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1. APOLOGIES

2. DEPUTATIONS BY APPOINTMENT
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PLANNING COMMITTEE 15. 2. 2013

3. PROPOSED CHRISTCHURCH CENTRAL RECOVERY PLAN CHANGES TO CENTRAL CITY
LIVING ZONE PROVISIONS IN THE OPERATIVE CHRISTCHURCH CITY DISTRICT PLAN

General Manager responsible: General Manager Strategy and Planning, DDI 941-8281
Officer responsible: Urban Design and Regeneration Unit Manager
Author: Scott Blair, Senior Planner

PURPOSE OF REPORT

1.

The purpose of the report is to:

(@) Give the Committee an overview of the Central City Living Zone investigation
background, terms of reference (refer page 8 of Committee Report Attachment 1:
Overview Central City Living Zone Review and District Plan Changes), targeted
consultation, review process, and conclusions; and

(b) Recommend to the Council that the front end report Committee Report Attachment 1
and changes to the City Plan in Committee Report Attachment 2: Central City Living
Zones Technical Report 1 Proposed Changes to the City Plan be adopted as those
that it was directed to propose to the Minister of Earthquake Recovery (the Minister), in
accordance with Sections 24(3) and (5) of the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act
2011, on or before 1 March 2013.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

2.

The Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (CCRP) was released by the Minister on 30 July 2012.
It directed that the Council propose changes to its Operative District Plan for the Living Zones
within the Central City as necessary in order to give effect to the CCRP, on or before 1 March
2013. Specifically the Council must:

“...propose changes to objectives, policies, and methods relating to the Living 4A (Central City
Diverse), Living 4B (Central City and North Beach — High Rise), Living 4C (Central City —
Character) Living 5 (Travellers’” Accommodation) and Special Amenity Areas 22, 23, 23a, 24,
25, 26, 27, 30, 31, 32, and 33 as they relate to the CBD (as defined in section 4 of the CER Act)
necessary to give effect to the Recovery Plan and provide such changes to the Minister of
Earthquake Recovery on or before 1 March 2013. This work is to be undertaken in conjunction
with CEF\IA and is not required to comply with Schedule 1 of the RMA or any other formal public
process.

Terms of Reference for the review were recommended by the Planning Committee to the
Council, and adopted by the Council on 25 October 2012. A copy of those terms of reference is
attached at Committee Report Attachment 1 on page 8. In summary the following issues are
within scope:

District Plan objectives and policies

Split zoning into Living 4A, 4B and 4C sub-Zones
Built form and amenity standards

Special Amenity Areas

Living 5 Zones

Consequential changes.

Staff have carried out the review in accordance with the adopted terms of reference and have
developed the package of regulatory changes shown in Committee Report Attachment 2.

As part of the development of the package of changes, staff have undertaken a series of
targeted workshops and consultation meetings with developers, landowners, and resident’s

! Christchurch Central Recovery Plan, page 108, Statutory Directions, direction 2.




3 Cont'd

PLANNING COMMITTEE 15. 2. 2013

groups that have interests within the Living Zones of the Central City. An information sheet,
with a feedback form that could be returned by free post, was distributed by the team at these
meetings. Staff have also consulted the Urban Design Panel. This targeted feedback period ran
from 31 October to 7 December 2012. A summary of the consultation, including, that received
under the feedback form, is attached at Attachment 3: Central City Living Zones Review
Appendix 2 Consultation. A Central City Development Unit (CCDU) representative was
present at a number of the consultation events and at the Urban Design Panel meeting. Staff
have also held briefing meetings with CCDU officers as the project progressed.

The major (and diverse) themes to come out through consultation were:

. Desire by major travellers accommodation operators/owners to retain the Living 5 zones
and relax some standards.

. Acknowledgement by some residents that some Special Amenity Areas (SAms) have not
worked particularly well and/or that their character has changed.

. Some residents wanted to keep SAms to guide redevelopment and recognised that some
SAms still retained their character.

. A desire by some residents to retain the character of the Living 4 areas.

o A range of views on heights which tended to be area specific. Some wanting relaxed or

standardised heights, others wishing to retain an area specific height. Some indicating
that if heights are changed they should be lowered.
. Developers presented a diverse range of views with some suggesting, for example”
- certainty in the resource consent process and that it be flexible and enabling.
- assessment matters can create some uncertainty at the early stage of
consenting process.
- parking requirements had a major impact on how sites were developed, but also
acknowledged that their market required car parking.

Several of the themes from developers that came out from the consultation were beyond the
scope of the statutory directions and the Council’'s Terms of Reference for this project. These
themes were:

the Urban Design Panel needed ‘more teeth’ to make decisions;

case manager approach to consenting was important;

developer contributions should be relaxed;

thoughts that ‘tinkering with the rules’ will not ‘kick start’ development. Demand and other
process issues needed to be attended to.

Several investigations and analysis have been undertaken to identify elements within the
existing living zones that might be changed in accordance with the Minister’s directions:

. Modelling and/or analysis of development, community or critical standards and the
potential effects of altering, consolidating or deleting some standards (refer Committee
Report Attachment 4: Central City Living Zones Review - Technical Report 3 Urban

Design.

o Site visits and further analysis to determine the relevance of some development,
community or critical standards in the post earthquake context.

. A review of the 11 Special Amenity Areas in the central city and their associated rules in

the post earthquake context. (refer Committee Report Attachment 5: Central City
Living Zones Review — Technical Report 4 Central City Special Amenity Areas).

. A review of Plan Change 53 as it relates to Living 4 in the Central City in the post
earthquake context, in particular the Council’'s decisions on submissions released post 22
February 2011 earthquake.

o A general review of the City Plan Objectives, Policies and Rules following completion of
the aforementioned investigations, analysis and consultation.
. Other investigations and background material referred to in the Overview Central City

Living Zone Review and District Plan Changes (Committee Report Attachment 1) are
set out in Committee Report Attachments 6-9.
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The conclusions from this process are summarised below:

@

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

v)

The Living 4A and Living 4B zones in the central city should be merged with the Living
4C zone in the central city. Retention of the Living 4C zoning will minimises number of
changes required to the text in the City Plan. Creation of a new zone requires extensive
changes throughout the Plan.

The Living 5 (Travellers Accommodation) zone should be retained on the existing
travellers accommodation sites at Peterborough (the George), Montreal (Chateau Blanc)
and the Avon Loop (the Holiday Inn), but that the zone be removed from the rest of the
block bounded by Kilmore Street, Park Terrace, Peterborough Street and Montreal
Street, not containing travellers accommodation.

The following development, community or critical standards should be consolidated.

Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.2.1 Outdoor Living Space - Residential Activities. The outdoor
living space requirement should be standardised across the whole Central City Living
zones as a minimum of 24m? with a minimum private area of 12m?.

Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.2.3 Street Scene and Accessways — Residential and Other
Activities. The road setback should be standardised to 2m across all sites.

Volume 3, Part 2 Rule 4.2.5 Separation from neighbours. The required separation should
be standardised to 1.8m from the boundary for all sites.

Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.2.10 Ground Floor Habitable Room Residential Activities be
altered so that 30 per cent all residential units in the Central City Living 4C Zone have a
habitable space on the ground floor.

Volume 3 Part 2, Rule 4.4.4 Height Residential Activities, where it relates to heights in
the Central City Living zones (breach of which is a non complying activity) be deleted and
a new Community Standard (breach of which is a discretionary activity) for these height
limits be introduced.

Volume 3, Part 2, Appendix 1 Recession Planes be amended so that only Diagram E
applies across the Central City Living 4C zone.

The following development, community or critical standards, as they relate to the Central
City Living 4 Zones, should be removed:

Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 4.2.3 (b) Street Scene and Accessways — Residential and Other
Activities — Special Amenity Areas (SAms) Only — except for the SAms as agreed under
SAms

Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.4.1 Residential Site Density — Residential Activities
This is a floor area ratio that is no longer relevant following PC 53.

Volume 3 Part 2, Rule 4.4.2 Site Density — Other Activities where it relates to site density
of 0.5 for SAms 24, 25, 26, and 27.

Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.4.3 Open Space — Residential Activities — Living 4C (Avon
Loop). This is a maximum building coverage that is no longer relevant.

The following development, community or critical standards should be altered:
Height Limits:
. The heights shown as 30 metres on Hagley Avenue and east of Cranmer Square

be reduced to 14 metres.
. The heights shown as 20 metres east of Latimer Square be reduced to 14 metres.
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. The heights shown as 11 metres North of Cranmer Square be increased to
14 metres.

. The height shown as 11 metres South of Cranmer Square (south east corner of
Montreal and Kilmore Street only) be increased to 14 metres.

. The heights shown for the L4C Avon Loop be given a uniform 8 metres.

The individual assessment matters for the SAms in the Central City should be deleted.
The existing general assessment matters for SAms will suffice.

The current ‘trigger’ for assessment under the urban design rule Volume 3 Part 2, 4.2.7
Urban design appearance and amenity - residential and other activities in the SAms
remain unchanged.

The following SAms should be deleted in their entirety:

23 Salisbury Street, 23a Salisbury Street, 24 Avon Loop, 31 Park Terrace/Rolleston
Avenue (but keep specific setback of 4.5m), 32 Cranmer Square, and 33 Latimer Square.

The following SAms areas should be retained as an overlay with amendments made to
the City Plan so that the general assessment matters introduced by Plan Change 53
apply to all new buildings as seen from a public place:

. 22 Gloucester/Montreal - Retain the 4.5 metre setback for SAm 22.

. 25 Gracefield — Reduced in area, but retain the 4.5 metre setback for SAm 25.

. 26 Peacock/Beveridge/Conference - Also: Delete SAm specific development,
community or critical standards.

. 27 Otley/Ely — Also: Delete SAm specific development, community or critical
standards.

. 30 Chester Street East — Also Delete SAm specific development, community or

critical standards.

A table which compares the existing city plan rules against the proposed amended City Plan
rules has been included as Committee Report Attachment 10. The following is a summary of
that table (note the following table does not contain changes that not substantive or
consequential):
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Main Changes

PROVISION OoLD NEW
Planning maps — extent of zones
Living 4A 4B and 4C zones L4A, L4B and L4C over a portion of the Central | All L4A, L4B and LAC zones become Living 4C.
City.
Living 5 zone Two L5s inside the Central City — Peterborough |« Peterborough St L5 is now smaller and split

and Avon Loop. into two; one of the balance in the
Peterborough block renamed the Montreal St
L5. Avon Loop L5 remains.

e Zone description amended accordingly.

Volume 3 Living 4 Rules and other clauses.

Development Standards

Street scene (Volume 3, Part 2, 4.2.3) « Referred to L4B (Central City) which doesn’t Reference to L4B in the Central City deleted.
apply in Central City any more o (References to some SAm areas deleted — see
SAm changes outlined below);

Separation from neighbours (Volume 3, Part 2, |L4B (Central City) — no setback from internal |Rule for L4B (Central City) deleted - this has the
4.2.5) boundary effect of applying a 1.8m setback to all internal
boundaries in the areas that were formerly L4B.

Development Standards

List of standards which when breached require Resource consent to breach 4.2.10 Ground floor
a non-notified resource consent (Volume 3, habitable room becomes non publicly notified not
Part 2, 4.2) requiring other parties written approvals.
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PROVISION

OoLD

NEW

Street scene and accessways (Volume 3, Part
2,4.2.3)

(a) required 1-2m street scene setbacks in

LAC (Avon Loop) as per planning map 39G;

e sub-clause (a)(v) providing for height
reduction by 2m in some Central City areas
(map 39G);

e sub-clause (c) - rule on placement of car
parking in L4C (Avon Loop)

e For Park Terrace (between Bealey and

Armagh/Rolleston cnr — a part of former

SAm 31) - road setback was 2m

« references to L4C (Avon Loop) and map 39G
deleted — normal LA4C 2m setback rules apply;

o sub-clause (a)(v) deleted (no height reduction);
« subclause (c) deleted
¢ Added new road setback of 4.5m for Park

Terrace L4C area;
« references to some SAm areas deleted;

Separation from neighbours (Volume 3, Part 2,
4.2.5)

L4AC (Avon Loop) — no setback from internal
boundary

Normal setback of 1.8m from internal now applies
for Central City L4C zone in the Avon Loop area.

Urban design appearance and

(Volume 3, Part 2, 4.2.7)

amenity

Provisions combined for Central City and other
SAm areas.

Clause altered — specific provisions for SAm areas
within Central City - subject to assessment
matters in Volume 3 Part 2, rule 13.2.8 Urban
design, appearance and amenity.

Ground floor habitable room (Volume 3, Part
2,4.2.10)

Generic rule for all L3, 4A, 4B and 4C — 50% of all
units in development shall have a habitable
space at ground level.

Specific sub-clause added for L4C in Central City
and percentage of units required to have a
habitable space on the ground floor reduced to
30%;

Outdoor living space (Volume 3, Part 2, 4.2.11)

Generic rule for all L3, 4A, 4B and 4C - 30m>
outdoor living space requirement, or 16m’ if
combined with communal areas

Changed to 24m’ or 12m” if combined with
communal areas for the new Central City L4C area.
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PROVISION

OoLD

NEW

Community Standards (other activities only)

Scale of activity — other activities (Volume 3, Part
2,4.3.1)

Site size — other activities(Volume 3, Part 2,
4.3.2)

Hours of operation — other activities (Volume
3, Part 2,4.3.3)

Traffic generation — other activities (Volume 3,
Part 2,4.3.4)

Residential coherence - other activities

(Volume 3, Part 2, 4.3.6)

Changes to the intent of ‘other activity rules’
(non residential activity rules) are outside the
scope of this review — they have been
previously changed under the recovery plan.

Some drafting changes made to reflect there
being only one zone by referring to hatched areas
on the zoning planning map.

Building Height in Living 4C zones in the
Central City — New rule (Volume 3, Part 2,
4.3.7)

o Building heights as per current planning map
39D

¢ Corner of Hagley Avenue and Moorhouse
Avenue L4B - height limit was 30m;

¢ Height limits for L4C (Avon Loop) as per map
39C (ranged from 6m to 12m);

e Area of L4B east of Latimer Sq — 20m

¢ Two areas of L4C north and south of
Cranmer Sq—11m

o Area of L4C between Rolleston Ave,
Cambridge Terrace, Montreal & Hereford St
—20m

e New rule refers to building heights as shown
on the amended planning map 39D for Central
City Living Zones Review. Some amended:

e Corner of Hagley Avenue and Moorhouse
Avenue (now L4C) - new height of 14m;

¢ New height limit for Avon Loop area (now
standard L4C) — 8m;

o L4B replaced with L4C, new height — 14m

¢ Two areas of L4C north and south of Cranmer
Sq - new limit - 14m

e Area of LAC between Rolleston Ave, Cambridge
Terrace, Montreal & Hereford St — 14m
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PROVISION

OoLD

NEW

Critical Standards

Residential site density (Volume 3, Part 2,
4.4.1)

¢ Rule for L4A

¢ Rule for L4AC excluding L4C (Avon Loop) — 1.2
floor ratio

« Exception for SAm 25, 26, 27

« Residential site density rules no longer apply
in the L4C central city living zone.

¢ Exception for SAm 25, 26, 27 deleted

Site density - other activities (Volume 3, Part
2,4.4.2)

¢ Rule for L4A
¢ Exception for SAm 25, 26, 27

¢ L4A deleted
¢ Exception for SAm 25, 26, 27 deleted

Open space - residential activities — L4C (Avon
Loop) (Volume 3, Part 2, 4.4.3)

Specific rule for L4C Avon Loop

Rule deleted

Building Height (Volume 3, Part 2, 4.4.4(i))

Existing Central City height limits as a critical
standard

e Rule (i) deleted

o Breach of heights become a discretionary
activity (Community Standard)

Retailing — other activities (Volume 3, Part 2,
4.4.5)

Reference to L4C (Avon Loop) — changes out of
scope of project

Mechanical changes — the intent remains the
same.

