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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Rachael Louise Eaton.  Since June 2015 I have held the 

position of Principal Urban Designer at Boffa Miskell Limited, Christchurch.  

I am a chartered landscape architect and post graduate qualified urban 

designer with over 17 years professional experience in senior roles in 

private consultancy, local and central government in both New Zealand and 

the UK.   

1.2 Full details of my qualifications and relevant past experience are at 

Attachment A to this evidence.  

1.3 I have been engaged by the Crown, through the Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery Authority ("CERA"), to provide evidence in relation to urban 

design related matters in the Central City Proposal in the Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan ("Replacement Plan").  

1.4 I have been providing the Crown with my expertise in relation to landscape 

architecture and urban design matters since June 2015.  During that time I 

have been on a part time secondment to Central City Development Unit 

("CCDU") at CERA, in a Principal Planning Advisor role.  In this role I am 

responsible for providing expert advice which supports delivery of the 

Anchor Projects as part of the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan – Te 

Mahere 'Maraka Ōtautahi' ("CCRP"). 

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.   

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. 

2.4 As noted above, I am employed by Boffa Miskell Limited, but am currently 

on a part time secondment to CERA.  For the avoidance of doubt, Boffa 
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Miskell Limited, CERA, and I recognise my overriding obligation to the 

hearings panel in presenting my evidence.  Both Boffa Miskell and CERA 

have agreed to me preparing and presenting this evidence. 

3. SCOPE 

3.1 I have been asked to provide evidence that comments on the 

appropriateness (or otherwise) of the urban design related provisions for 

the Central City in the Commercial1 and Residential Zones in achieving the 

outcomes sought in (and consistency with) the CCRP.  

3.2 Following notification, the Council circulated a revised proposal dated 11 

November 2015 which integrates the Council's proposed Central City urban 

design provisions from sections 13.2 – 13.6 of Proposal 13 into Proposals 

14 and 15 ("Revised Proposal").   

3.3 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 the 

Council.  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 the Council.  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.  

3.4 The key material I have reviewed in order to prepare my evidence includes: 

(a) The CCRP including CCRP Appendix 1; 

(b) Relevant proposals as notified by the Council, including the Stage 3 

Central City Proposal and the Stage 3 Strategic Objectives Proposal; 

(c) the Crown’s submission on the Stage 1 and Stage 3 proposals, in 

particular Part A and Proposal 13 in Part C; 

(d) Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) 

Order 2014 – Schedule 4 Statement of Expectations ("Statement of 

Expectations"); 

(e) the Hearings Panel’s decision on the Strategic Directions Proposal; 

(f) the Revised Proposal; 

                                                
1
 Commercial Central City Business; Commercial Central City Mixed Use; and Commercial Central City (South 

Frame) Mixed Use Zones 
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(g) the Council’s statement of issues (1 November 2015)2 for the Central 

City hearing ("Statement of Issues"); 

(h) other submission points on the Central City Proposal relevant to 

urban design as referred to in the Crown’s further submissions;  

(i) the New Zealand Urban Design Protocol (Ministry for The 

Environment 2005) to which both Central Government and 

Christchurch City Council are signatories; 

(j) the evidence of Mr Gimblett for the Crown; and 

(k) the urban design evidence of Mr Nicholson and the relevant parts of 

the planning evidence of Mr Stevenson (Commercial and Mixed Use) 

and Mr Blair (Residential) for the Council. 

3.5 My evidence has been further informed by the urban design expert 

conferencing sessions in relation to Commercial and Residential 

components of the Revised Proposal which I attended on Thursday 26 

November 2015. The outcome of the expert conference was a separate 

joint witness statement for the Commercial Zones and for the Residential 

Zones that identify the relevant urban design issues, both agreed and not 

agreed. 

