for a consolidated central business area fostering investment 

opportunity, a diversity of activity, and a well-designed, attractive and 

safe environment.  

(b) Encourage a concentrated core of activity focused on commercial and 

retail development supporting economic prosperity, providing also for 

other activities, including residential and visitor occupation, which will 

add to the vitality of the Central City. 

(c) Enable areas more orientated to mixed use development, as well as 

enhanced and inviting public open spaces and natural features, 

supporting the central business area and overall recovery of the Central 

City. 

(d) Support achieving a progressive increase in the population of the inner 

city consistent with the regional approach to growth management, while 

offering flexible housing options, high amenity neighbourhoods and 

confidence to current and potential residents and investors. 

9.4 I consider the Revised Proposal, as amended, provides a more appropriate 

way to achieve the purpose of the RMA, and will better implement the 

relevant objectives than the notified provisions (in terms of section 32 of the 

RMA).    

9.5 Having had particular regard to the Statement of Expectations and 

decisions issued by the Hearings Panel, achieving those outcomes will, in 

my opinion; 

(a) Not be inconsistent with the Recovery Strategy and relevant 

recovery plans; 
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(b) Give effect to the RPS; 

(c) Take into account the Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan; and 

(d)  Achieve the purpose of the RMA. 

 

 

Kenneth George Gimblett 

14 January 2016  
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APPENDIX 1: REVIEWED DOCUMENTS 

(a) the Crown’s Stage 3 submission, particularly Part A and Proposal 13 

in Part B; 

(b) the evidence for the Crown of Mr Don Miskell, Mr Ian Mitchell, Mr 

Marius Ogg, Ms Rachael Eaton, Mr Richard Shaw, Mr Ian Clark, 

and Ms Claire Kelly; 

(c) The evidence of Mr Mark Stevenson, Mr Scott Blair and Mr Hugh 

Nicholson for the Christchurch City Council (‘CCC’).  I am generally 

familiar with the evidence of other witnesses for CCC in respect of 

Proposal 13;  

(d) the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 (‘RPS’);  

(e) the Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch - Mahere 

Haumanutanga o Waitaha (‘Recovery Strategy’); 

(f) the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan  - Te Mahere ‘Maraka 

Ōtautahi’ (‘CCRP’); 

(g) the Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013; 

(h) the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) 

Order 2014 – Schedule 4 Statement of Expectations; 

(i) Decision 1 of the Independent Hearings Panel – Strategic Directions 

and Strategic Outcomes (and Related Definitions), dated 26 February 

2015 (‘Strategic Directions decision’); 

(j) Decision 10 of the Independent Hearings Panel – Residential (Part) 

(and Relevant Definitions and Associated Planning Maps), dated 10 

December 2015 (‘Residential decision’); 

(k) Decision 11 of the Independent Hearings Panel – Commercial (Part) 

and Industrial (Part), dated 18 December 2015 (‘Commercial 

decision’).     

(l) Proposal 13 (Central City) as notified and the associated section 32 

report, along with the revised Proposal Chapters 14 - Residential 

(dated 12 November 2015) and 15 - Commercial (dated 11 November 

2015) incorporating central city elements (the ‘Revised Proposal’); 
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(m) Submissions and further submissions received on Proposal 13, as 

referenced throughout my evidence; 

(n) Memorandum of Council setting out an updated Statement of Issues 

for the Central City Hearing (Stage 3 Proposal), dated 1 November 

2015.  

(o) Expert Conferencing Statements – Central City Proposal: Chapter 13, 

Topic 1 Urban Design – Residential and Topic 2 Urban Design – 

Residential, both dated 26 November 2015. 

(p) Mediation Reports: Central City (Stage 3) – Monday 7 December and 

Tuesday 8 December 2015.  

(q) Evidence before the Hearing Panel, legal submissions and related 

transcripts, as referenced throughout my evidence. 

  



 

Page | 55  
 

APPENDIX 2: REVISED STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 3.3.8   

 

3.3.8 Objective  Revitalising the Central City 

a. The Central City is revitalised as the primary community focal point for the people of 