Volume 3 Living 5 Rules and Other Clauses.

Categories of Activities (Volume 3, Part 2, 5.1)

Residential activities and other activities
(except travellers' accommodation) - all
standards (Living 5 Zone) (Volume 3, Part 2,
5.1.1)

Reference to “Peterborough — As for L4A zone”;

Reference changed to “Peterborough — As for
L4C (Central City) zone”;

¢« New reference added to “Montreal — As for
L4C (Central City) zone”;

Development Standards (Volume 3, Part 2, 5.2)

Site density (Volume 3, Part 2, 5.2.1)

Plot ratio of 0.8 for Montreal St L5 added - this
reflects the existing 0.8 on the Peterborough
block.

Sunlight & outlook for neighbours (Volume 3,
Part 2,5.2.3)

The more restrictive Diagram D recession
planes applied to the Central City Living 5 Zones

Recession planes restriction for new Montreal L5

added;

¢ Peterborough St changed to Diagram E (less
restrictive)

10
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PROVISION

OoLD

NEW

Street scene (Volume 3, Part 2, 5.2.4(c))

(c) Requirement for lower building height in L5
in Avon loop where no street setback was
required as per the old map 39G.

(c) deleted and replaced with no street scene
setback provision for those parts of Avon Loop L5
where no street scene setback is shown on the
amended planning map 39G.

Separation from neighbours (Volume 3, Part 2,
5.2.7)

3m setback requirement now applies, Montreal L5
now added to the rule

External appearance (Volume 3, Part 2, 5.2.8)

« Montreal L5 had no controls,

e (c) Building alterations and new buildings in
the Avon L5 were a controlled activity

¢ In both Montreal and Avon L5 areas, new
buildings, alterations and additions visible
from public places are now a discretionary
activity,

¢ Sub-clause (c) now deleted

Volume 3 Part 2 Critical Standards

Site density (Volume 3, Part 2, 5.4.1)

« Montreal L5 now subject to 0.9 plot ratio

Building Height (Volume 3, Part 2, 5.4.3)

Avon L5 - controls as per map 39G

Montreal and Avon L5 are now subject to
maximum height as per amended map 39D

Volume 3 Part 2 Assessment matters

Generally (Volume 3, Part 2, 13.2, 13.2.4,
13.2.7, 13.2.9, 13.2.10, 13.2.11, 13.2.13 -
13.2.17)

References to L4A, L4B and L4C

o Changes made to reflect the deletion of the
L4A and L4B zones in the Central City.

Urban design, appearance and amenity - Living
3, 4A, 4B and 4C Zones (Volume 3, Part 2,
13.2.8)

(b) contained specific matters related to various
SAm areas

Matters related to SAm 22, 30, 31, 32, 33 have
been deleted

11
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PROVISION

OoLD

NEW

Volume 3 Part 2 — Living Zones - Appendices

Appendix 1 - Recession
containment angle diagrams

planes

and

References to L4A in various diagrams;
Diagram D applied to all of L4C zone; and L5
(Peterborough) and adjoining non-living
zones;

Diagram E applied to L5 (Avon) and adjoining
non-living zones

References to L4A deleted in all diagrams;
Diagram D applies to L4C zone outside the
Central City only but references to L5
(Peterborough) and adjoining non-living zones
are now in Diagram E

Diagram E — references to L5 (Avon) and
adjoining non-living zones now deleted
Diagram E (less restrictive) now applies to L4C
and L5 inside the Central City;

MAPS 39B, D, G

Amended as per new maps. 39G deleted as it has
become redundant. SAm 22, 30, 31, 32, 33
deleted. Some remaining SAms reduced in size.

12
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9. The recommended changes are expected to make the City Plan easier for the general public to
understand and interpret and for Council officers to administer by removing or consolidating
rules that are no longer necessary because:

0] the physical circumstances in the Central City have changed as a result of the
earthquakes and the rules are redundant; and

(i)  ongoing urban development over time has shown that some rules have not been
effective and need not continue in City Plan; and

(i)  some rules and assessment matters are duplications of other rules or the outcomes that
they seek are better delivered by other City Plan mechanisms and are therefore not
required.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

10. See below.

Do the Recommendations of this Report Align with 2009-19 LTCCP budgets?

11. The project has been undertaken with some urgency and is funded from existing budgets.

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

12. The review is required by a Statutory Direction from the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan,
pursuant to section 24 of the CER Act 2011.

13. The Council must:

“...propose changes to objectives, policies, and methods relating to the Living 4A (Central City
Diverse), Living 4B (Central City and North Beach — High Rise), Living 4C (Central City —
Character) Living 5 (Travellers’ Accommodation) and Special Amenity Areas 22, 23, 23a, 24,
25, 26, 27, 30, 31, 32, and 33 as they relate to the CBD (as defined in section 4 of the CER Act)
necessary to give effect to the Recovery Plan and provide such changes to the Minister of
Earthquake Recovery on or before 1 March 2013. This work is to be undertaken in conjunction
with CEF\;A and is not required to comply with Schedule 1 of the RMA or any other formal public
process.” “

ALIGNMENT WITH LTCCP AND ACTIVITY MANAGEMENT PLANS
14. See below.

Do the recommendations of this report support a level of service or project in the 2009-19
LTCCP?

15. The requirement for a review of Central City Living Zones was not anticipated by the LTCCP,
being an outcome of the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan.

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIES

16. In undertaking the review, regard has been had to the Recovery Strategy, the Christchurch
Central Recovery Plan, the Greater Christchurch Urban Development Strategy, and the Healthy
Environment Strategies.

Do the recommendations align with the Council’s strategies?

17. See above.

2 Christchurch Central Recovery Plan, page 108, Statutory Directions, direction 2.
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CONSULTATION FULFILMENT

18.

19.

Public Consultation was not required by the Statutory Direction. Nevertheless some ‘targeted
stakeholder input’ has been undertaken in accordance with the terms of reference shown in
Attachment 1. The investigation process has had regard to the outcomes of the extensive
consultation undertaken by the Council during the preparation of the Draft Central City Plan in
2011 and by the Minister in early 2012, following receipt of the draft Central City Recovery Plan.

Following discussions with CERA representatives it is not completely clear whether the Minister
will follow a further public consultation process once he receives the recommendations.
However given the nature of the changes discussed it seems unlikely that the Minister would
proceed to direct changes to the City Plan without a further consultation process. It is noted
that a further consultation process was undertaken for the earlier change to the City Plan
arising from the Central City Recovery Plan — including the consultation on the transport
provisions which are currently underway. Whilst officers have undertaken some consultation it
is recommended that the Council recommend to the Minister that a further public comments
process be undertaken by the Minister before he makes a final decision on the Council's
recommendations.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That the Planning Committee recommend that the Council:

@)

(b)

Recommend to Minister of Earthquake Recovery that he undertake a further period of public
feedback and comment on the Council’s recommended changes as enabled by the Canterbury
Earthquake Recovery Act 2011; and

Propose to the Minister of Earthquake Recovery that, following and taking into account the
further consultation recommended in (1) he direct the Council to amend the Operative
Christchurch City District Plan, in accordance with the changes and the supporting analysis, as
set out in Committee Report Attachments 1-10 inclusive.

BACKGROUND

The Minister’s direction in the Central City Recovery Plan

20.

21.

On 30 July 2012 the Minister released the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (CCRP). As part
of the Recovery Plan the Minister directed the Christchurch City Council to make changes to
the Operative Christchurch City District Plan so as to facilitate the recovery of the Central City.
Significant changes were made to Objectives, Policies, Rules and Zones in the City Plan.
These changes were shown in Appendix 1 of the CCRP. The changes that were directed
related to the new Central City Business Zone, the new Central City Mixed Use Zone, the
Conservation 5 Zone, the Special Purpose Hospital Zone, the Business 1 Zone, the Cultural
Zones, Temporary Activities, Transport Provisions, Heritage Provisions, Noise and
Entertainment Provisions. A large number of Designations for recovery related projects were
also introduced.

However only very limited changes were made to the Living 4 (residential) zone provisions for
the Central City. The Minister explained the reason for this at page 107 of the Recovery Plan:

“A review of the existing Living Zones has confirmed that the zone provisions give effect to the
proposed Regional Policy Statement objective of intensifying development and increasing the
residential population. Whilst there is some complexity in the zone provisions it is not
considered that this complexity impedes immediate recovery and accordingly the changes
made at this time are restricted to tightening the controls on non residential activities and
resolving some minor zoning anomalies.

Together with increasing the population of the central city, the Recovery Plan aims to improve
the quality of the living environment. The analysis undertaken by CERA indicates that the

14
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23.

24,
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number of different Living Zones together with the overlay of the Special Amenity Areas results
in an unduly and unnecessarily complex planning environment. Provisions that were designed
to improve and/or protect amenity some years ago may now be less effective than is desirable
given the changed circumstances of these areas. To ensure the goal of creating a high quality
inner city living environment is met, a review of the various Living Zone provisions including the
Special Amenity Areas is directed to be undertaken by the Council ...” (Emphasis added)

Other relevant statements in the Recovery Plan are:

To ensure that a high-quality inner city living environment is created, Christchurch City Council
has been directed to review the various Living Zone provisions, including the Special Amenity
Areas, via the Statutory Direction to Amend Planning Instruments section of this plan (page 81).

What officers have taken from these extracts (particularly the emphasised parts), and is
reflected in the terms of reference (discussed in the next section) is that the Minister is
concerned that the zone provisions are unduly and unnecessarily complex, but that changes
should improve the quality of the living environment.

The Minister’s specific direction was that the Council must:

“...propose changes to objectives, policies, and methods relating to the Living 4A (Central City
Diverse), Living 4B (Central City and North Beach — High Rise), Living 4C (Central City —
Character) Living 5 (Travellers’” Accommodation) and Special Amenity Areas 22, 23, 23a, 24,
25, 26, 27, 30, 31, 32, and 33 as they relate to the CBD (as defined in section 4 of the CER Act)
necessary to give effect to the Recovery Plan and provide such changes to the Minister of
Earthquake Recovery on or before 1 March 2013. This work is to be undertaken in conjunction
with CERA and is not required to comply with Schedule 1 of the RMA or any other formal public
process.

Terms of reference

25.

26.

On 25 October 2012 the Council adopted the recommendation of the Planning Committee for
the staff's terms of reference for the review directed by the Minister — discussed in the
preceding section of this report. Those terms of reference are set out in page 8 of Committee
Report Attachment 1.

The terms of reference were set by the Council to ensure that a pragmatic approach was
followed which recognised residential drivers, aimed to reduce complexity and uncertainty, but
ensured a high quality residential environment. The terms of reference also ensured that staff
did not look into areas that were not relevant (within the context of the statutory direction) or
were not strictly city plan contents related. Nevertheless staff took into account:

¢ other staff's implementation experience; and

e that Plan Change 53 (discussed below under Review of Plan Change 53) has only recently
become operative; and

e that the City Plan rules/mechanisms are one part of the regulatory and non regulatory
package that will drive recovery in Central City Living and that any changes should work
with these.

Targeted stakeholder engagement and feedback.

27.

Notwithstanding that the Council was not obligated to undertake a formal public consultation
process in this investigation staff have engaged in ‘targeted stakeholder’ engagement. Staff
have endeavoured to identify people or other entities who have a specific interest or are
representative of larger groups in the community. Meetings have been held with:

. Nicky Wagner Member of Parliament for Christchurch Central

. Carter Group, Chateau Blanc Holdings and the owner’s representative, General Manager
of The George Hotel, and major travellers accommodation business owners in the Living
5 Zone
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28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

PLANNING COMMITTEE 15. 2. 2013

Seven Residents Associations in a facilitated meeting

Chester Street East Residents Association

Victoria Neighbourhood Association

Hagley Ferrymead Community Board (Public Meeting)

Planning Committee of Christchurch City Council 3 October (Public Meeting)
Public drop in session — HMNZS Pegasus Meeting Room

Avon Loop Planning Association

Community and Public Health Staff

Council Meeting 25 October (Public Meeting)

Urban Design Panel

Chester Street East Residents Association

Mahaanui Kurataiao Limited (MKT) on behalf to Te Rununga O Ngai Tahu
Christ’s College

DJK Holdings

Alpine View Landholdings

Inner City Developers workshop 4 December.

A representative of the CCDU was present at a number of the stakeholder engagements and
responded to questions about the process as necessary. A representative was also invited to
attend team coordination meetings.

The project was listed on the ‘Have Your Say’ page of the Council’'s Website. The public could
submit comments up to 5pm on Friday 7 December 2012.

Staff produced, and made available at meetings and other engagements, an information and
discussion brochure and feedback form. Feedback could be submitted to staff up to 5pm on
Friday 7 December 2012.

After staff identified the option to remove the Living 5 zoning from parts of the block bounded by
Park Terrace, Peterborough Street, Montreal Street and Kilmore Street (and put a Living 4C
zoning in its place) a letter was sent out to the potentially affected landowners with information
about the proposed change. Owners were asked to provide comments on the proposal by
8 February 2013. The results of this extra consultation will be reported to the Committee.

The major (and diverse) themes to come out through consultation were:

. Desire by major travellers accommodation operators/owners to retain the Living 5 zones
and relax some standards.

. Acknowledgement by some residents that some SAms have not worked particularly well
or that their character has changed.

. Some residents wanted to keep SAms to guide redevelopment and that some SAms still
retained their character.

. A desire by some residents to retain the character of the Living 4 areas.

. A range of views on heights which tended to be area specific. Some wanting relaxed or

standardised heights, others wished to retain an area specific height. Some indicating
that if heights are changed they should only be lowered.

. Some developers wanted certainty in the resource consent process and that it be flexible
and enabling.

. Some developers felt assessment matters can create some uncertainty at the early stage
of consenting process.

. Some developers felt the Urban Design Panel needed ‘more teeth’ to make decisions.

. Some developers felt that parking requirements had a major impact on how sites were
developed, but also acknowledged that their market required car parking.

. Some developers felt a case manager approach to consenting was important.

. Some developers felt developer contributions should be relaxed.

. Some developers felt ‘tinkering with the rules’ will not ‘kick start’ development. Demand

and other process issues needed to be attended to.
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33. Whilst staff have undertaken some consultation it is recognised that this been limited by the
time available in the review process. The Minister has the ability to call for a period of
further public response and comment before he makes a final decision on the
recommended changes. It is recommended that the Council recommend to the Minister that
he undertakes a further consultation on these changes.

Investigations and Analysis

34. Staff have initiated and carried out individual investigations and analysis to identify elements
within the existing living zones that might be changed in accordance with the Minister’s
directions:

Development, Community and Critical standards modelling and analysis

35. Staff undertook computer modelling, review and analysis of heights and recession planes and
floor area ratio controls. The investigation’s technical report is attached in Committee Report
Attachment 4.

36. Staff undertook site visits to check City Plan heights in the context of the actual built
environment.

Review of SAms

37.  Staff visited all SAms and undertook an analysis that included:

. what remains following the earthquakes; and
. whether the SAm and its controls were relevant in the post earthquake environment; and
. whether the SAm had achieved its purpose or had transitioned and lost its ‘character’.

38. The SAms technical report is attached in Committee Report Attachment 5.
Workshop

39. Project staff undertook an intensive workshop in mid December where all technical reports,
consultation feedback were reviewed and recommendations debated and tested.

Peer review of conclusions

40. The conclusions of the investigation were reported to and reviewed by a staff panel comprising
the City Planning Unit Manager, the Principal Advisor Urban Design, and the Team Leader
Urban Design. The conclusions were also reported to the General Manager Strategy and
Planning.

Findings and recommended changes

Number of Living Zones

41. In regard to the number of Central City Living 4 zones, staff have identified that there is an
unnecessary number of zones — this is especially true now that one of the main differentiators
between the zones — the controls on ‘other’ (or non residential activities) have been
standardised by the changes brought by the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan. This
conclusion is supported by the further changes and standardisation of the development,
community or critical standards discussed below. These zones can therefore be consolidated
into one. Some localised development, community or critical standard non residential activity
rules to reflect local context remain — these can be dealt with by way of special notation on the
planning maps.
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Red Zoned Area — Avon Loop

42.