3.6 I have focused my evidence around the issues experts were not able to 

reach agreement on at expert conferencing or which were still to be 

considered, including: 

(a) Certification for urban design as a potential alternative approach to 

the methods outlined in the Revised Proposal to achieve good urban 

design and enable development in the Central City residential and 

commercial zones (issue 1(n) in the Statement of Issues); 

(b) Whether the proposed activity and built form standards for the 

Central City Commercial Zones and Residential Zones are 

appropriate and necessary in achieving the outcomes sought in the 

CCRP (Issue 1p);  

(c) Whether amendments are appropriate to the matters of discretion 

for the Central City Commercial and Residential Zones in order to:  

                                                
2
 Updated Statement Of Issues For The Central City Hearing 1 November 2015 
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 achieve the outcomes sought in the CCRP (issue 1(n), 1 (i)

(q)); and  

 give sufficient recognition to the aspirations of Ngāi Tahu and (ii)

their relationship with the environment in the Central City 

issue 1(l); and 

(d) Whether it is appropriate to give a greater level of support to 

protection and maintenance of amenity, heritage and/or character in 

established residential neighbourhoods in order to achieve the 

outcomes sought in the CCRP (issue 2(h)). 

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 In terms of urban design, the broad outcome sought by the Crown for the 

Central City is that the urban design provisions of the Central City Proposal 

enable the CCRP vision for a distinctive Central City to be achieved, in a 

manner that is consistent with the Statement of Expectations. 

4.2 I support the urban design outcome sought by the Crown.  In my opinion it 

strikes an appropriate balance between enabling development in the 

Central City whilst also ensuring good urban design outcomes are 

achieved.  

4.3 In broad terms I support the urban design provisions in the Revised 

Proposal. However, having reviewed the relevant key material I consider 

that certification for urban design is a potential alternative approach to the 

methods outlined in the Revised Proposal to achieve good urban design 

whilst also enabling development in the Central City residential and 

commercial zones. This is consistent with the outcomes of the CCRP and is 

in line with the approach taken by the hearings panel in its decision on the 

Stage 1 Commercial Proposal3.   

4.4 I do not support removal of the restricted discretionary activity rules and 

associated matters of discretion in respect of urban design without 

providing for an appropriate replacement mechanism, such as certification, 

that would still enable the outcomes for the Central City, as outlined in the 

CCRP, to still be achieved.   

4.5 If a certification approach is adopted, the matters of discretion would 

become the criteria that certifiers would be required to use throughout the 

                                                
3
 Decision 11 on Chapter 15 – Commercial (Part) and Chapter 16 – Industrial (Part) – (Stage 1) 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-15-commercial-and-chapter-16-industrial-to-be-heard-together/
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certification process to provide design advice to the client. These criteria 

would be the mechanism to ensure that the urban design outcomes of the 

CCRP are still achieved. 

4.6 I do consider that some minor amendments are appropriate to the matters 

of discretion (or, if the certification approach is adopted, the criteria for 

certifiers to consider) for the Central City Commercial and Residential 

Zones, in order to give sufficient recognition to the aspirations of Ngāi Tahu 

and their relationship with the environment in the Central City.   

4.7 In general I support the proposed activity and built form standards for the 

Central City Commercial Zones and Residential Zones and, subject to 

some minor amendments for clarity and practicality, I consider that they are 

appropriate and necessary in achieving the outcomes sought in the CCRP. 

4.8 I do not consider that it is appropriate to give a greater level of support to 

protection and maintenance of amenity, heritage and/or character in 

established residential neighbourhoods in order to achieve the outcomes 

sought in the CCRP. 

5. THE URBAN DESIGN OUTCOME FOR THE CENTRAL CITY SOUGHT 

BY THE CROWN  

5.1 The CCRP outlines a vision for a distinctive Central City characterised by:4 

 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 Te Papa Ōtākaro/Avon 

River Precinct corridor; 

 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. 

5.2 In terms of urban design, the broad outcome sought by the Crown for the 

Central City is that the urban design provisions of the Central City Proposal 

                                                
4
 Christchurch Central Recovery Plan p103  
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enable the CCRP vision for a distinctive Central City to be achieved, in a 

manner that: 

(a) uses clear, concise language and is easy to use; 

(b) is consistent with an intention to reduce significantly (compared with 

the existing district plans) — 

 reliance on resource consent processes; and (i)

 the number, extent, and prescriptiveness of development (ii)

controls and design standards in the rules, in order to 

encourage innovation and choice; and 

 the requirements for notification and written approval.5 (iii)

5.3 I support the urban design outcome sought by the Crown. In my opinion it 

strikes an appropriate balance between enabling development and ensuring 

good urban design outcomes are achieved in the Central City. Embedding 

urban design in the delivery of the vision for the Central City will help to 

improve the quality of the built environment, whilst the streamlining of 

consenting processes will provide more certainty to developers.  