Christchurch; and 

b. The amenity values, function and economic [Crown 3721.185], social and cultural 

viability of the Central City are enhanced through private and public sector 

investment, and  

c. A range of housing opportunities are provided enabled to support at least 

minimum of 5,000 additional households in the Central City between 2012 andby 

2028 with good access to public spaces. [Crown 3721.186] 

d. The Central City has a unique identity and sense of place, which retains the 

following elements: incorporating the following elements, which can contribute 

to a high amenity urban environment for residents, visitors and workers to 

enjoy: [Crown 3721.188] 

i. a strong green edge and gateway to the City defined by the Frame and Hagley 

Park; [Crown 3721.188] 

ii. significant public spaces including the Avon River, supporting a highly 

connected environment for walking and cycling; [Canterbury Regional 

Council 3629.1] 

iii. a variety of public spaces including the Avon river, squares and precincts for 

leisure and civic facilities; [Canterbury Regional Council 3629.1] 

iv. a grid pattern of streets, and public spaces, built form and heritage  

reflecting its origins that reflects the identity and values of Ngai Tahu, and 

the City's history as a European settlement; [Crown 3721.191, Canterbury 

Regional Council #3629.5, Te Runaga o Ngai Tahu #3722.64] 

v. a wide range diversity and concentration of activities that reflect enhance its 

role as the primary focus of the  City and region;. [Crown 3721.190] 

A range of options for movement within and to destinations outside the Central City 
that are safe, flexible, and resilient and which supports the increased use of public 
transport, walking and cycling. [Crown 3721.192; Canterbury Regional Council 3929.6] 
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APPENDIX 3: CCRP NON-RESIDENTIAL ACTIVITY FRAMEWORK 

 
 
Community facility not fronting Bealey/Fitzgerald 
 

 
Permitted if: 
      
GFA + outdoor storage of 0 – 40m2 
+ all employees reside on site 
+ max weekly and daily hourly limits met 
+ max traffic limits HV: 2/wk, others 16/day 
met 
 

 
Discretionary if: 
 
GFA + outdoor storage of 41m2 - 200m2  
+ max weekly and daily hourly limits met 
+ not on a local road 
 

 
Non-complying if: 
 
GFA + outdoor storage > 200m2 
 
< 41m2 GFA + outdoor storage and 
employees don’t all reside on site 
 
Max weekly and daily hourly limits not met 
 
< 41m2 GFA + outdoor storage and max 
traffic limits not met 
 
> 40m2 GFA + outdoor storage and on a local 
road 
 

 
Community facility fronting Bealey/Fitzgerald 
 

 
Permitted if: 
      
max weekly and daily hourly limits met 
+ max traffic limit of 200 VMPD met 
 

 
Discretionary if: 
 
N/A 

 
Non-complying if: 
 
Max weekly and daily hourly limits not met 
 
Max traffic limits not met 
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Travellers Accommodation not fronting Bealey/Fitzgerald 
 

 
Permitted if: 
      
GFA + outdoor storage of 0 – 40m2 
+ all employees reside on site 
+ max traffic limits HV: 2/wk, others 16/day 
met 
 

 
Discretionary if: 
 
GFA + outdoor storage of 41m2 - 200m2  
+ at least 1 employee resides on site 
+ not on a local road 
 

 
Non-complying if: 
 
GFA + outdoor storage > 200m2 
 
< 41m2 GFA + outdoor storage and 
employees don’t all reside on site 
 
< 41m2 GFA + outdoor storage and max 
weekly and daily hourly limits not met 
 
GFA + outdoor storage of 41m2 - 200m2 and 
no employee resides on site 
 
> 40m2 GFA + outdoor storage and on a local 
road 
 

 
Travellers Accommodation fronting Bealey/Fitzgerald 
 

 
Permitted if: 
      
Max traffic limit of 200 VMPD met 
 

 
Discretionary if: 
 
N/A 

 
Non-complying if: 
 
Max traffic limits not met 
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Any other non-residential activity not fronting Bealey/Fitzgerald 
 

 
Permitted if: 
      
GFA + outdoor storage of 0 – 40m2 
+ all employees reside on site 
+ max weekly and daily hourly limits met 
+ max traffic limits HV: 2/wk, others 16/day 
met 
 

 
Discretionary if: 
 
N/A 

 
Non-complying if: 
 
GFA + outdoor storage > 40m2 
 
< 41m2 GFA + outdoor storage and 
employees don’t all reside on site 
 
< 41m2 GFA + outdoor storage and max 
weekly and daily hourly limits not met 
 
< 41m2 GFA + outdoor storage and max 
traffic limits not met 
 

 
Any other non-residential activity fronting Bealey/Fitzgerald 
 

 
Permitted if: 
      
GFA + outdoor storage of 0 – 40m2 
+ max weekly and daily hourly limits met 
+ max traffic limits HV: 2/wk, others 16/day 
met 
 

 
Discretionary if: 
 
N/A 

 
Non-complying if: 
 
GFA + outdoor storage > 40m2 
 
< 41m2 GFA + outdoor storage and max 
weekly and daily hourly limits not met 
 
< 41m2 GFA + outdoor storage and max 
traffic limits not met 
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