Staff have concluded that for the time being the ‘Red Zone’ area in the Avon Loop should retain
its L4C zoning with the eight metre height limit that is predominant across the area. Whilst
there is substantial damage to land and housing within the area no decisions have been
forthcoming from the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority as to the future of the land. If
it is eventually rehabilitated for residential use then the L4C zoning will enable this. If the land
eventually becomes a reserve then the Council can give it an appropriate open space zoning at
a latter date — perhaps of the general City Plan review.

Living 5 Zone

43.

Staff have concluded that the Living 5 (Travellers Accommodation) Zone should remain on the
George Hotel (Park Terrace/ Peterborough Street), Chateau Blanc (Montreal Street) and the
Quality Inn (Avon Loop). Removal of the zoning from these areas may impede the operation of
accommodation facilities that can contribute to the recovery. However there is a large portion
of the block bounded by Park Terrace, Peterborough Street, Montreal Street and Kilmore Street
that has been zoned for travellers accommodation for at least 15 years and the opportunity has
not been taken up. Removing these areas of the zoning (and letting it revert to Living 4C)
would remove an unnecessary level of complexity from the plan.

Development, Community, and Critical Standards

44.

45,

A table which compares the existing city plan rules against the proposed amended City Plan
rules has been included as Committee Report Attachment 10.

In regard to the general development, community or critical standards across the Living Zones,
modelling and analysis has shown that:

0] The following development, community or critical standards should be consolidated or
altered:

Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.2.1 Outdoor Living Space - Residential Activities. The outdoor
living space requirement should be standardised across the whole Central City Living
zones as a minimum of 24m?® with a minimum private area of 12m> With the combining
of the zones, and in combination with other rule alterations it is not necessary to maintain
separate size requirements. The suggested standard is generally consistent with other
higher density zones across the Country.

Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.2.3 Street Scene and Accessways — Residential and Other
Activities. The road setback should be standardised to 2 metres across all sites. In the
post earthquake context there is no need to maintain different for different areas (with the
exception of the 4.5m setback along Park Terrace).

Volume 3, Part 2 Rule 4.2.5 Separation from neighbours. The required separation
should be standardised to 1.8 metres for all sites. There is no need to maintain different
separation distances across different areas.

Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.2.10 Ground Floor Habitable Room Residential Activities be
altered so that 30 per cent all residential units in the Central City Living 4C Zone have a
habitable space on the ground floor.

That Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.4.4 be altered so that non compliance with the height limits
are no longer a non complying activity and that a new community standard be included in
Volume 3, Part 2 so that non compliance with the height limits are a discretionary activity.

Volume 3, Part 2, Appendix 1 Recession Planes be amended so that only Diagram E
applies across the Central City Living 4C zone. The differences between the recession
planes across the area are subtle and minor — there is no need to maintain the
differences and the less restrictive recession plane should apply.
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(i)  Four standards can be removed completely. These are:

Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.2.3 (b) Street Scene and Accessways — Residential and Other
Activities — Special Amenity Sam Areas Only. These set individual building setbacks
from roads that are no longer relevant. (except that the 4.5 metres for SAms 22 and 25
should be retained.)

Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.4.1 Residential Site Density — Residential Activities
This is a floor area ratio that is no longer relevant following Plan Change 53.

Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.4.2 Site Density — Other Activities where it relates to site density
of 0.5 for SAms 24, 25, 26, and 27.

Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.4.3 Open Space — Residential Activities — Living 4C (Avon
Loop). These controls had the same effect as the Residential Site Density rule — but was
only applied to the Avon Loop Living 4C. For consistency, and to reduce complexity, the
rule should be removed.

(i)  That the Height Limits shown on the planning maps should be altered as follows:

. The heights shown as 30 metres on Hagley Avenue and east of Cranmer Square
be reduced to 14 metres.

. The heights shown as 20 metres east of Latimer Square be reduced to 14 metres.

. The heights shown as 11 metres North of Cranmer Square be increased to
14 metres.

. The height shown as 11 metres South of Cranmer Square (south east corner of
Montreal and Kilmore Street only) be increased to 14 metres.

. The heights shown for the L4C Avon Loop be given a uniform 8 metres.

The new heights are shown on the Amended Heights Map in Appendix 1 of Committee
Report Attachment 2.

The rationale for these changes, in particular the changes to the height limits can be found
at Section 2 of Committee Report Attachment 4.

Special Amenity Areas

47.

48.

Special Amenity Areas (SAms) are located both within and outside the Central City. This
review has concentrated only on the SAms inside the Central City in accordance with the
statutory direction and the terms of reference. The review has found that some of the SAms
are no longer relevant in the post earthquake recovery context and their continuation in the City
Plan would continue an unnecessary level of regulation. These SAms are:

SAm 23 Salisbury Street

SAm 23a Salisbury Street

SAm 24 Avon Loop

SAm 31 Park Terrace/Rolleston Avenue (but keep specific setback of 4.5 metres)
SAm 32 Cranmer Square

SAm 33 Latimer Square.

The review has found that some of the SAms are still relevant in the post earthquake recovery
context and their retention has some merit. In some cases the area of the SAm can be reduced
because of damage from the earthquake or general change over time. In some cases
development, community or critical standards have been identified in the SAms that conflict
with the character of the SAm and the adverse effects that they are intended to address are
covered by the general restricted discretion urban design assessment matters. Where these
have been identified it has been recommended that the standard be deleted, in favour of the
assessment matter. These SAms are:

. SAm 22 Gloucester/Montreal - Retain the 4.5m setback for SAm 22
SAm 25 Gracefield — Reduced in area, but retain the 4.5m setback for SAm 25
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. SAm 26 Peacock/Beveridge/Conference - Also: Delete SAm specific development,
community or critical standards

. SAm 27 Otley/Ely — Also: Delete SAm specific development, community or critical
standards

. SAm 30 Chester Street East — Also Delete SAm specific development, community or
critical standards

. SAm 32 Cranmer Square — Reduce in area, also delete SAm specific development,

community or critical standards.

The review has also found that in the case of other SAms existing general SAm assessment
matters and the other general assessment matters under the City Plan relating to the general
restricted discretion in urban design adequately cover the character matters which the SAms
were created to control. Where staff have identified redundant SAm assessment matters their
deletion is recommended. Nevertheless the unique character in these SAm areas remains and
they are more sensitive to new building activity than in the wider Central City Living Zones. Itis
recommended that there be a lower ‘trigger’ for urban design assessment of new buildings and
other structure in these remaining areas — but that the assessment rely on the general urban
design assessment matters.

Objectives and Policies

50.

Staff have concluded that it is not necessary to amend the existing objectives and policies in the
City Plan because:

® They are consistent with and do not conflict with the recovery strategy, Proposed Change
1 to the Regional Policy Statement, and the Urban Development Strategy.

(i)  The proposed changes to the ‘methods’ (rules, SAms, assessment matters etc) are
consistent with the existing objectives and policies — and better give effect to the existing
objectives and policies than the methods they are replacing.

(i)  The relevant objectives and policies are not discrete to the Central City Living Zones, but
also cover a number of remaining higher density living zones outside the Central City.
Changes would necessitate creating an entirely new set of objectives and policies for the
Central City Living Zones whilst leaving the existing in place. This would add another,
and unnecessary, level of complexity to the City Plan. The review of the District Plan
commencing in the 2014/15 financial year will provide and opportunity to
comprehensively review all of the objectives and policies where they address issues on a
city wide basis.

Review of Plan Change 53

51.

52.

Plan Change 53 has recently undergone an extensive and robust Section 32 Resource
Management Act (RMA) investigation. It has also been through the First Schedule of the RMA
public notification, hearing of submissions (by elected representatives and a planning expert),
Council decisions on submissions, and Environment Court Appeals, process. The plan change
was made operative in July 2012 after being publicly notified in February 2010. Issues
addressed through the plan change remain issues after the earthquakes in respect of urban
design, appearance and amenity. In fact, these issues are potentially heightened. It is
important that development is designed and assessed in accordance with good urban design
standards and principles. The Plan Change should continue to operate in its current form, and
be subject to the general City Plan review that will commence in the 2014/15 financial year.

Plan Change 53 introduced changes to development, community or critical standards and a
new qualitative urban design assessment matter which enables the consideration of good urban
design standards and principles. There is clear evidence from the investigation for Plan
Change 53 that if built outcomes are left to the traditional bulk and locations standards (such as
height and setback) then they will not necessarily meet the recovery plan’s aim of improving the
quality of the living environment.
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Plan Change 53 generally avoided changing SAm specific provisions. However, the technical
reports prepared for the current work under the statutory direction show that many of the
changes recommended in these reports (particularly those that relate to either deletions of
SAms or SAm assessment matters) are on the basis that the General Urban Design
Assessment Matters address the adverse effects of concern, including the SAm or SAm
assessment matters and are no longer necessary. It is also noted that many of the standards
or provisions that are recommended for change have their roots in planning practice from the
early to mid 1990’s (and some even earlier than that) and have not necessarily kept pace with
current planning and urban design practice or the built environment as it has evolved over this
period — while Plan Change 53 is contemporary with planning practice.

Keeping a general urban design discretion is consistent with the approach taken to urban
design in the Central City Business Zones as amended by the Christchurch Central Recovery
Plan.

Potential Ministerial Actions After Receiving the Recommendations

55.

56.

57.

Council officers met CERA/CCDU staff on 15 January 2013 to discuss the process once the
proposed changes have been lodged with the Minister on 1 March 2013. Potential options for
the Minister that were outlined were:

0] That the Minister adopts the recommendations and puts them out for public consultation
in the same way that the proposed amendments to the transport provisions in the City
Plan were put out for public consultation by CERA.

(i)  That the Minister uses his powers under Section 27 of the CER Act 2011 to amend the
City Plan.

(i)  That the Minister decides the amendments have ‘gone too far’ or ‘not far enough’ and
engages in some other process to review the Living Zones.

(iv)  That the Minister decides that the Council should apply the normal first schedule of the
Resource Management Act 1991 plan amendment process to the changes.

CCDU staff will give advice to the Minister on which course of action to follow. Council staff
understand from discussions with CCDU staff that, subject to seeing the final recommendations
of the Council, that Option (i) is the preferred recommendation to the Minister.

It is useful to note that this Living Zones review is one of a number of projects and potential
initiatives which are suggested in the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan to support residential
development in the central city. One such ‘live’ project is the New Urban Village.

SUMMARY

58.

59.

Staff have undertaken as robust an investigation, analysis and targeted stakeholder
engagement as the timeframe available allowed (as dictated by the need to expedite recovery
planning and meet the Minister’s direction). The review has been in accordance with the terms
of reference set by the Council.

The Central City Recovery Plan envisages a high-quality inner city living environment. EXxisting
elements of the City Plan that will contribute to a high quality outcome have been retained (for
example the urban design rules). However, where unnecessary complexity, that might hinder
the achievement of that high quality environment, have been identified (e.g. in the zone
structure, a multiplicity of rules, and the now redundant special amenity areas or special
amenity area provisions) and opportunities to improve the quality of the living environment have
been identified changes to the Operative City Plan are recommended. Staff expect that the City
Plan will become easier to apply and interpret as a result of the proposed changes leading to
more efficient consenting processes.
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The recommended changes are expected to make the City Plan easier for the general public to
understand and interpret and for Council officers to administer by removing or consolidating
rules that are no longer necessary because:

@

(ii)

the physical circumstances in the Central City have changed as a result of the
earthquakes and the rules are redundant; and

ongoing urban development over time has shown that some rules have not been
effective and need not continue in City Plan; and

(i)  some rules and assessment matters are duplications of other rules or the outcomes that
they seek are better delivered by other City Plan mechanisms and are therefore not
required.

THE OPTIONS

1. Recommend to the Council the changes to the Operative City Plan, and the supporting
analysis, as set out in Committee Report Attachments 1-10 inclusive.

2. Recommend to the Council the changes to the Operative City Plan, and the supporting
analysis in Committee Report Attachments 1-10 inclusive, and that the Minister
undertake a further period of public consultation before making a final decision on the
recommended changes.

3. Recommend to the Council other changes to the Operative City Plan.

THE PREFERRED OPTION

61.

The preferred option is option 2.
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Council approval

This report was approved by Christchurch City Council on 28 February 2013 and presented to the
Christchurch Earthquake Recovery Authority Offices on 1 March 2013 for the attention of the Hon
Gerry Brownlee, Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery.
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Executive summary and principal recommendations

These are the recommendations of the Christchurch City Council staff to Christchurch City Council to
recommend to the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery as changes to the Christchurch City
District Plan.

The Central City Recovery Plan (CCRP) released by the Hon Gerry Brownlee, Minister for Canterbury
Earthquake Recovery, on July 2012 directed that Christchurch City Council propose changes to
objectives, policies, and methods relating to the Living 4A (Central City Diverse), Living 4B (Central City
and North Beach-High Rise), Living 4C (Central City Character), Living 5 (Travellers Accommodation),
and, Special Amenity Areas 22, 23, 23a, 24, 25, 26, 27, 30, 31, 32, and 33 as they relate to the CBD (as
defined by section 4 of the CER Act) necessary to give effect to the Recovery Plan. The Council is to
make these recommendations available to the Minister by 1 March 2013.

The CCRP stated that while the Central City Living Zone Planning Framework was not an immediate
impediment to recovery from the earthquakes, it is unduly and unnecessarily complex. Given the
changed circumstances following the earthquake the framework may be less effective than desirable.

Christchurch City Council approved terms of reference for its review on 25 October 2012. A staff team
of senior planners, planners and urban designers (the Team) undertook the investigation in
accordance with the Council’s terms of reference.

While not required to do so by the Statutory Direction the Team undertook ‘targeted’ stakeholder
consultation via meetings and workshops with:

e Residents’ associations

e Te Rununga O Ngai Tahu

e Inner City Residential Developers

e  Christ’s College

e Living 5 (Travellers’ Accommodation) Zone, travellers’ accommodation owners and operators
e  Christchurch Central Member of Parliament

e Canterbury Regional Council

e Canterbury District Health Board — Community and Public Health

e The Urban Design Panel

e A public drop in session

e Hagley Ferrymead Community Board

e  Christchurch City Councillors.

The Council also provided an opportunity via its ‘Have Your Say’ page on its website for the public to
make written comments on the review. This written feedback period ran from 31 October to 7
December

The Minister’s direction required that the Council work in conjunction with the Canterbury
Earthquake Recovery Authority (CERA). The Council’s terms of reference for the Team directed that:

Council will work in conjunction with CERA staff as needed, but will undertake all the written and
graphics work. CERA staff will only be available in an advisory and review role during the course of the
project, and also to assist with targeted stakeholder discussions.

A CERA representative (Mr Phil Gurnsey) attended a number of the workshops, meetings, and the
public drop in session. He attended a number of meetings of the Team where the direction of review
and its conclusions were discussed. Ms Katherine Snook of CERA attended the workshop with the
Urban Design Panel, CERA staff were provided with a draft of this report, and the technical
appendices for their review.
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A detailed review of the Special Amenity Areas (SAms) was undertaken, this review has identified
SAms that are no longer relevant in the post earthquake environment, for which a recommendation is
made for their deletion. The review also identified other SAms and related provisions for which there
are recommendations for amendments.

This was a focused review, within the parameters set by the Statutory Direction (and the timeframe
set in that direction) and the Council’s terms of reference — (discussed below). This should not be
considered to be a comprehensive review of all aspects of the Living Zones as they relate to the
central city area. The Council intends to commence a comprehensive review of the City Plan, in
accordance with the requirements of the Resource Management Act 1991, in the 2014/2015 financial
year. Any matters that are not addressed in this review will be subject to that review.