5.4 In addition, the urban design outcome sought by the Crown promotes 

consistency with the CCRP (required by the Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery Act 2011) which; 

(a) lists urban design as one of a number of ‘design elements that will 

shape the city’; 6 

(b) states that ‘’Effective urban design creates attractive, safe and 

functional places. The interface of buildings and their surroundings, 

including streets and public spaces, is an important component in 

creating a distinctive city that is attractive to all’;7 

(c) seeks to ‘streamline the consenting process, whilst ensuring that 

significant investment in the central city rebuild is protected and the 

quality of the built form is enhanced’; 8 and 

                                                
5
 Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 Schedule 4 Statement of 

Expectations 
6
 Christchurch Central Recovery Plan p41 

7
 Christchurch Central Recovery Plan p41 

8
 Christchurch Central Recovery Plan p41 



 

BF\55649409\1 Page  8 

(d) recognises and provides for a community aspiration to improve 

urban design within the Central City, with a particular focus on 

improving the quality of the built form in the Central City Business 

Zone.9 

5.5 Furthermore, the outcome sought by the Crown also has support in the 

Statement of Expectations, and Strategic Direction Objective 3.3.7, in 

promoting a high quality urban environment. 

6. MATTERS OF DISCRETION  

6.1 The Revised Proposal includes rules for restricted discretionary activities 

within some of the Central City zones that provide for matters of discretion 

in respect of urban design.  The rules relate to development including the 

construction of new buildings and alteration of existing buildings.  The 

relevant provisions in the Revised Proposal are: 

(a) In parts of the Commercial Central City Business Zone ("CCBZ"): 

Rule 15.8.2.3 RD1 and RD2, and the matters of discretion for non-

compliance with Activity Specific Standards in respect of urban 

design as set out at 15.8.4.1; 

(b) In the Commercial Central City (South Frame) Mixed Use Zone 

("South Frame"): Rule 15.10.2.3 RD1 and the matters of discretion 

for non-compliance with Activity Specific Standards in respect of 

urban design as set out at 15.10.4.1; and 

(c) In the Central City Living Zone: Rule 14.16.2.3 RD2 and the matters 

of discretion for non-compliance with Activity Specific Standards in 

respect of urban design as set out at 14.16.4.11 

6.2 I support these restricted discretionary activity rules and associated matters 

of discretion.  In my opinion, they provide an appropriate method for 

assessing proposals in terms of urban design, as they are appropriate to 

achieve the vision for the Central City Recovery Plan (CCRP) whilst also 

enabling development in this zone.  Mr Gimblett addresses the 

amendments proposed by submitters to the matters of discretion.  I agree 

with Mr Gimblett.  

 

                                                
9
 Christchurch Central Recovery Plan p103 
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Certification for Urban Design Assessments  

6.3 The submission by Carter Group Limited ("CGL") 10 proposes either:  

(a) deletion of the restricted discretionary activity rules regarding urban 

design assessment in the CCBZ and South Frame (and associated 

matters of discretion); or  

(b) an alternative certification type approach as was advocated for in 

the submissions and related evidence of the Stage 1 Commercial 

Proposal.   

6.4 The Crown has opposed CGL's submission on the grounds of inconsistency 

with the CCRP.11 

6.5 I do not support removal of the restricted discretionary activity rules and 

associated matters of discretion in respect of urban design without 

providing for an appropriate replacement mechanism which would enable 

the outcomes for the Central City, as outlined in the CCRP, to still be 

achieved. 

6.6 I am of the opinion that the possible alternative certification approach could 

have some merit as a replacement mechanism.  

6.7 Though I was not a participant in that hearing process, I have read some of 

the evidence and legal submissions both for submitters and the Council on 

this possible approach, as was presented to the Panel in the hearing of 

suburban commercial and industrial provisions and associated urban 

design assessment provisions (i.e. the Stage 1 Commercial proposal).  