Key findings

The Team reviewed the Living Zone framework, all of the relevant development, community and
critical standards and urban design provisions. The review found that over the years changes (through
the various statutory processes of Council plan changes, private plan changes, and Environment Court
decisions) have lead to a complex planning framework for the Central City Living Zones and that this
can be rectified by:
e Consolidating the L4A, L4B, and L4C Zones into one; and
e a number of the disparate development standards associated with these Zones can be
standardised; and
e the height limits can be consolidated to reflect the predominant 8m, 11m, and 14m height
pattern in the Central City Living Zones.
e Some Special Amenity Areas (SAms) can be removed, some can be reduced in size, and
some can be retained.
e  Various specific assessment matters for all SAms can be removed.
e  Some SAm specific standards can be removed.

An Urban Design Technical report and a SAms review report are attached as Technical Reports 3 and
4 to this report.

Nevertheless the Team found that there remains a variety of built contexts across the neighbourhood
and this diversity adds amenity value for existing residents. This diversity across the area can be
maintained, to a degree, by standards and assessment matters.

The Team also found that the recently completed Plan Change 53 Living 3 and Living 4 Zones which
introduced a restricted discretion to the Council to consider design and appearance of new buildings
will continue to contribute to the high quality inner city living sought by the Christchurch Central
Recovery Plan and should remain unchanged. With the recommended deletion or alteration of some
development standards the importance of the provisions of Plan Change 53 will be elevated.

The principal recommendations of this review are:

Living 4A, 4B and 4C Zones (as they relate to the central city only):

That the Living 4A, 4B and 4C Zones be consolidated into one Zone — Living 4C. Maintaining the L4C
name enables focussed alterations to existing City Plan provisions. Using a new Zone name would
necessitate much more extensive and complex changes to the City Plan — introducing another level of
complexity.

Living 5 Zone:

That the Living 5 Zone be retained over the existing travellers’ accommodation sites only on Park
Terrace and Montreal Street.
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That the Living 5 Zone be maintained on the existing area of the Avon Loop travellers’
accommodation.

That the existing restricted discretion on external appearance on the Park Terrace and Montreal
Street sites continue to apply but the assessment matters be changed to those relevant under Volume
3 Part 2 Assessment Matters 13.2.8. The assessment matters under 13.2.8 do the work of the specific
assessment matters that applied to this Living 5 area.

That the existing controlled activity on external appearance on the Avon Loop site be changed to
restricted discretion and the assessment matters be changed to those relevant under Volume 3 Part 2
Assessment Matters 13.2.8. This will make the consenting process consistent with the rest of the
Central City Zones.

Development standards:

A The following standards should be consolidated:

Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.2.1 Outdoor Living Space - Residential Activities. The outdoor living space
requirement should be a minimum of 24m’ with a minimum private area of 12m* across all sites
across the Central City Living 4C Zone.

Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.2.3 Street Scene and Accessways — Residential and Other Activities. The road
setback should be standardised to 2m across all sites across the Central City Living 4C Zone — except

for SAms 22 and 24 — which should be maintained at 4.5m.

Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.2.5 Separation from neighbours. The required building setback from internal
boundaries should be standardised to 1.8m for all sites across the Central City Living 4C Zone.

Volume 3, Part 2, Appendix 1 Recession Planes be amended so that a standard recession plane
(Diagram E) applies across the Central City Living 4C Zone.

B. The following standards should be removed:
Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.2.3(b) Street Scene and Accessways — Residential and Other Activities —
Special Amenity Areas (Sam) Only — except the area specific set backs of 4.5m in the former Sam 31

adjacent to Park Terrace and Sam 25 (as amended) should be retained.

Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.4.1 Residential Site Density — Residential Activities — as it relates to the
Central City Living Zone (floor area ratio rule)

Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.4.2 Site Density — other activities where it relates to site density of 0.5 for
SAms 24, 25, 26, and 27.

Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.4.3 Open Space — Residential Activities — Living 4C (Avon Loop).
C. The following standards should be altered:

Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.2.10 Ground Floor Habitable Room Residential Activities be altered so that
30% all residential units have a habitable space on the ground floor.

Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.4.4 Height Residential Activities:

. The heights shown as 30m on Hagley Avenue and east of Cranmer Square be reduced to 14m.
. The heights shown as 20m east of Latimer Square be reduced to 14m.

. The heights shown as 11m North of Cranmer Square be increased to 14m.
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. The height shown as 11m South of Cranmer Square ( south east corner of Montreal and
Armagh Street only) be increased to 14m.
. The heights shown for the LAC Avon Loop be given a uniform 8m.

Volume 3 Part 2, Rule 4.4.4 Height Residential Activities should be changed from a Critical Standard

(breach

of which is a non complying activity) to a Community

Standard (breach of which is a discretionary activity).

Special Amenity Areas:

That the following Special Amenity Areas should be removed:

SAm 23 Salisbury Street,

SAm 23a Salisbury Street,

SAm 24 Avon Loop

SAm 31 Park Terrace/Rolleston Avenue (but keep specific setback of 4.5m along Park
Terrace),

SAm 32 Cranmer Square

SAm 33 Latimer Square.

That the following Special Amenity Areas should be amended:

SAm 22 Gloucester/Montreal — remove the SAm 22 overlay from the southern corner of the
former Girls High School site, because it was reZoned from Living 4C to Cultural 3 through the
Recovery Plan.

SAm 25 Gracefield Avenue — reduce SAm overlay in area to take in properties 376 Durham
Street North, 50, 49 (excluding 49A), 45, 46, 43, 42, 41, 40, 39, 38, 35, 34, 31, 28, 27, 24, 22,
1/20 Gracefield Avenue, maintain the special setback of 4.5 metres for the remaining SAm
and delete the SAm specific assessment matters.

SAm 26 Peacock/Beveridge/Conference — delete all SAm specific standards and assessment
matters.

SAm 27 Otley/Ely exclude areas on 22 and 20 Melrose Street from the overlay (these are
open space and owned by the Christchurch City Council) — also, delete all SAm specific

standards and assessment matters.

SAm 30 Chester Street East — delete SAm specific standards and assessment matters.

These deletions and changes are shown on the plan ‘Amended SAms’ in Appendix 1.

That the general SAms assessment matters (and not the individual SAm assessment matters) apply.

These changes simplify the overall planning framework by:

Providing, as far as practicable, one set of standards with exceptions linked to specific
locations (e.g. heights or street scene setbacks) that reflect the context of the area.

Deleting Special Amenity Areas that are no longer relevant in the post earthquake
environment.

Amending remaining Special Amenity Areas to reflect the post-earthquake environment.

The review to define the ‘post-earthquake environment’ (SAms assessment in Appendix 4) found
some of the key character elements that defined the SAms were destroyed in the earthquakes,
making the SAms, or parts of the SAms, redundant. Further character in some of the SAms has been
eroded by ongoing development over the years — again making the SAms or parts of the SAms
redundant.
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Statutory Direction

Page 108 of the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan sets out the Statutory Direction of the Minister:

In accordance with section 24(3) and (5) of the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011,
Christchurch City Council is directed to propose changes to objectives, policies, and methods
relating to the Living 4A (Central City Diverse) Living 4B (Central City and North Beach-High
Rise), Living 4C (Central City Character) Living 5 (Travellers’” Accommodation) and Special
Amenity Areas 22, 23, 23a, 24, 25, 26, 27, 30, 31, 32, and 33 as they relate to the CBD (as
defined by section 4 of the CER Act) necessary to give effect to the Recovery Plan and provide
such changes to the Minister of Canterbury Earthquake Recovery on or before 1 March 2013.
This work is to be undertaken in conjunction with CERA and is not required to comply with
Schedule 1 of the RMA or any other formal public process.

This was a focused review, within the parameters and timeframe set by the Statutory Direction and
the Council’s terms of reference — (discussed below). This should not be considered to be a
comprehensive review of all aspects of the Living Zones as they relate to the central city area. The
Council intends to commence a comprehensive review of the City Plan in accordance with the
requirements of the Resource Management Act 1991 in the 2014/2015 financial year. Any matters
that are not addressed in this review will be subject to that review.

Terms of reference for review of Living Zones within the Central City

Taking its cue from the Statutory Direction and the discussion in the recovery plan, the Christchurch
City Council resolved, on 25 October 2012, that the Team’s terms of reference for this review would
be as follows:

Purpose of project:

To deliver a robust review with clear recommendations for the Living Zones and Special Amenity Area
overlays within the Central City as defined by the CER Act. The project is directed to be delivered in
accordance with the timeframe (1 March 2013) and scope described in the Statutory Direction from
CERA on page 108 of the Central City Recovery Plan, and the statements in the Recovery Plan seeking
high quality inner city living (e.g. page 107).

Specific Issues within scope:

District Plan objectives and policies

Covers the wording of objectives and policies in Volume 2 of the Operative District Plan, but only
insofar as they relate to the Living 4 and 5 Zones within the Central City. With regard to the high-level
objectives and policies that apply city-wide, it is noted that a review of the whole District Plan is due to
commence in the 2014-2015 financial year.

Split zoning into Living 4A, 4B and 4C sub-Zones

Appendix 1 of the Recovery Plan strengthened the rules that control non-residential activities in the
Living 4 Zones. As a result, the differences between the planning frameworks of the A, B and C sub-
Zones have lessened. A review of the need for three different sub-Zones within Living 4 is required.

Built form and amenity standards

These include Development Standards 4.2.1 — 4.2.14 and their assessment matters,
plus Critical Standards 4.4.1, 4.4.3 and 4.4.4. These include the controls on:
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e Building height limits, including the allowance for additional height for roofs as provided in
the definition of ‘height’ for Living 4 Zones.

e Density

e Sunlight and outlook

e  Street scene

e Separation from neighbours

e Continuous building length

e  Building overhangs

e QOutdoor living space

e Urban design appearance and amenity

e  Fences and screening structures

e Minimum unit size

e Ground floor habitable room

e  Service and storage spaces

e landscaping and tree planting

e Screening of parking

e QOpen Space rule for Living 4C (Avon Loop) Zone.

The review may identify the need for additional standards.
Special Amenity Areas

There are 11 Special Amenity Areas (SAms) within the Central City, all of which are Zoned Living 4 or 5
except for some sites within a Cultural Zone. The review must investigate whether these planning
overlays are still an effective and appropriate method to deliver the outcomes sought by the
aspirations of the Recovery Plan, given changes in context throughout the Living 4 Zones since 1998
when the Council determined the final locations and rules pertaining to the SAms. Given that there are
also 35 SAms outside of the Central City, any recommended changes must allow for the continuation
of those SAms.

Living 5 Zones

Consideration of whether the use of a special Living 5 Zone ‘spot’ is still an appropriate method to
apply to its two locations within the Central City known as Peterborough and Avon.

Consequential changes

Consequential changes may be required throughout Volume 3 of the Operative District Plan in the
event of, for example, a change in the exact name of a Living Zone within the Central City.

Out of scope:

e In the Introduction to Appendix 1, the legal advice states that “Section 24 (of the CER Act)
does not entitle a Recovery Plan to direct amendments of descriptions, explanatory guidance
and statements, reasons, anticipated outcomes, implementation and/or monitoring
provisions.” As such these specific parts of the operative District Plan are considered out of
scope.

e Recommendations for non-statutory methods and actions. However staff working on this
Living Zone review will need to be cognisant of other work programmes under CCC or CERA.
For example, those projects that are investigating barriers to residential intensification
throughout the Central City and the use of incentives.

e Changes to the Recovery Plan (i.e. other than the scope explicitly provided by the Statutory
Direction), however it is noted that CERA retain the option to prepare an addendum to the
Recovery Plan.
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e Transport — those Development, Community and Critical Standards which have been
specifically amended through Appendix 1 changes and those matters currently being
reviewed by CERA as part of the transport review.

Recently amended by CCDU through the Recovery Plan, and therefore unlikely
to be reviewed in detail:

e Zone boundaries - In creating the Planning Maps for Appendix 1 to the Recovery Plan, CCDU
made many changes to living Zone boundaries, such as Living 4A reZoned to Mixed Use,
Cultural 1 reZoned to Living 4C, Living 4C reZoned to Cultural 3, Business 3B reZoned to Living
4C, Living 4C reZoned to Business 1, and others. Given that this comprehensive review of Zone
boundaries has just taken place, it is unlikely that any further material changes to locations of
living Zones will be recommended through this review.

e Non-residential activities - The Recovery Plan contained several specific changes to the
Community Standards that control non-residential activities in the Living 4 Zones, which were
based on the recommendations in the Draft Central City Plan. On this basis, it is unlikely that
further analysis of these provisions will be undertaken.

e Acoustic attenuation - The Recovery Plan confirmed the Noise and Entertainment Provisions
for all Zones in the Central City. They include specific acoustic attenuation standards for noise
sensitive activities within the Living 4 and 5 Zones, based on the proximity of buildings to
certain classifications of roads. Whilst the overall Noise and Entertainment framework will
not be investigated again, the road classifications may change following the outcome of
further transport studies by CCDU, and hence some consequential changes may be needed in
due course.

Resourcin

Council will work in conjunction with CERA staff as needed, but will undertake all the written and
graphics work. CERA staff will only be available in an advisory and review role during the course of the
project, and also to assist with targeted stakeholder discussions.

Consultation

Public consultation is not required by the Statutory Direction, however there is a need for some
targeted stakeholder input and this is acknowledged by CERA. A consultation plan is being prepared in
conjunction with Consultation Team staff from the Communications Unit and the relevant
Strengthening Community Advisers for the Central City.

Following discussions with there is recommended to be:(SIC)

e Confirmation of the scope of the review through a briefing to the Hagley- Ferrymead
Community Board, a workshop with Council, and a report to a Planning Committee meeting.

e [nput sought from external parties such as a mix of residents groups, architects/designers,
residential developers, and planning consultants that lodge applications for residential
developers. In selecting stakeholders, there is a need to take particular account of submitters
to the August and December 2011 versions of the Draft Central City Plan.

e Advice sought from staff across the Strategy and Planning Group, particularly those
previously involved with the preparation of Plan Change 53 and investigations into the
effectiveness of the Special Amenity Area provisions.

e  Advice sought from Council staff in the Resource Consents and Building Policy Unit involved in
the assessment of Central City development proposals against the planning framework before
and after the Plan Change 53 changes.

e Significant changes may require public notification by CERA following their receipt of the
recommendations from Council. That process sits with the Minister pursuant to s.22 of the
CER Act which deals with amendments to Recovery Plans that constitute more than
corrections of minor errors.
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Strategic planning and earthquake recovery context

The Team have been guided by these strategic planning documents while undertaking this review and
compiling recommendations.

National Level Guidance

Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011

The purposes of the CER Act are stated as:

(a) to provide appropriate measures to ensure that greater Christchurch and the councils and
their communities respond to, and recover from, the impacts of the Canterbury earthquakes:

(b) to enable community participation in the planning of the recovery of affected communities
without impeding a focused, timely, and expedited recovery:

(c) to provide for the Minister and CERA to ensure that recovery:

(d) to enable a focused, timely, and expedited recovery:

(e) to enable information to be gathered about any land, structure, or infrastructure affected by

the Canterbury earthquakes:

(f) to facilitate, co-ordinate, and direct the planning, rebuilding, and recovery of affected
communities, including the repair and rebuilding of land, infrastructure, and other property:

(g) to restore the social, economic, cultural, and environmental well-being of greater
Christchurch communities:

(h) to provide adequate statutory power for the purposes stated in paragraphs (a) to (g).

The Minister made his direction to review the Central City Living Zone provisions and make
recommendations to him by 1 March 2013 under Section 24 of the CER Act. The section provides that:

(1) Despite anything to the contrary in Part 5 of the Resource Management Act 1991, a council

must amend an RMA document (to the extent that it relates to greater Christchurch), if a

Recovery Plan directs so,—

(a) to include specific objectives, policies, and methods set out in the Recovery Plan; or

(b) to remove _any objectives, policies, or methods in the document that the Recovery

Plan identifies for deletion; or

(c) to change or vary any objectives, policies, or methods in the document to give effect

to provisions of the Recovery Plan.