6.8 Mr Gimblett also addresses this issue in his evidence for the Crown for this 

current hearing process, and it was discussed in mediation which he and I 

participated in.  Evidence for the Council by Mr Stevenson and Mr 

Nicolson also addresses this matter. The Panel’s decision on the Stage 1 

Commercial proposal12 has applied a certification approach, subject to 

consent as a controlled activity with control reserved over the 

implementation of the certified design.13 

                                                
10

 Carter Group #3602.18, 19, 20 
11

 Further submission 5030, ref FS101-03 
12

 Independent Hearings Panel Decision 11 Commercial (Part) and Industrial (Part) – Stage 1 
13

 Schedules to Decision 11 - Provision 15.2.3.1 Urban Design 
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6.9 In his evidence for the Crown, Mr Gimblett sets out that in planning terms, 

a similar controlled activity approach could apply to the Central City, and 

that it also has support in the Statement of Expectations, and Strategic 

Direction objective 3.3.7 in promoting a high quality urban environment.   

6.10 I agree with Mr Gimblett and am of the opinion that a similar certification 

controlled activity approach could apply to the Central City and still ensure 

that a quality built form in the Central City, as sought by the CCRP, is 

achieved.  

6.11 If developed and managed appropriately, I am of the opinion that a 

certification process could:  

(a) be an incentive to ensure that a suitably qualified urban designer is 

always engaged as part of a project team and is then involved from 

the start of a project and throughout; and  

(b) help to speed up process and provide a degree of certainty to 

developers, thus enabling development in the Central City. 

6.12 In order to ensure that quality urban design outcomes and the outcomes of 

the CCRP are achieved, the challenges in developing the certification 

process would be in: 

(a) agreeing the urban design criteria which certifiers would use 

throughout the certification process to provide advice to the client in 

order to still achieve the outcomes of the CCRP; 

(b) establishing the process as an ongoing initiative throughout the 

project design process; and 

(c) determining an appropriate qualification for urban design certifiers. 

6.13 I address each of these issues in turn below. 

6.14 I note Mr Nicholson’s opinion that a certification approach is not 

appropriate for urban design assessments. Mr Nicholson states that ‘in 

general, certification is more suited to quantitative matters where there is 

limited room for dispute rather than qualitative assessments such as urban 

design.’14  

                                                
14

 Nicholson EIC Paragraph 8.3 
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6.15 I do not agree that the subjective nature of urban design assessment 

makes it unsuitable for certification and refer to the Panel’s reasoning and 

decision on the Stage 1 Commercial Proposal.   

6.16 I support the Panel’s evaluation that:  

‘the inherent professional judgement and opinion involved with urban 

design assessment makes certification an important mechanism’ and 

that ‘it should not matter whether an urban design professional is in the 

employ of a developer or the Council on such matters of judgment, so 

long as the Plan’s specified principles are addressed in the design.’15 

6.17 I also note that Mr Nicholson’s evidence states that ‘the high quality of the 

buildings throughout the Core reflects the success of urban design 

provisions put in place through the CCRP’16 

6.18  In my opinion the high quality of these buildings could still be achieved 

using a certification process as long as there were an agreed set of 

criteria/principles which certifiers are required to use throughout the 

certification process to provide design advice to the client. These criteria 

would be the mechanism to ensure that the urban design outcomes of the 

CCRP are still achieved. 

6.19 In my view, if a controlled activity certification approach is adopted for the 

Central City, the assessment matters set out in the current Revised 

Proposal would presumably (and in my view should) form the basis of the 

criteria/principles used by the certifier to assess the urban design 

components of the proposed development.  

6.20 Such criteria 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.  This approach is in line with that adopted by the 

Panel in its decision on the Stage 1 Commercial proposal. 

6.21 Furthermore, it would be my expectation that, in addition to the criteria 

established as part of the certification process, the certifier’s advice to their 

client would also be based on professional judgement and opinion informed 

by national and international urban design guidance, experience and good 

practice. This would include the principles of the NZ Urban Design Protocol 

                                                
15

 Independent Hearings Panel Decision 11 Commercial (Part) and Industrial (Part) – Stage 1 Paragraph 189 
16

 Nicholson EIC Paragraph 8.5 
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and the design guidance specific to the Central City which is being 

developed by the Crown and Council.  