(2) A council must make the amendments referred to in subsection (1)(a) or (b) as soon as
practicable without using the process in Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991 or
any other formal public process.

(3) A council_must_make the amendments referred to in subsection (1)(c) within the time

specified in the Recovery Plan or (if not specified) as soon as practicable, in accordance with a

public process determined by the Minister.

(4) To avoid doubt, nothing in section 32 or Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991
applies to action taken under this section.
(5) Despite clause 21 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991, only the Minister

may request a change or variation to any amendment made under subsection (1).

(6) Nothing in section 85 of the Resource Management Act 1991 applies in respect of any
amendment to an RMA document under this section.
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Urban Design Protocol

The Council is a signatory of the Ministry for the Environment’s Urban Design Protocol. The protocol
identifies seven essential design qualities:

e Context: seeing that buildings, places and spaces are part of the whole town or city

e Character: reflecting and enhancing the distinctive character, heritage and identity of our
urban environment

e Choice: ensuring diversity and choice for people

e Connections: enhancing how different networks link together for people

e Creativity: encouraging innovative and imaginative solutions

e  Custodianship: ensuring design is environmentally sustainable, safe and healthy

e Collaboration: communicating and sharing knowledge across sectors, professions and with
communities.

Canterbury Region

Recovery Strategy

This Central City Living Zone review could not be undertaken (interpreted or applied) in a way that is
inconsistent with the Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch — Mahere Haumanutanga o Waitaha.
(Section 15 of the CER Act.). A summary of the components that the Team took particular note of
while undertaking the review and making recommendations are set out in Appendix 6 to this report.

Urban Development Strategy

Relevant to the Central City - the Greater Christchurch Urban Development Strategy envisages that by
2041 Greater Christchurch will have a vibrant inner city and suburban area. There will be a wealth of
public spaces ranging from bustling inner city streets to expansive open spaces and parks, which
embrace natural systems, landscapes and heritage. Innovative businesses are welcome and can thrive
supported by a wide range of attractive facilities and opportunities. Prosperous communities can
enjoy a variety of lifestyles in good health and safety, enriched by the diversity of cultures and the
beautiful environment of Greater Christchurch.

The UDS also envisages there will be a substantial increase in the central city’s residential population.
The Central City Living Zones are an important component of this substantial increase. (30,000 people
by 2041). To date the main statutory documents that have drawn on or been guided by the UDS are
the Recovery Strategy, the Christchurch Central City Recovery Plan and Proposed Change 1 to the
Regional Policy Statement.

Proposed Change 1 to the Regional Policy Statement

Proposed Change 1 to the Regional Policy Statement is a statutory document relevant to this review.
Whilst the Council is not bound by Part 5 of the Resource Management Act' that would normally
require that in drafting of the District Plan the Council should have regard to PC 1, the Team has still
taken guidance from PC 1. In particular:

e Policy 6 of PC 1 states that the Council is to encourage 13,990 households to establish in the
Central City Area by 2041, through intensification.

e Policy 7 of PC 1 states that the Council, in intensifying the Central City, shall observe the
principles of the urban design protocol

! Refer Section 23(1) of the CER Act 2011.
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City Plan Framework

The City Plan seeks to manage Christchurch’s growth through a strategy of enabling new urban
growth adjacent to the existing urban edge, while encouraging redevelopment within the existing
urban area. Redevelopment is promoted partly by providing for higher densities in the residential
areas closest to the City Centre (the Living 4 Zones). Such development generally takes the form of
multi-unit townhouses and apartments. Higher density development close to the City Centre has been
possible for several decades, as numerous 1960s and 1970s ‘sausage block’ flats attest, although the
current Plan provisions generally enable greater density than that possible under earlier plans.

Development to the desired densities is currently enabled by the provisions of the City Plan. However
some built outcomes are of low quality and a disincentive to people considering inner city living. In
response a council plan change (Plan Change 53) became operative in 2012. This plan change
introduced a requirement for new buildings to be considered against urban design and amenity
criteria. Plan Change 53 is further discussed below.

Christchurch Central Recovery Plan and the City Plan Framework

The planning framework for the Central City Living Zones was changed in some discrete and specific
ways by the Central City Development Unit (CCDU) through the changes outlined in Appendix 1 to the
CCRP. These changes involved the:

e controls on non residential activities (commonly called ‘other activities’ in the City Plan)

e resolution of some zoning anomalies

e requirement for noise attenuation in dwellings close to roads that carry higher levels of traffic.
The review did not address development standards and urban design controls.

The CCDU has enabled the construction of new buildings for temporary workers’ accommodation in
the Living 4 Zones by directing the Council in October 2012 to amend the City Plan to provide for it as
a controlled activity (site layout and building design being one of the matters that the Council has
control over).Permanent accommodation buildings can be used as temporary workers
accommodation as a permitted activity (subject to some conditions).

The CCDU has also released for public consultation “An Accessible City” — proposed draft changes to
the Transportation provisions of the City Plan as they relate to the Central City. Consultation on this
document ends on 1 February 2013. While still only draft, the Team have taken note of the themes
and direction set out in the draft.

The purpose of this review is to ensure that the objectives of the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan
are met. Restoration, enhancement, high quality, and reducing complexity are central themes to the
Christchurch Central Recovery Plan. The Minister expressed the opportunity to restore and enhance
arising from the earthquakes in his foreword to the CCRP:

“What would a 21° century city look like if its people were given the chance to ‘build again’,
keeping the good and improving the rest? Greater Christchurch has an almost unprecedented
opportunity to find out.”

and

“Urban Living will become an attractive possibility with substantial development of a range of
different residential options.”

Page 23 of the CCRP sets out a number of aspirations of the community that were distilled from public
consultation by the Council and the CCDU. Those relating to the residential environment included:

e Use of strong urban design principles;
e High-quality inner city housing;
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Page 81 of the CCRP discusses the desired outcomes for the residential demonstration project on land
Zoned LAC north of Latimer Square, (but for which a designation has been included in the City Plan).

“To ensure that a high-quality inner city living environment is created, Christchurch City
Council has been directed to review the various Living Zone provisions, including the Special
Amenity Areas...”

Discussion that lead to the Statutory Direction to review the Central City Living Zones was included on
page 107 of the recovery plan:

A review of the existing Living Zones has confirmed that the Zone provisions give effect to the
Regional Policy Statement objective of intensifying development and increasing the
residential population. Whilst there is some complexity in the Zone provisions it is not
considered that this complexity impedes immediate recovery and accordingly the changes
made at this time are restricted to tightening the controls on non residential activities and
resolving some minor zoning anomalies.

Together with increasing the population of the Central City, the Recovery Plan aims to
improve the quality of the living environment. The analysis undertaken by CERA indicates that
the number of different living Zones together with the overlay of Special Amenity Areas
results in_an unduly and unnecessarily complex planning environment. Provisions that were
designed to improve or protect amenity some years ago may now be less effective than is
desirable given the changed circumstances of these areas.(Emphasis Added)

Themes of maintaining urban design principles, enhancing and producing high quality inner-city living,
increasing the residential population, and reducing regulatory complexity, have been ‘touchstones’
for the team developing these recommendations.

Related non-statutory work by Council

e Residential capacity studies

e Housing Choice

e Incentives

e Open Space Strategy

e  Facilities Rebuild Plan

e Residential Conservation Areas Study

e Amenity Improvements through Anchor Projects and investment in other infrastructure
through the LTP 2013-2023. e.g. Avon River Park and East and North Frames.

e Residential Demonstration Project — Concept designs are expected in February 2013.

Consultation summary

The Statutory Direction states that the review is “not required to comply with Schedule 1 of the RMA
or any other formal public process”, however it was considered that the compressed timeframe still
allowed for some targeted stakeholder consultation and public feedback that would help inform and
support the eventual recommendations. A mix of consultative (inform stakeholders and be informed
by their input) and collaborative (in which stakeholders are encouraged to directly shape the
recommendations) processes were used.

There was meaningful engagement with as many relevant stakeholders as possible during a period of
public consultation from 31 October to 7 December, which built on the outcomes of the extensive
three-step public consultation process undertaken by Council during the development of the Draft
Central City Plan in 2011. Following the notification and distribution of a public information leaflet
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regarding the review, a public drop-in session was held to enable residents to speak directly to
members of the project team and promote the opportunity to provide written input if they wished.

There were 13 separate face-to-face meetings over a five week period, which involved several key
landowners and developers, plus all of the seven residents associations across the affected
neighbourhoods. Several of these meetings were run as focused workshops to enable contentious
issues within the scope of the review to be debated in an open and transparent way in an informal
setting, in contrast to a formal hearing of submissions under the traditional statutory planning
process. All of the consultation events are summarised in a table in Appendix 2.

With regard to written comments, there were 18 comments received that were within the scope of
the review. These came from a wide range of stakeholders. All comments have been summarised in
the table in Appendix 2.

An additional consultation mail out to owners of properties within the block bounded by
Peterborough Street, Montreal Street, Park Terrace and Kilmore Street that is Living 5, is proposed to
be reZoned Living 4C, was undertaken in January 2013. 24 owners were sent letters. Of these three
owners have not updated their address on the Council’s rates database and the letters have been
returned (all three from the same property). These owners were asked to provide comments by 8
February 2013.

Technical input

The Project Team:

The Project Team of City Council Strategy and Planning Unit Staff (the Team) was comprised of
experienced senior planners, planners and urban designers.

Urban design report

The methodology for compiling the urban design report has involved:

e Undertaking a review of resource consents for new residential development within L4 Zones
over the last 12 months;

e Consultation with members of the Council’s Urban Design Panel with experience in designing
and delivering residential development within the L4 Zones, including three registered
architects, an urban designer and landscape architect. A summary of these discussions is
provided;

e Consultation with members of Christchurch City Council’s Resource Consent and Building
Policy Unit;

e  Reviewing other relevant studies and supporting information carried out as part of the PC53
process (including the, Issues and Options paper, Technical Report on Urban Design and the
Section 32 Report);

e Carrying out a series of site visits between November and December 2012;

e Reviewing relevant submissions and feedback from public consultation events and resident
group workshops.

The full technical report is in Appendix 3.
SAms review

Team members (planners and urban designers) visited all SAms and undertook an analysis of:

. Remaining character and building stock following the earthquakes
. Whether the SAm and its controls were relevant in the post-earthquake environment
. Whether the SAm had achieved its purpose or had transitioned and lost its ‘character’.

The full technical report is in Appendix 4

Confidential 15
Central City Living Zones Review

Front End Report Working Draft February 2013

Last updated 1 February 2013

TRIM 13/13872

37



ATTACHMENT 1 TO CLAUSE 3
PLANNING COMMITTEE 15. 2. 2013

Plan Change 53 —review in post-earthquake and the Central City Living Zone review context.

Background to Plan Change 53

The current City Plan was publicly notified in 1995 and during the late 1990s there were a number of
multi-unit developments that complied with the plan rules yet did not provide a particularly good
standard of design and appearance and were of a considerably greater height and bulk than
surrounding residential properties. Concerns were raised by residents’ associations, Council officers,
and members of professional bodies such as the New Zealand Institute of Architects about the
perceived low quality of such developments.

An example of lower amenity inner city Living 4 residential units (note the almost blank facade and
minimal overlooking/engagement with the street):

The Council produced some voluntary design guides for the Living 4 Zones in the late 1990s to
encourage better design, and the decisions released in 1999 on submissions to the Proposed Plan
amended some of the Living 4 Zone rules and Zone boundaries. The rules were further amended
through references (appeals) to the Environment Court.

Widespread community dissatisfaction with the quality of the design of some higher density
development has continued. A Mayoral Forum was established to address a range of commercial and
residential issues within the Four Avenues, and this lead to a detailed review of the Living 3 and Living
4 Zone provisions, in particular there was an investigation into whether the design and appearance of
multi-unit developments could be improved while still providing for higher density development close
to the City Centre. The Council prepared an issues and options paper for the Living 4 Zones. These
discussion papers formed the basis for a round of public consultation that was undertaken in 2007.
This issues and options paper is attached in Appendix 8 and was one of the reports that informed this
review.

Plan Change 53 Investigation and First Schedule of the RMA process.

Plan Change 53 has recently undergone an extensive and robust Section 32 Resource Management
Act (RMA) investigation. It has also been through the First Schedule of the RMA public notification,
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hearing of submissions (by elected representatives and a planning expert), Council decisions on
submissions, Environment Court Appeals process. The plan change was made operative in July 2012.

The Plan Change was publicly notified in February 2010. Issues addressed through the plan change
remain issues after the earthquakes in respect of urban design, appearance and amenity. In fact,
these issues are potentially heightened. This is given the expected level of redevelopment to occur
and that the effects of poor urban design can be widespread. It is important that development is
designed and assessed in accordance with good urban design standards and principles. The provisions
of Plan Change 53 should continue to operate in its current form, and be subject to the general City
Plan review that will commence in the 2014/15 financial year. Except, as is recommended below, the
assessment matters for individual Special Amenity Areas should be deleted.

Plan Change 53 introduced changes to physical standards and new qualitative urban design
assessment matters which enabled the consideration of good urban design standards and principles.
The rules work as a package and individual non compliances with standards are not normally the
focus, rather it is the development as a whole and working with the designer to achieve the best
outcome. There is clear evidence from the investigation for Plan Change 53 that if left to the
traditional development standards (such as height and setback) only, then built outcomes will not
necessarily meet the recovery plan’s aim of improving the quality of the living environment.

With respect to Special Amenity Areas (SAms) Plan Change 53 generally avoided changing SAm
specific provisions however, the technical reports prepared for the current work under the Statutory
Direction show that many of the changes recommended in these reports (particularly those that
relate to either deletions of SAms or SAm assessment matters) are on the basis that the General
Urban Design Assessment Matters address the adverse effects of concern and the SAm or SAm
assessment matters and are no longer necessary. It is also noted that many of the standards or
provisions that are recommended for change have their roots in planning practice from the early to
mid 1990’s (and some significantly earlier than that) and have not necessarily kept pace with current
planning and urban design practice or the built environment as it has evolved over this period — while
Plan Change 53 is contemporary with planning practice.

Keeping a general urban design discretion is consistent with the approach taken to urban design in
the Central City Business Zones as amended by the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan.

Objectives and Policies

The relevant objectives and policies are spread through a number of sections of Volume 2 of the Plan,
with similar or complementary policy directions repeated in different sections. The most relevant
objectives and policies are set out in Appendix 5 to this report. Whilst there was the potential to
amend these objectives and policies as they relate to the Central City Living Zones, the Team has
recommended that the objectives and policies not be reviewed at this stage because:

1. They are consistent with and do not conflict with the recovery strategy, Proposed Change 1
to the RPS, and the UDS.

2. Changes to methods proposed in this document are consistent with the existing objectives
and policies — and give better effect to the existing objectives and policies than the methods
they are replacing.

3. The relevant objectives and policies are not discrete to the Central City Living Zones, but also
cover a number of the remaining higher density living Zones outside of the Central City.
Changes would necessitate creating an entirely new set of objectives and policies for the
central city living Zones whilst leaving the existing in place. This would add another, and
unnecessary level, of complexity to the City Plan. The review of the District Plan commencing
in the 2014/15 financial year will provide an opportunity to comprehensively review all of the
objectives and policies where they address issues on a city wide basis.
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Regulatory process and case management

Resource consents are processed by the Resource Consents and Building Policy Unit of Council,
pursuant to the relevant sections of the RMA. In the last 6 months 99 percent of resource consents
applications have been processed within the 20 working day statutory timeframe. (It is also noted
that it is extremely rare that resource consents are declined in any given year). A number of these
consents also deal with similar matters as are proposed for the Living 4 Zone (for example the Living 3
Zone).

For the Central City area, there is also a 10 working day timeframe which is a Council Key Performance
Indicator. This was put in place as a result of the draft Central City Plan which specified 10 working
days and was subsequently incorporated in to the Long Term Plan (LTP). As it turned out the final
Central City Plan did not include the 10 working day timeframe but at that stage it was already in the
LTP. The 10 day target is being applied. Developments in the Living 4 Zone are within the Central City
so would be subject to the 10 day timeframe.

The Council, through its building operation’s unit, has provided a case manager for consenting of
projects where the applicant has requested one. The case manager looks after and guides the
application through the consenting process. This process has been in place since September 2012.
There is the potential for this or a similar service to be extended to larger resource consent
applications associated with the Living Zones in the Central City.

Urban Design Panel

The Urban Design Panel provides advice to the Council on all resource consent applications for 5 or
more residential units in the Livings Zones in the Central City. Its focus is on how building or
development relates to the surrounding public space and it is especially concerned with how the
proposal fits into and improves the existing environment. The terms of reference for the Panel are set
out in Appendix 7 of the technical reports.

The Panel process provides the added value of peer review and advice to the applicants and their
consultants, while promoting the best outcome for the urban environment. In order to maintain the
confidence of developers, meetings of the Panel are closed to all but the applicant’s nominated
representatives, the Panel and Council representatives.

The current threshold for a development of residential units to be referred to the urban design panel
(5 residential units or more) was set as Council policy in November of 2012. There is no reason at this

stage to change the threshold.

Council design guides and advice notes

The assessment matters introduced with Plan Change 53 are extensive and there is the potential for
an interpretation that all of the assessment matters apply to all resource consent applications in the
Living 4 Zones or for inconsistent interpretation between applications. However from carefully
reading the assessment matters and the accompanying explanations it can be seen that some
assessment matters will be relevant to an application and others will not. Nevertheless Council staff
are to develop design guides and advice notes on the use of the assessment matters for use of
planners, developers and the general public. These design guides will ensure the correct and
consistent application of the assessment matters in consent applications.

Peer review of conclusions

Conclusions of the investigations were reported to and reviewed by a staff panel comprising the City
Planning Unit Manager, the Principal Advisor Urban Design, and the Team Leader Urban Design.
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Results and recommendations of review

Red Zoned Area — Avon Loop

The Team have concluded that the 78 CERA ‘Red Zone’ properties in the Avon Loop should retain their
Living 4C zoning with an 8 metre height limit that is consistent with the rest of the Avon Loop. If the
land is eventually remediated in part or in whole to provide suitable ground conditions for residential
use, then the Living 4C zoning will enable this.

Number of Living 4 Zones

The Living 4A, 4B and 4C Zone relate only loosely to the overall package of measurable standards. For
example height limits in Living 4A range from 11 to 14m, while in Living 4C they range from 6m to
20m. Height limits have always been controlled through reference to a map rather than the sub-
Zones. As another example, the street setback requirement is 2m in all three sub-Zones, with a
partially reduced setback allowed in some circumstances in Living 4B. Recession planes only vary
marginally between the Zones.

The Team have concluded that there is an unnecessary number of Zones — this is especially true now
that one of the main differentiators between the Zones — the controls on ‘other’ (or non residential
activities) has been standardised by the changes brought by the Central City Recovery Plan. This
conclusion is supported by the further changes and standardisation of the development, community
or critical standards discussed below. These Zones can be consolidated into one. As will also be
discussed below, some localised physical standards or rules to reflect local context remain — these can
be dealt with by way of special notation on the planning maps or amendment of the associated rules.

Living 5 (Travellers’” Accommodation) Zone

The Team have concluded that the Living 5 Zone in the block bounded by Kilmore Street, Park
Terrace, Montreal Street and Peterborough Street be reduced in size so that the Living 5 Zone only
takes in the existing travellers accommodations adjacent to Park Terrace (the George Hotel) and
adjacent to Montreal Street (Chateau Blanc). These existing travellers accommodations will help
provide for the recovery of tourism/visitor numbers to Christchurch. Both complexes have existed for
a number of years and consultation with the owners/operators indicate that they intend to rebuild
(the Chateau Blanc is currently partially demolished and what remains is un inhabitable) and continue
operations.

However the land in between these two facilities, whilst being Zoned for travellers accommodation
for the last 15 years, does not have any travellers accommodation on it. The team have concluded
that the most appropriate use for the land in between is in residential units. The Living 5 Zone should
be removed from these midblock sites. The Living 4C Zone would apply in this area.

The other area of Living 5 is within the Avon Loop. The travellers’ accommodation complex on this site
is extensively damaged and not currently operating. There is a question of whether a travellers’
accommodation zoning is warranted on this site (it is noted that if the Living 5 Zone were removed
from this site the underlying zoning of Living 4C would enable construction of residential units more in
keeping with the Avon Loop area’s amenity).

However the owners note that the facility is well placed to provide accommodation close to this part
of the new Avon River Park. It is also well placed to provide accommodation within easy walking
distance (less than a kilometre) to the eastern part of the Frame and the proposed sports stadium.
Continued travellers accommodation on this site can contribute to the recovery of the tourism sector
within the four avenues — albeit at the lower height of 8m as recommended elsewhere in this report.2

2 Although those parts of the existing established complex that are currently over 8m can be built back to this height
under existing use rights — assuming they meet the requirements of Section 10 of the RMA)
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Consultation with the facility’s owners indicates that they wish to work with the Council to develop
specific provisions for this activity. There maybe an opportunity to do this in the forthcoming General
City Plan review however this not been possible within the timeframe or scope of this review.

There is an existing restricted discretion on external appearance for the Peterborough Living 5 Zone.
However the assessment matters relate to SAm areas that are recommended for deletion. It is
important that an external appearance rule continues to apply to these travellers accommodation
sites given their relationships with important open space (Hagley Park and Cranmer Square). Most of
the assessment matters under 13.2.8 are applicable to these sites, (some are related to residential
only and it is recommended that these do not apply).

There is an existing controlled activity external appearance rule for the Living 5 Avon. This approach is
now inconsistent with the restricted discretionary activity approach taken to external appearance
across the majority of the Zones within the four avenues. It is recommended that for consistency the
relevant assessment matters under 13.2.8 also apply (this will enable the deletion of what would then
be redundant assessment matters under 13.2.7).

Development, Community and Critical Standards

In regard to the general measurable standards across the Living Zones, modelling and analysis has
shown that;

A The following standards should be consolidated:

Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.2.1 Outdoor Living Space - Residential Activities. The outdoor living space
. _— 2 . .« e . 2 .
requirement should be a minimum of 24m*® with a minimum private area of 12m” across all sites

across the Central City Living 4C Zone.

Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.2.3 Street Scene and Accessways — Residential and Other Activities. The road
setback should be standardised to 2m across all sites across the Central City Living 4C Zone — except
for SAms 22 and 24 — which should be maintained at 4.5m.

Volume 3, Part 2 Rule 4.2.5 Separation from neighbours. The required building setback from internal
boundaries should be standardised to 1.8m for all sites across the Central City Living 4C Zone.

Volume 3, Part 2, Appendix 1 Recession Planes be amended so that a standard recession plane
(Diagram E) applies across the Central City Living 4C Zone

B. The following standards should be removed:

Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.2.3(b) Street Scene and Accessways — Residential and Other Activities —
Special Amenity Areas (Sam) Only — except the area specific set backs of 4.5m (in the former Sam 31
adjacent to Park Terrace) and Sam 25 (as amended) should be retained.

Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.4.1 Residential Site Density — Residential Activities — as it relates to the
Central City Living Zone (floor area ratio rule)

Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.4.2 where it relates to site density of 0.5 for SAms 24, 25, 26, and 27.
Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.4.3 Open Space — Residential Activities — Living 4C (Avon Loop)
C. The following standards should be altered:

Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.2.10 Ground Floor Habitable Room Residential Activities be altered so that
30% all residential units have a habitable space on the ground floor.
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Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 4.4.4 Height Residential Activities:

. The heights shown as 30m on Hagley Avenue and east of Cranmer Square be reduced to 14m.

. The heights shown as 20m east of Latimer Square be reduced to 14m.

. The heights shown as 11 m North of Cranmer Square be increased to 14m.

. The height shown as 11m South of Cranmer Square ( south east corner of Montreal and
Armagh Street only) be increased to 14m.

. The heights shown for the LAC Avon Loop be given a uniform 8m.

Volume 3 Part 2, Rule 4.4.4 Height Residential Activities should be changed from a Critical Standard
(breach of which is a non complying activity) to a Community
Standard (breach of which is a discretionary activity).

Special Amenity Areas

The Council decision that created the central city SAms in 1997 stated that the extent of SAm areas
and the standards prescribed for each require further investigation and review. This was in response
to various requests by submission to extend the SAms. That review work has not been undertaken
until this review.

There is a question as to whether the SAms contain the same degree of coherence or consistency of
character that justified their creation some 15 years ago. An assessment of the 11 SAms in the Central
City reveals that their character has changed through the last 15 years of modern infill development
combined with recent demolitions of many pre-1940s buildings. Some SAms have lost % of their pre-
earthquake building stock, and one SAm (24), has been completely red-Zoned. Further the
measurable standards in the Living 4 Zones were set in the City Plan independently from the
investigation of the SAms, and hence the rules governing building scale do not relate strongly to the
locations or character of the SAms - for example SAm 31 has 3 different building height limits — 8m,
14m and 20m.

The Team’s review has found that some of the SAms are no longer relevant or justified in the post
earthquake recovery context, and their continuation in City Plan would continue an unnecessary level
of regulation. These SAms are:

° SAm 23 Salisbury Street

° SAm 23a Salisbury Street,

o SAm 24 Avon Loop,

. SAm 31 Park Terrace/Rolleston Avenue (but keep specific setback of 4.5m along Park
Terrace),

° SAm 32 Cranmer Square

. SAm 33 Latimer Square.

The review has also found that in the case of other SAms existing assessment matters under the City
Plan relating to the general restricted discretion in urban design and amenity can address many of the
character matters which the SAms were created to control — where the Team have identified this the
redundant SAm assessment matters should be deleted. Nevertheless the unique character in these
SAm areas remains and they are more sensitive to new building activity than in the wider Central City
Living Zones. It is recommended that there be a lower ‘trigger’ for urban design assessment of new
buildings and other structure in these remaining areas — but that the assessment rely on the general
urban design assessment matters.

However the review also acknowledged that, while the general assessment matters addressed many
of the adverse environmental effects of concern in the remaining SAms collectively they may not
address the total character in the SAm. (i.e. the whole may be more than the sum of its parts). To
guard against the general assessment matters for SAms set out in 13.2.7(a) of the assessment matters
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should still apply. This can be achieved simply by amending the first note to the assessment matters
as follows:

(i) The above general matters do not apply to the L3, L4A; 44B-and-L4€ Zones and the L4B and
L4C Zones that are outside the Central City.

This will necessitate the review of the SAm guides for SAms 22, 25, 26, 27, and 30 for the post
earthquake context. However this does not need to be an exhaustive process as this review has
already undertaken a comprehensive review of these SAms and defined their remaining character.
Mostly the reviews will lead to deletions of statements that are no longer relevant — buildings that are
no longer in the SAm, or references to rules in the City Plan that have been deleted.

In some cases development, community or critical standards have been identified in the SAms that
conflict with the character of the SAm or the adverse effects that they are intended to address are
covered by the aforementioned general restricted discretion urban design assessment matters.
Where these have been identified it has been recommended that the standard be deleted, in favour
of the assessment matter. These SAms and the relevant standards are:

° SAm 22 Gloucester/Montreal — remove the SAm22 overlay from the southern corner of the
former Girls High School site, because it was reZoned from Living 4C to Cultural 3 through the
Recovery Plan.

. SAm 25 Gracefield Avenue — reduce in area to take in properties 376 Durham Street North,
50, 49 (excluding 49A), 45, 46, 43, 42, 41, 40, 39, 38, 35, 34, 31, 28, 27, 24, 22, 1/20
Gracefield Avenue, maintain the special setback of 4.5 metres.

° SAm 26 Peacock/Beveridge/Conference — also, delete all SAm specific standards.
. SAm 27 Otley/Ely — also, delete all SAm specific standards.

° SAm 30 Chester Street East — also, delete SAm specific standards.
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Appendix 1 Plan Change Text

Central City Living Zones Review — Technical Report 1 Proposed Changes to the City
Plan

This is a technical report focussing on the proposed changes to the City Plan. The supporting
rational for changes are in the other Technical Reports 2-8 inclusive, but in particular
Technical Reports 3 and 4.
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Understanding the changes

The proposed changes to the District Plan are varied. In some instances it has been necessary to
replace entire provisions with new provisions. In other instances changes have been able to be made
to individual words or parts of existing provisions. In each instance the proposed deletions are shown
in strike—through—and—beld, while the new provisions are underlined and bold. Text that has
previously been changed pursuant to the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 is shown as italic
and bold. Text before a changed provision and text after a changed provision is indicated by the use
of “(...)”. Instructions to add understanding of what is to be amended are included in a text box.

Further clarity and understanding of the changes can be gained by reviewing the Statutory Direction
to Amend District Plan Chapter of the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan. This provides and overview
of the reasons for the changes made together with the Statutory Direction to undertake this work.
(Page 108).

Every effort has been made to ensure that the changes specified in this document give the reader a
full and fair understanding of the exact change proposed. For this reason substantive changes have
generally been shown in context, where as consequential changes have generally been summarised
and grouped. It should be noted, however, that given the complexity of the changes proposed to the
existing City Plan, readers are encouraged to view these amendments alongside the District Plan,
which is available online under the title “City Plan”.
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Volume 3, Part 2 Living Zones

‘ Amend Volume 3 Part 2 1.1 General Zone description and purpose as follows:

1.0 Zone descriptions

1.1 General zone description and purpose
(...

The Living 3 Zone is generally located around some district centres and in the inner city as well as in
some larger greenfield sites.; while-tThe Living 4A; 4B-and 4C are is located in the central city with-a
and there are pockets of Living 4B at North New Brighton and an area of Living 4C in central New
Brighton.

The Living 5 Zone covers eleven thirteen major areas within the residential areas of the city, which
are occupied by existing or proposed travellers' accommodation establishments. The zone allows
travellers' accommodation, but generally reflects the standard applicable in the adjoining living zone.

(..)

Editing Note: The existing City Plan text is wrong, there are currently 12 Living 5 Zones ‘

Delete Volume 3 Part 2 1.8 Living 4A zone description as follows: ‘

Central City Living Zones Review 4
Technical Report 1 draft plan changes working copy February 2013

TRIM 13/31307

Last updated: 1 February 2013

48



ATTACHMENT 2 TO CLAUSE 3
PLANNING COMMITTEE 15. 2. 2013

‘ Amend Volume 3 Part 2 1.9 Living 4B Zone description as follows: ‘

1.9 Living 4B (Central-City Carlton Mill Road and North Beach - High
Rise) Zone

Zone description and purpose

The Living 4B Zone covers only a small area part ef-the-central-city-living-area—lt-eceurs-adjacent to
Hagley Park along Carlton Mill Road and Hagley-Avenue,-east-of-LatimerSquare-and-in-a-small-pocket
to-the-east-of Cranmer-Square—lt-also-oceurs-in a small area at North Beach.

The zone anticipates high densities of residential development to heights not greater than about 10

storeys at Carlton Mill Road. ferthe-central-city:
(...)
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The density/height equation acknowledges both the strategic location of the Living 4B Zone adjacent
to large areas of open space and the appropriateness of providing for this type of living environment

Editing note: The preceding paragraph has been relocated to the end of the zone description for
Living 4C.