6.22 I agree with the view of Mr David Compton-Moen (expressed at expert 

conferencing) that the process would need to be established and managed 

in such a way as to avoid urban design professionals being presented with 

a completed design where they felt pressured to sign-off a development 

which did not meet good urban design principles. To be a successful 

process the certified urban designers need to be involved in the project 

from the beginning and throughout.  

6.23 In his evidence, Mr Nicholson states that he believes that ‘there are a 

number of hidden costs and practical difficulties with a certification process 

for urban design.’17 

6.24 In his evidence for the Crown, Mr Gimblett also recognises the 

administrative costs and practical challenges associated with a certification 

scheme.  However, I do not consider that the costs and practical challenges 

associated with an urban design certification scheme are prohibitive to the 

development of such an approach. I agree with Mr Gimblett's view that 

there is a "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".18   

6.25 In regards to determining an appropriate qualification for urban design 

certifiers, whilst recognising that urban design practitioners can come from 

a range of professional backgrounds, I am of the opinion that an 

appropriate qualification would be a post graduate qualification in urban 

design, together with a sufficient number of years of urban design 

experience. 

6.26 In terms of establishing the suitability of experience and post graduate 

qualification, I am aware that the UK Urban Design Group has developed a 

set of criteria which they have used to assess the suitably of professionals 

to practice as a ‘Recognised Practitioner in Urban Design’19. In my view, a 

similar approach could be used to assess the suitably of professionals to 

operate as urban design certifiers and it could be worth exploring the role of 

                                                
17

 Nicholson EIC Paragraph 8.4 
18

 Gimblett EIC Paragraph 7.33 
19

 More information about the Recognised Practitioner in Urban Design scheme can be found at 
http://www.udg.org.uk/join/recognisedpractitioner 

http://www.udg.org.uk/join/recognisedpractitioner
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the NZ Urban Design Forum (as organisation similar to the UK Urban 

Design Group), in developing and administering the certification process.    

6.27 I would be happy to work with Mr Nicholson, the Council, and the NZ Urban 

Design Forum, if appropriate, to develop the certification scheme 

approach,20 and would also be happy to assist the panel in any way I can in 

respect of this issue.   

Recognition of Ngāi Tahu values and narratives  

6.28 I note the request by Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu to amend policy provisions 

and the related urban design assessment matters to include Ngāi Tahu 

narratives and values.  The CCRP assessment matters currently include 

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

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

6.29 I support this request, and support the revised provisions as proposed by 

Mr Stevenson.  This is subject to my view that a certification / controlled 

activity regime (with the matters of assessment being the criteria used by 

the certifier to assess the urban design components of the proposed 

development) would be an appropriate alternative to restricted discretionary 

matters of assessment. 

6.30 I am also of the opinion that it would be useful to provide guidance to 

developers as to what is meant by cultural elements from a Ngāi Tahu 

perspective, which in turn will help to give sufficient recognition to the 

aspirations of Ngāi Tahu and their relationship with the environment in the 

Central City. 

7. BUILT FORM STANDARDS 

7.1 In my opinion, the built form standards as listed in the Revised Proposal for 

all Commercial and Residential zones in the Central City are appropriate to 

achieve the outcomes sought in the CCRP. 

7.2 The Crown’s submission seeks minor modification for clarification and 

consistency with the CCRP to the Building Height Built Form Standard in 

respect of building height (15.8.3.11) in the CCBZ.    

                                                
20

 Both in terms of provisions along similar lines as those adopted by the hearings panel in its decision on the 
Stage 1 Commercial Proposal and adapted as appropriate; and in terms of setting up the administration of the 
scheme. 
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7.3 I support this submission and note that the change has been incorporated 

into the Revised Proposal.  

7.4 The CGL submission seeks amendments to the Proposed Activities and 

Built Form Standards in relation to minimum ground floor height and active 

frontages in the CCBZ.  The Crown opposes these submissions on the 

basis of inconsistency with the CCRP. I discuss these points in the following 

paragraphs. 

Minimum ground floor height 

7.5 The CCBZ Built Form Standard (15.8.3.5) provides that the "minimum 

distance between the top of the ground floor surface to the lowest point of 

the first floor surface shall be 4m". 