Environmental results anticipated

(a) A range of residential buildings to high densities and heights {generally-1-10-storeys-exceptin-the
Neorth-Beach-Living-4B-Zene)} in locations capable both of contributing to the overall city form,

and absorbing the adverse effects of loss of spaciousness.
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‘ Amend Volume 3 Part 2 1.10 Living 4C zone description as follows: ‘

1.10 Living 4C (Central City and central New Brighton - Character) Zone

Zone description and purpose

The Living 4C Zone comprises a-number-of-character all residential areas except the Central City

Living 5 Zones within the four avenues including-the-Central-City-West,\ictoria,-Avon-Loop-and-Moa
areas-and-areas-around-Churchill Street-and-Chester-Street. There is also a pocket of Living 4C Zone
in central New Brighton.

()

1690m? of land at 420-426 Hagley Avenue (being lots 1 & 2 DP 7835 and Lot 1 DP 8570) on the
corner of Moorhouse Avenue and Hagley Avenue (the site) contains specific provisions allowing
mixed use activity to occur _in the event of a single comprehensive development of the 3 titles
forming the site. This is due to its proximity to a prominent corner location and the effects
associated with such a location. This site if developed for mixed use activity will be subject to
design and appearance controls.

Amend Volume 3 Part 2 1.11 Living 5 Zone description as follows:

1.11 Living 5 (Travellers' Accommodation) Zone

Zone description and purpose

The Living 5 (Travellers' Accommodation) Zone covers eleven thirteen areas within residential areas.
These areas are as follows:

(1A)Peterborough (adjacent to the corner of Park Terrace and Peterborough Street) {bounded-by
Peterborough-Street, Kilmore StreetPark-Avenue and-Montreal Street):

(1B) Montreal (adjacent to Montreal and Kilmore Streets)

()

Amend Volume 3 Part 2, rule title 4.1 as follows:

4.1 Categories of activities - Living 3, 4Py 4B and 4C Zones

Amend Volume 3 Part 2 rule 4.1.1 as follows:

4.1.1 Residential activities
(@) Any residential activity which complies with:
e all of the development standards under Clause 4.2; and;

o all of the community standards under Clause 4.3; and

e all of the critical standards under Clause 4.4
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shall be a permitted activity

()

‘ Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Clarification of rules 4.1.3 as follows:

4.1.3 Clarification of rules

{b)}—Living 3 Zone - Tonbridge and Rastrick Streets
(...)

‘ Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 4.1.5 as follows: ‘

4.1.5 Corner of Hagley Avenue and Moorhouse Avenue - other activities
only

(a) Any other activity on the site located at 420-426 Hagley Avenue (being Lots 1 & 2 DP 7835 and
Lot 1 DP 8570) shall comply with all the following development, community, critical and site
specific standards.

Living 4CB Standards
Community

(ix) Compliance with maximum height limit of 14m.

Critical

(ix) Compliance with rule 4.4.6 Boarding of animals - other activities.

(xi) Compliance with rule 4.4.7 Dismantling or repair of motor vehicles - other activities.
Site Specific Critical Standards

(»# xii) Retail activities and non-site related car parking of no more than 150m2 of GLFA
including any outdoor area.

between 0700 hrs - 2200 hrs.
(x# xiv) A maximum plot ratio of 1.3.
(xv) Lots 1 & 2 DP 7835 and Lot 1 DP 8570 are to be amalgamated.

o) M heiaht limit of 30

Where a proposal does not comply with the standards identified above, it shall be assessed as a
restricted discretionary activity in terms of (i) - (vi), a discretionary activity in terms of (vii) - (wiit
ix), or a non-complying activity in terms of (ix) - (xv). The relevant assessment of the L4B zone in
relation to (i) - (vii) shall be applicable.
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‘ Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 4.2 as follows:

4.2 Development standards - Living 3, 4A; 4B and 4C Zones

Any application for resource consent for an activity that is in breach of the following rules, and does
not breach any other rules, will not require the written consent of other persons and shall be non-
notified:

(..)

4.2.10 Ground floor habitable room — residential activities (within Central City Living 4C Zone

only)

()

Editing Note: there appears to be an error in the existing City Plan text that where reference to rule
4.2.10 was not originally included.

Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 4.2.1 as follows:

4.2.1 Building height - residential and other activities
(...

(Refer also to community and critical standards for building height — clauses_4.3.7 (Living 4C in
Central City) and 4.4.4.)

()

Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 4.2.3 as follows:

4.2.3 Street scene and accessways - residential and other activities
(a) All areas except special amenity areas

Minimum building setback from road boundaries shall be as follows:

Minimum Setback

(..)

Living4A-Zone 2m
Living 4B (Carlton Mill Road) Zone 2m, except that there shall be no minimum for a
maximum of 50% of the total length of the road frontage
of the site.
(...)
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(iv) for sites fronting Bealey Avenue, Fitzgerald Avenue or Deans Avenue south of Blenheim Road
the minimum setback shall be 6m, while ; and

(v) for sites fronting the eastern side of Park Terrace between Bealey Avenue and the corner

of Armagh Street and Rolleston Avenue the minimum setback shall be 4.5m

(b) Special amenity areas (Sam Areas) only

The minimum building setback from road boundaries shall be as follows:
Sam Area (Number) Minimum Building Setback
26,24 2m
Editing Note: 2m is the default
Living 4C setback for SAms 26 and

24 — so this reference is not
needed in the rule

27 3m

19,21 4m

18, 38 6m

22,123,233, 25, 30, 31, 32,33 4.5m
except that

Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 4.2.5 as follows:

4.2.5 Separation from neighbours - residential and other activities

(a) the minimum building setback from internal boundaries shall be 1.8m, except that

Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 4.2.7 as follows: ‘
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4.2.7 Urban design appearance and amenity - residential and other

activities

(...)

(b) (i)  Within the-areas-shown-on-Planning-Map-39Fand-39G-as-special-amenity-areasand hin
special amenity areas 18, 19, 20, 21, and 38, the erection of all new buildings and additions
or alterations to existing buildings and the erection of fences and walls within the required
street scene setback, not covered by clause (a) above, where visible from a public place, shall
be discretionary activity with the exercise of the Council's discretion limited to their design,
appearance, and amenity.

(ii) Within the areas shown on the Planning Map 39F as special amenity areas the erection of
all new buildings and additions or alterations to existing buildings and the erection of
fences and walls within the required street scene setback, not covered by clause (a) above,
where visible from a public place, shall be discretionary activity with the exercise of the
Council's discretion limited to the assessment matters listed in clause 13.2.8.

(...)

Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 4.2.10 as follows:

4.2.10 Ground floor habitable room - residential activities

(a) In the Living 3, 4A 4B and 4C Zones outside the Central City, where the permitted height limit is
11m or less at least 50% of all residential units within a development shall have a habitable space
located at the ground level. Except that, any residential units fronting a road or public space,
except those built over accessways, shall have a habitable room located at the ground level.

(b) In the Living 4C zone within the Central City, at least 30% of all residential units within a
development shall have a habitable space located at the ground level.

(bc) Each of these habitable spaces located at the ground level shall have a minimum floor area of

12m2 and a minimum internal dimension of 3m and be internally accessible to the rest of the
unit.

(ed) In the Living 3, 4A 4B and L4C Zones outside the Central City, where the permitted height limit is
over 11m, and-4B-Zenes; a minimum of 50% of the ground floor area shall be occupied by
habitable spaces and/or indoor communal living space. This area may include pedestrian access
to lifts, stairs and foyers.

Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 4.2.11 as follows:

4.2.11 Outdoor living space - residential activities

(a) 30m? of outdoor living space shall be provided on site for each unit in the Living 3 and 4C outside
the Central City Zones, 24m? of outdoor living space shall be provided on site for each unit in

the Living 4C zone inside the Central City, and 20m2 of outdoor living space shall be provided on
site for each unit in the Living 4A-and 4B zones.

(b) In the Living 3 and Living 4C Zones this required outdoor living space can be provided through a
mix of private and communal areas, at the ground level or in balconies provided, that:

(i) Each unit shall have private outdoor living space of at least 16m2 in total in Living 4C outside
the Central City, and 12m? total in Living 4C inside the Central City zones.
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30m? private outdoor living space

4m

Livingroom

bedroom

(..)

(c) In the Living 4A-& 4B Zones this required outdoor living space can be provided through a mix of
private and communal areas, at the ground level or in balconies, provided that:
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4.2.11 - Outdoor living space (E4A-andL4B)

Ground floor First floor and above
20m? Private outdoor living space
&
l 6m? Balcony
3|T| —li &
1.5m
Livingroom Living room
L 1.5m :
Bedroom Bedroom
1
4m? Balcony
(remaining 10m? provided in communal space)

(..)

(d) In the Living 3 and Living-t4A, 4B, and 4C zones, any communal space may be located indoors
provided its use is explicitly for a recreation activity for the exclusive use of the residents and
guests of the units on the site. Where such an indoor communal space is provided it shall have a
minimum dimension of 4m and be capable of containing a circle with a minimum diameter of 8m;

()

Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 4.2.18 as follows:

4.2.18 Retailing - other activities

Retail activities involving the sale of goods grown or produced on the site shall be a discretionary
activity with the exercise of the Council's discretion limited to the impact on the surrounding living
environment except in the Living 4C Zone_in the {Avon Loop} shown on the planning map 39C en-Let

(Refer also to critical standards for retail sales - Clause 4.4.5.)

()
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‘ Amend Volume 3 Part 2 title 4.3 as follows: ‘

4.3  Community standards (other activities only) - Living 3, 4A; 4B and
4C Zones

‘ Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 4.3.1 as follows: ‘

4.3.1 Scale of activity - other activities

(a) The maximum gross floor area of buildings plus the area of any outdoor storage, used for

activities other than residential activities, shall be 40m2 or 30% of the gross floor area of all
buildings on the site, whichever is the larger;

Except
(...)

(iii) in the Living 4A C Zone for educational, spiritual, day-care, health facilities or travellers'
accommodation on sites with access to Bealey Avenue (between Durham Street North and
Madras Street), Colombo Street, Manchester Street (north of Salisbury Street).

(iv) In the L|V|ng 4C Zone_in the (-Avon Loop-)shown on the planmn_g map 39C entot-1-DP-72062
0 : eight the maximum gross
roor area of bmldlngs pIus the area of any outdoor storage used for activities other than

residential activities, shall be 70m2 or 30% of the gross floor area of all buildings on the site,
whichever is the smaller.

()

(c) Inthe Living 4C residential coherence area shown on the Planning Map 39C Living-4A-and- in the

Living 4B Zones no more than one full time equivalent person, who permanently resides
elsewhere than on the site, may be employed in undertaking any activity on the site. except-in

(d) In the Living 4C Zone in the {Avon Loop}shown on the planning map 39C en-Lot-1-DP-72062-o¢
that-part-of-Lot-2-DP-67014-with-a-10m-maximum-building-height, the activity shall be located in

a building except outdoor areas for a restaurant or tavern which shall occupy not more than 20m
2 outside of a building.

Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 4.3.2 as follows:

4.3.2 Site size - other activities

Maximum net area of any site for activities other than residential activities shall be:
(-..)

Living 4A; 4B and 4C Zones 800m?2
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except that this site area may be exceeded:

()

(b) in the Living 4A, 4B and 4C Zones
(...)

(c) in the Living 4C Zone in _the {Avon Loop} shown on the planning map 39C en-tet-1-DP72062-0¢
| £ Lot 2 DR 67014 with-3.10 - buildinaheiat
(i) where the activity occupies not more than 70m2 of floor space; and
(ii) where the activity is located in a building, except outdoor areas for a restaurant or tavern

which shall occupy not more than 20m?2 outside of a building.

Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 4.3.3 as follows:

4.3.3 Hours of operation - other activities

(a) The maximum total number of hours the site shall be open to visitors, clients or deliveries for any
activity other than a residential activity shall be 50 hours per week, except

(ii) in the Living 4C Zone in the {Avon Loop} shown on the planning map 39C. en-Ltet-1-DP-72062
(b) Hours of operation shall be limited to between the hours:

0700 - 2300 Monday to Friday, and

0800 - 2300 Saturday, Sunday and public holidays

except

(i) in the Living 4C Zone_in th

e {Avon Loop} shown on the planning map 39C entet-1-DR-72062

(vi) travellers accommodation in the Living 4A-C Zone inside the Central City on sites with access
to Bealey Avenue (between Durham Street North and Madras Street), Colombo Street,
Manchester Street (north of Salisbury Street).

Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 4.3.4 as follows:

4.3.4 Traffic generation - other activities
(a) Maximum number of vehicle trips per site shall be:

()

(iii) Other Sites:
Heavy vehicles 4 per week
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Other vehicles 50 per day
except that

e for educational, spiritual, daycare, health facilities, and travellers accommodation in the
Living 4A C Zone on sites with access to Bealey Avenue (between Durham Street North
and Madras Street), Colombo Street, Manchester Street (north of Salisbury Street), the
maximum number of vehicle trips per site shall be 100 per day.

(...)

Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 4.3.6 as follows:

4.3.6 Residential coherence - other activities

()

(b) Living 4A C residential coherence area shown on the Planning Map 39C and 4B Zones (except for
apartment blocks greater than 3 storeys)

At least one person engaged in the activity shall reside permanently on the site except in the
Living 4A C Zone for educational, spiritual, day-care, health facilities or travellers' accommodation
on sites with access to Bealey Avenue (between Durham Street North and Madras Street),
Colombo Street, Manchester Street (north of Salisbury Street).

(c) Living 4A and 4B Zones (apartment blocks over 3 storeys only) and Living 4C Zone except for the

area _shown on the central city planning map 39C en-Lot-1-DR-72062-or-that-part-of-Let2-DR
67014-with-a-10m-maximum-building-heightin-the Living 4C Zone in the (Avon Loop).

Only the person(s) residing permanently on the site shall be engaged in the activity.

(Refer also to community standard for scale of activity - clause 4.3.1.)

Insert new Rule 4.3.7 Building Height in the Living 4C Zones in the Central City in Volume 3 Part 2 as
follows:

4.3.7 Building Height in Living 4C zones in the Central City - residential
and other activities

The maximum building heights shall be as shown on the Heights Planning Map 39D.

Note: When assessing height in the Living 4 Zones refer also to the definition of 'Height' in Volume
3, Part 1, which provides an exception that allows the roof area to exceed the maximum height.

()
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‘ Amend Volume 3 Part 2 title 4.4 as follows:

4.4  Critical standards - Living 3, 4A; 4B and 4C Zones

‘ Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 4.4.1 as follows:

4.4.1 Residential site density - residential activities
The maximum residential floor area ratio per site shall be:

Living 3 Zone 0.8
Living-4A-Zone 12
Living 4B Zone 1.4
Living 4C Zone (New Brighton only) exeluding 1.2
L4CZone{Avontoop)

except that

(..)

Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 4.4.2 as follows:

4.4.2 Site density - other activities

The maximum plot ratio per site shall be:

Living 3 Zone 0.5
Living-4A-Zone 08
Living 4B Zone 0.8
Living 4C Zone 0.8
except that

(...)
Delete Volume 3 Part 2 4.4.3 as follows: ‘
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‘ Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 4.4.4 as follows:

4.4.4 Building height - residential and other activities
The maximum height of any building shall be:

()

G)  Living 4 yacz 0 . I ith-olanni 398390
and-39G

(j) Living 4B Zone (Carlton Mill Road Central-City) in accordance with planning map 39B and
39D

(k) Living 4B Zone (North Beach) 14m

(I) Living 4C Zone (central New Brighton only) 20m

Note: When assessing height in the Living 4 Zones refer also to the definition of 'Height' in Volume 3,
Part 1, which provides an exception that allows the roof area to exceed the maximum height.

(Refer also to development standard building height - Clause 4.2.1 for Living 3 Zone at Sumner, and
community standard 4.3.7 for Living 4C zone in the Central City).

Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 4.4.5 as follows:

4.4.5 Retailing - other activities

Retail activities shall be limited to the sale of goods grown or produced on the site except the Living
4C Zone in the {Avon Loop). shown on planning map 39C. en-tet-1-DR-72062-or-that-part-of- Lot 2-DR
67014 ‘_I 10 . buildine heiahtin the Livine 4C.ZoRe.