7.6 CGL seeks that this minimum ground floor height be amended to 3.5m 21 

However, I am of the opinion that the minimum ground floor height of 4m 

should be retained.  

7.7 Mr Gimblett’s evidence notes this rule 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. From an 

urban design perspective I support the intention of this rule.  Furthermore, I 

am of the view that, in the context of the Central City, setting a 4m minimum 

ground floor height is necessary to achieve the outcomes of the CCRP.  

7.8 In my opinion, in the context of the Central City where the most significant 

concentration of retail activity and the highest degree of amenity and 

building quality is expected, reducing ground floor heights from 4m to 3.5m 

would: 

(a) diminish the flexibility of ground floor spaces and the future 

adaptability of buildings to ensure they can accommodate a variety 

of uses beyond the currently proposed activity; and 

(b) compromise the quality of the built form including the pedestrian 

experience of the building at street level. 

7.9 By way of comparison I note that a 4-4.5m floor-to-floor height rule is being 

applied to the ground floor of new buildings within the City Centre zone in 

the proposed Auckland Unitary Plan (PAUP).22 

                                                
21

 Carter Group #3602.16,.17 
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7.10 The 4m minimum height also provides a consistency of approach across 

the central city, which as noted in the evidence of Mr Nicholson23 ‘has been 

successful in creating a high quality built environment and maintaining the 

current standard will continue to build on this quality’. In this respect I agree 

with Mr Nicholson. 

7.11 Mr Gimblett notes that in his own experience of administering this rule, a 

number of applicants for resource consent have sought to reduce the 4m 

height in the order of up to 0.5m.  These applicants may have satisfactorily 

demonstrated how this reduction in height will still provide for the likely 

future needs of a range of uses anticipated in the central city in the 

particular circumstances of the building in question.  However, in my 

opinion, in order to achieve the outcomes of the CCRP, it is important to 

maintain the current 4m minimum as a baseline in the Replacement Plan.  

7.12 As agreed at expert conferencing, I support the rewording of this standard 

to be less ambiguous and to clarify how the height is measured. I note that 

the Revised Proposal (15.8.3.5) has provided amended wording in 

response to the CGL submission24 as follows: 

"The measurement shall be made from the ground floor surface to the 

bottom of the floor slab above’’. 

7.13 To further reduce ambiguity, I consider that the standard should also be 

reworded as follows: 

‘’The minimum distance between the top of the ground floor surface to the 

bottom of the first floor slab lowest point of the first floor surface shall be 

4m’’.  

Active frontages 

7.14 I support the active frontage provisions as outlined in the Revised Proposal 

as they align with outcomes sought within the CCRP. 

7.15 Making building edges “active” to the street adds interest, life and vitality to 

the public realm and supports the objective of the city centre becoming a 

vibrant and attractive place.  

                                                                                                                                   
22

 Draft Auckland Unitary Plan - March 2013 4.3.4 City Centre Zone 4.8 Minimum floor to floor/ceiling height 
23

 Nicholson EIC Paragraph 10.5 
24

 Carter Group #3602.16. 
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7.16 The quality of an active frontage can significantly affect people’s 

perceptions of a public space in terms of its safety, comfort, sociability and 

liveliness. Good-quality active frontages can contribute to creating 

successful public spaces, which can help deliver far-reaching benefits for 

towns and cities.  

7.17 The Revised Proposal specifies "active frontage areas" within the Central 

City, particularly the CCBZ.  In the CCBZ, the use of the ground floor of a 

building or site within 10 metres of the road within active frontage areas is a 

permitted activity only in respect of land uses that promote activity and an 

attractive frontage to create vibrant and safe centres.   

7.18 Activities that would otherwise be permitted in the CCBZ (including among 

others educational activities) become restricted discretionary activities 

within active frontage areas, subject to matters of discretion that relate 

specifically to issues associated with active frontages. 

7.19 For reasons of consistency with the CCRP, the Crown has opposed the 

request of CGL to either:  

(a) delete the active frontage requirement in identified parts of the 

CCBZ; or alternatively  

(b) expand the range of active uses (i.e. activities that are permitted 

within 10m of a road, within active frontage areas) to include 

educational activities.   

7.20 For the urban design reasons I outlined above I would not support the 

deletion of the active frontage provisions.  However whilst I note the need to 

be consistent with the CCRP, in my opinion, other activities, such as 

educational activities, could be appropriate uses as long as they clearly 

demonstrate that their built form enables a quality active frontage to be 

provided. This would need to be assessed on a case by case basis.  For 

that reason, I support educational activities being a restricted discretionary 

activity as per the Revised Proposal.  In this respect I agree with Mr 

Nicholson and Mr Gimblett. 

Screening of Outdoor Storage and Service Areas or Spaces  

7.21 The CCBZ built form standard (15.8.3.8) requires that: "any outdoor storage 

or service areas / spaces shall be screened from any adjoining site by 

landscaping, fence, wall or a combination of these not less than 1.8m high." 
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7.22 Whilst I support the standard requiring that service areas be screened, it is 

my opinion that the rule needs to include reference to Crime Prevention 

through Environmental Design ("CPTED") principles to ensure consistency 

with the CCRP. 

7.23 The CCRP states: "Crime Prevention through Environmental Design 

(CPTED) principles need to be considered during the design and 

development of buildings and public areas".25  

7.24 I agree with Mr Nicholson’s opinion that the principles of CPTED constitute 

some of the key drivers for selecting different types of fencing and 

screening and support his statement that ‘the standards for visually 

permeable fences and screens is primarily based on CPTED research 

suggesting that passive surveillance of streets and spaces from 

neighbouring properties and streets makes places safer by reducing the 

opportunities for crimes to take place’.26 

7.25 In my opinion the CCBZ built form standard should be reworded to include 

reference to CPTED passive surveillance principles, as follows:  

"any outdoor storage or service areas / spaces shall be screened from 

any adjoining site by landscaping, fence, wall or a combination of these 

not less than 1.8m high. To provide a level of passive surveillance into 

and out of the storage or service areas/spaces no less than 50% of the 

total area of the screen is to be visually permeable’’ 

7.26 In a wider sense, I am also of the opinion that the Revised Proposal would 

benefit from being more explicit about what is meant by CPTED principles 

in the CCBZ matters of discretion to remove ambiguity.   The relevant 

matters of discretion are: 

(a) 15.8.4.1(v) in respect of CCBZ Urban Design matters of discretion 

for non-compliance with activity specific standards; and 

(b) 15.8.5.1(e) in respect of Building Setback and Continuity matters of 

discretion for built form standards. 

7.27 These matters of discretion do not provide any guidance in terms of what is 

meant by CPTED principles. 

                                                
25

 Christchurch Central Recovery Plan p41 
26

 Nicholson EIC Paragraph 16.2 
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7.28 Alternatively, as opposed to specifying the principles in the Replacement 

Plan, non-statutory supporting CPTED guidance could be introduced and 

referred to in these matters of discretion.  It was agreed by Mr Nicholson in 

expert conferencing that CPTED guidelines would be useful and he noted 

that there are existing guidelines which could be amended.   

Height limits 

7.29 I support the proposed maximum building height limits as per the Central 

City Maximum Building Height Planning Map as it is consistent with the 

CCRP outcomes. A lower rise built environment can help to make the 

centre more inviting and people friendly, which in my opinion is important to 

achieve a vibrant central city.27 

7.30 I note Mr Nicholson’s view that it may be appropriate for some residential 

developments to exceed the height limit but that this was best provided for 

under the existing regulatory regime through a resource consent application 

where the effects and the quality of the proposal could be assessed. 

Minimum unit sizes and requirements for outdoor service space and 

outdoor living space 

7.31 I support the minimum unit size and requirement for outdoor living space in 

the CCBZ and South Frame as it is consistent with the outcomes of the 

CCRP in relation to providing high quality inner city living28. As outlined in 

Mr Gimblett’s evidence both are important components in the package of 

regulatory controls for managing residential development in the CCBZ and 

South Frame in a manner that is consistent with the outcomes of the CCRP.   

7.32 I also note Mr Nicholson’s opinion that ‘the provision of outdoor living and 

service spaces are necessary elements in providing an acceptable standard 

of residential amenity in the Central City, while minimum unit sizes are part 

of ensuring that these residential units are fit for purpose’29. In this respect I 

agree with Mr Nicholson. 

Street scene, landscaping and open space 

7.33 I consider the landscaping standards for the South Frame (15.10.3.4 in the 

Revised Proposal) to be too prescriptive for a planning document. For 

example, the mature height and clear stem requirements for trees may be 

                                                
27

 Christchurch Central Recovery Plan p105 
28

 Christchurch Central Recovery Plan p105 
29

 Nicholson EIC Paragraph 11.5 
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an impractical provision if there are issues with availability of suitable tree 

species that can meet those requirements.  

7.34 I consider the provisions should be focused on achieving quality urban 

design and landscape design outcomes for the South Frame as articulated 

in the CCRP and outline the requirement for soft landscape to be provided, 

including tree planting, as part of any development. I am of the opinion that 

the wording could be amended to be less prescriptive and the outcome of 

the CCRP will still be achieved. 

7.35 In my view the wording of 15.10.3.4 in the Revised Proposal could be 

amended to delete the following words:  

‘Trees shall be capable of reaching a minimum height at maturity of 8m and 

shall not be less than 1.5m high at the time of planting, and as trees mature 

they shall be trimmed to maintain clear stems to a minimum of 1.5m above 

ground level;  

8. PROTECTION OF AMENITY, HERITAGE AND/OR CHARACTER IN 

ESTABLISHED RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBOURHOODS 

8.1 At the residential urban design expert conferencing, Ms Lauenstein, who is 

representing Peter Dyhrberg and others, explained that in her view it was 

necessary to provide additional protection of the character of the Chester 

Street area.  Ms Lauenstein suggested three ways to do so, the most 

notable being that any development within the area and adjacent to it, 

would be a restricted discretionary activity with discretion restricted to 

urban design and heritage protection. 

8.2 In general I do not consider the approaches proposed by Ms Lauenstein 

necessary to achieve the quality urban design and the residential living 

outcomes of the CCRP. I am of the opinion that the Central City Residential 

Zone urban design rules give appropriate consideration to existing amenity 

and character of areas. I also note that the Central City Residential Zone 

urban design rules will be further supported by the non-statutory Central 

City Residential Zone urban design guidance being developed by CERA in 

collaboration with Christchurch City Council. 

8.3 I consider that whilst consideration of existing amenity and character of 

areas are part of a quality urban design process, the discussion regarding 

use of character overlays and the appropriateness of heritage protection is 
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essentially a planning and heritage matter and outside the scope of urban 

design evidence. 

 

Rachael Louise Eaton 

14 January 2016 
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ATTACHMENT A: MY QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 
 
 
Qualifications: 

- Bachelor of Arts (Upper Second Class Honours) and Masters of Arts in 

Landscape Architecture from Manchester Metropolitan University, UK.  

- Post Graduate Diploma in Urban Design from The University of 

Westminster, London.  

- Chartered Member of the Institute of Landscape Architects (UK).  

- Member of the Urban Design Group (UK) and the Urban Design Forum 

(NZ). 

Experience: 

I am a chartered landscape architect and post graduate qualified urban designer 

with over 17 years professional experience in senior roles in private consultancy, 

local and central government in both New Zealand and the UK.  I have lived in New 

Zealand since 2005, during which time I have held the position of Principal Urban 

Designer at Boffa Miskell Limited in Auckland and the position of team leader in the 

Central City Transformation Unit at Auckland Council.  In this role I was responsible 

for the planning, design and delivery of a range of public realm enhancement 

projects throughout the Central City. 

Since June 2015, I have held the position of Principal Urban Designer at Boffa 

Miskell Limited, Christchurch. During that time I have been on a part time 

secondment to Central City Development Unit at CERA, in a Principal Planning 

Advisor role.  In this role I am responsible for providing expert advice which 

supports delivery of the Anchor Projects as part of the Christchurch Central 

Recovery Plan. 

In the UK I worked in private practice in London as an Associate Landscape 

Architect, followed by three years as a Senior Policy and Research Advisor for the 

Commission of Architecture and the Built Environment (CABE), where I was 

responsible for the development of a number of good practice design guides and 

providing planning, design and delivery advice to Local Authorities regarding 

building and public realm projects. 

 