Refer also to development standards for retail sales - Clause 4.2.15 which means that the sale of
goods grown or produced on the site is a discretionary activity in respect of that standard with the
exercise of the Council's discretion limited to the impact of the surrounding living environment.

(...)
Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Appendix 4 as follows:

Appendix 4 - List of Special amenity areas (Sams)

Appendix 4 - List of Special amenity areas (Sams)

Sam number . .
General location Rules applicable (or other method)
(...)
23 Salisbury Street Streetscene
23a Salisbury-Street Street-scenej-external-appearance
24
Oxford Terrace Street sceneopen-space-externalappearance
(...)
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31 Park Terrace/Rolleston-Avenue  Streetscene;externalappearance
32 CranmerSquare Street scenerexternalappearance
33

) LatimerSquare Street scenerexternalappearance
() ) )

Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 5.1.1 as follows:

5.1.1 Residential activities and other activities (except travellers'
accommodation) - all standards (Living 5 Zone)

All standards for the above activities shall be those for the zones specified below:
Peterborough As for £4A L4AC Zone_in the Central City
Montreal As for LAC Zone in the Central City

()

Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 5.2 as follows:

5.2 Development standards - travellers' accommodation activities -

Living 5 Zone
Any application arising from clauses 5.2.6, and-5.2.7 (only on sites other than those adjoining or
across a road from a living, cultural or open space zone), and 5.2.8 will not require the consent of
other persons and shall be non-notified.

Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 5.2.1 as follows:

5.2.1 Site density

The maximum plot ratio per site shall be:

Peterborough and Montreal 0.8

()

Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 5.2.3 as follows:

5.2.3 Sunlight and outlook for neighbours

(a) Buildings shall not project beyond a building envelope constructed by recession planes from
points 2.3m above internal boundaries as shown in Part 2, Appendix 1 as follows:

()

Diagram-D—Peterborough,

Diagram E — Avon, Peterborough and Montreal,

()
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‘ Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 5.2.4 as follows:

5.2.4 Street scene

The minimum setback from road boundaries for buildings and outdoor storage areas shall be 4.5
metres except that:

(c) for those areas shown on the planning map 39C in the Living 5 and Living 4C on the Avon Loop

where no street scene setback is required.

()

Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 5.2.7 as follows:

5.2.7 Separation from neighbours
(a) The minimum building setback from any internal boundary shall be:
Peterborough, Montreal, Avon, Riccarton, Kilmarnock, Raceway, 3 metres

()

Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 5.2.8 as follows:

5.2.8 External appearance
(a) Peterborough, Montreal and Avon: Within-special-amenity-areas-31-and-32-enly; t The erection

of new buildings and additions or alterations to existing buildings, where visible from a public
place, shall be a discretionary activity with the exercise of the Council's discretion restricted to
those matters set out in 13.2.8 excluding assessment matters (iv)(a) and (b), (vii) (a)-(d)

inclusive and (ix)(a)-(c) inclusive. limitedte-theirvisual-impact.

Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 5.4.1 as follows:

5.4.1 Site density

The maximum plot ratio per site shall be:
Peterborough and Montreal : 0.9

()
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Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 5.4.3 as follows:

5.4.3 Building height

The maximum height of any building shall be:

Peterborough, Montreal, and Avon In accordance with planning maps 39D-and-39G
Note: When assessing height in the Living 5 (Avon) Zone refer also to the definition of 'Height' in
Volume 3, Part 1, which provides an exception that allows the roof area to exceed the maximum
height.

Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Assessment Matter 13.2 as follows:

13.2 Living 1, 1F, H, RS, RV, TMB, 2, 3, 4A; 4B, 4C and G Zones

()

Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Assessment Matter 13.2.5 as follows: ‘

13.2 Living 1, 1F, H, RS, RV, TMB, 2, 3, 4A; 4B, 4C and G Zones : 13.2.5
Separation from neighbours

In addition to the matters to be assessed above, in the Living 3, 4A; 4B and 4C Zones the following
apply:

Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Assessment Matter 13.2.7 as follows:

13.2.7External appearance

(a) General matters for Special Amenity Areas

()

Note:

(i) The above general matters do not apply to the L3, L4A; 14B,—and-L4€ and the L4B and L4C
Zones that are outside the Central City. .

(..)

(b) Specific matters for Special Amenity Areas
In addition to the above general matters, the following specific matters shall apply where
indicated.

Spocial . 23

(..)

Central City Living Zones Review 21
Technical Report 1 draft plan changes working copy February 2013

TRIM 13/31307

Last updated: 1 February 2013

65



ATTACHMENT 2 TO CLAUSE 3
PLANNING COMMITTEE 15. 2. 2013 66

‘ Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Assessment Matter 13.2.8 as follows: ‘

13.2.8Urban design, appearance and amenity - Living 3, 4A; 4B, and 4C,
Zones

(..)

(b) Specific matters

In addition to the above general matters, the following specific matters shall apply where indicated.
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‘ Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Rule 13.1.2 as follows:

13.2.12 Outdoor living space
(...

In addition to the matters to be assessed above, in the Living 3, 4A; 4B, and 4C Zones the following
apply:

(...)
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‘ Amend Volume 3 Part 2 Appendix 1 as follows:

Appendix 1 - Recession plane and containment angle diagrams

tecession plane and containment angle diagrams

(a) Recession planes

55°
51°
45;’93
£
30 o
29
26"
A
23m
/— Boundary
./
y / Ground level

Applicable to all buildings in living zones
[except LHB (Waorsleys Spur), L3, tvky
L4B and L4C Zones) and all buildings in
adjoining zones,

_— Boundary

Ground level

Applicable to all buildings in
13,4 L4B and L4C Zones and
all buildings in adjoining zones.

Date: 17/4/2008
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A Applicable to all buildings:
- inthe L1, L1A L1B, L1D and L1E zones

+ on sites in other (non-living) zones that adjoin the L1,
L1A, L1B, L1D and L1E zones.

X 1
Tentia) to inside ©

C  Applicable to all buildings:

+ inthel3 zone

- onsites in other (non-living) zones that adjoin the L3 zone

+ inthe Living 5 Zone (Riccarton, Kilmarnock and Raceway
anly)

« onsites in other (non-living) zones that adjoin the Living 5
Zone (Riccarton, Kilmarnock and Raceway only).

o
63°30° 5% 63°30"

; 3
ge”r;al to inside ©

E Applicable to all buildings:
+ over 11 metres in height in the L4A and L4B zones

= over 11 metres in height on sites in other (non-living) zones
that adjoin the ttaamd L4B zones.

Applicable to all buildings:
in the LH, L2, LRS and LRV zones

on sites in other (non-living) zones that adjoin the LH, L2,
LRS and LRV zones.

- A1
Pentiay to inside ©

Applicable to all buildings:

in the L4C zone gutside the Central City

on sites in other (non-living) zenes that adjoin the LAC zone
in the -béfrand- L4B zones (except those buildings over 11
metres in height)

on sites in other (non-living) zones that adjoin the L4A and
L4B zones (except those buildings over 11 metres in height)

thol it 7 o a bt
e S

shadl 5 L Jail
g 2 ¥
e in-athasd It 3 ot aeliaio sl i £
o L e o

+__L4C Zones inside the Central City
. L5 Zones inside the Central City

MNote: North is true north
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in the LHA, LHB and TMB zones

on sites in other (non-living) zones that adjoin the LHA, LHE
and TMB zones,

in the Living 5 Zone (Merivale, Papanui, Memorial Avenue,
Shirley, Upper Riccarton and Russley only)

an sites in other (non-living) zones that adjoin the Living 5
Zone (Merivale, Papanui, Memorial Avenue, Shirley, Upper
Riccarton and Russley only
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Volume 3, Part 14 Subdivision

‘ Amend Volume 3 Part 14 Rule 4.2.2 as follows:

4.2.2 Allotment dimensions
No allotment, vacant at the time of subdivision, shall be created such that it is unable to
accommodate a rectangle of the dimensions specified below:

(...)

Living 2, 3, 4A; 4B, 4C Zones 13 x 16m
(...)

Amend Volume 3 Part 14 Rule 4.3.2 as follows:

4.3.2 Minimum standards - Living zones
Every allotment to be created by a subdivision shall comply with the minimum standards specified for
each zone below except as provided for in Clauses 4.3.8, and 4.3.12.
(A)
Zone Minimum Minimum Maximum net Interpretation of References
netarea average net area living zone to other
area (see minimum minimum
interpretation standards standards
clause in the under 4.3.2
next column) that apply to
each zone
and
prohibited
activities
(see (B) - (M)
below)

()

LIVING 2, 3, 4A, 4B, 4C
AND 5 ZONES

()

Living 3, 4A;4B,4C,5 | 300m?2 350m2 The average area
provisions  shall
only apply to
subdivisions  of
more than three
resultant
allotments. Any
lots greater than

900m2 in area
shall be deemed

to be 900m2 in
area for
averaging
purposes.

(..)
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‘ Amend Volume 3 Part 14 Rule 4.3.8 as follows:

4.3.8 Allotments with existing or proposed buildings

Minimum

Zone
net area

()

Living 3 Zone (except SAM area 21),4A, 4B and 4C Zones

Amend Volume 3 Part 14 Rule 5.2.1 as follows:

5.2.1 Access (Private ways, access legs, and vehicular access on

cross or company leases or unit titles)
(...

Minimum requirements for access

Potential Legal Formed urning [Passin Sealed Height No limit
Activity No.of  Width Width °7 & et & and (m)g
Units (m) (m) Drained
() . . . 4t08 3.5 3.0 Yes Yes Yes 4.0
Residential (Living 3,
4A; 4Band 4C Zones)
Residential 9to 15 6.0 5.0 Yes Yes Yes 4.0
Residential (Living 3,
AyaBanddCzones o, o 5, 49 Yes  Yes  Yes 4.0
outside the Central
City)
(...)
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Other changes throughout the City Plan

Amend the City Plan as Follows:

Volume 3, Rule and Clause Titles

Remove “L4A” from rule and clause titles as required.

Volume 3 : Part 1 Definition of Height
(..

(c) lift shafts, plant rooms, water tanks, air conditioning units, ventilation ducts, chimneys and antennae and
similar architectural features on buildings in all Business Zones including Special Purpose (Wigram) Zone area,
the Central City Zone, the Cultural 4 Zone, the Living £4A; 4B, 4C and 5 Zones, and the Special Purpose (Airport)
Zone, provided they do not exceed an additional 6m or 20% of the height of a building, (whichever is lesser) and
not more than 25% of the plan area of a building.

(d) chimneys (not exceeding 1.1m in any direction) except as allowed for in the-t4A; L4B, L4C and L5 zones
under subclause (c) above.

(..)

Volume 3 : Part 2 Living Zones Assessment Matters
(...

13.2.12 Outdoor living space

(...)
In addition to the matters to be assessed above, in the Living 3, 4A; 4B and 4C Zones the following apply:

()

Volume 3 : Part 3 Business Zones

3.2 Residential activities

()

(d) In any part of the Business 1 Zone adjoining a Living 4A-4B-ex 4C Zone located within the
Central City, residential units may be erected. In addition to the Business 1 Zone rules all residential
activities shall comply with the Living Zones (Part 2) Clauses 4.2.9, 4.2.11 and 4.2.12 inclusive,
Transport (Part 13) and Subdivisions (Part 14) provisions as if the site were zoned Living 4A, 4B or
4cC.
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Volume 3 : Part 7 Cultural Zones : 3.3 Development standards :

3.3.1 Open space

The maximum percentage of the site area to be covered by buildings shall be as follows:

(..)

On school sites subject to Living 3,4A; 4B, 4C, 5 and cultural zone provisions in Clauses 3.6.1

and 3.6.2 40%

(b)
Volume 3 : Part 7 Cultural Zones : 3.3 Development standards :

3.3.3 Street scene

(a) The minimum building setback from road boundaries shall be:

()

On school sites subject to Living 3,-4A; 4B, 4C, 5, Business 3, and cultural zone provisions in

Clauses 3.6.1 or 3.6.2 3m

(ii)

(..)

Volume 3 : Part 7 Cultural Zones : 3.5 Critical standards :

3.5.1 Building height

The maximum height of any building shall be as specified below:

()

On school sites subject to Living-4A; 4B and 4C Zone rules, in Clauses 3.6.1 and 3.6.2, refer to

(c) Planning Maps 39B-and-39D-maximum height controls.

(..)

Volume 3 : Part 7 Cultural Zones : 3.6 List of schools :

3.6.1 Secondary or composite
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Column A Location Map ColumnB
() ) Hagley Avenue, City 39A  Living 4B 4C
Hagley Community College

(...)

Volume 3 : Part 7 Cultural Zones : 3.6 List of schools :

3.6.2 Primary and Intermediate

Column A Location Map Column B
(-) Gloucester Street, City 39A Living 4A-4C
Christchurch East -
(...)

St Mary's (R.C.) Manchester Street, City 39C Living 4A-4C

(..)

Volume 3 : Part 8 Special Purpose Zones :

2.1 Zone rules - Activities other than those defined as health facilities

The provisions of the following zones shall apply to any activities in the Special Purpose (Hospital)

Zone which are not defined as health facilities;

()

As for Living 4A 4C Zone - (Residential Activities and Other Activities)
Christchurch Women's Hospital
Lyndhurst Hospital

()

Volume 3 : Part 9 General City Rules : 2.2 Temporary buildings and

activities :
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2.2.4 Development standard
()

Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Plan, and except as set out in Clause 2.2.3, the
following shall be permitted activities in any zone in the Central City, except the Living 4A;-4B; 4C
and 5 and Cultural 3 zones:

(..)

For temporary activities and buildings in the Living 4A;-48B; 4C and 5 and Cultural 3 zone, the
Canterbury Earthquake (Resource Management Act Permitted Activities) Order 2011 applies.

Volume 3 : Part 9 General City Rules : 3.4 Development standards :

3.4.2 Street scene

Minimum building setback from road boundaries shall be:

Scheduled metropolitan facilities, scheduled hotels, taverns, and spiritual facilities in Living 3,
4A; 4B & 4C Zones, scheduled fire stations 3m

Volume 3 : Part 9 General City Rules : 3.4 Development standards :

3.4.3 Separation from neighbours

Minimum building setback from any internal boundary of a scheduled site shall be:

Scheduled metropolitan facilities, scheduled hotels, taverns, and spiritual facilities in Living 3 &
4A; 4B and 4C Zones, scheduled service centres and community services, scheduled public 3m
utilities, scheduled fire stations

Volume 3 : Part 9 General City Rules : 3.4 Development standards :

3.4.5 Visual amenity

(b) Area to be landscaped
Minimum percentage of the site to be set aside as a landscaped area shall be:

Scheduled metropolitan facilities, scheduled hotels, taverns, and spiritual facilities in Living 3, 4A, 4B
and 4C Zones, scheduled service stations, scheduled fire stations
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Volume 3 : Part 9 General City Rules : 3.5 Critical Standard :

3.5.1 Height

The maximum height of any building shall be as follows:

()

Scheduled hotels and taverns in Living 4A-and 4C
Zones,

Scheduled metropolitan facilities,scheduled fire
stations in Living 4C Zone, and

Scheduled spiritual facilities in the Living 4 Zones 11m in accordance with planning maps 398

and-39D
(..)

20% above the maximum height permitted by

Living 4 Z
iving 4 Zones planning maps-39B-and 39D

Volume 3 : Part 9 General City Rules :

9.2 Workers' temporary accommodation for the greater Christchurch
rebuild : Temporary buildings for workers' temporary accommodation

()

Standards and terms

(i) The workers’ temporary accommodation unit or workers’ temporary accommodation complex is located
on a site in:

e Christchurch City within the Living 2, 3,4A; 4B, 4C Zone or Business 1 or 2 Zone of the City Plan or within
the Lyttelton Town Centre Zone of the Banks Peninsula District Plan; or

(..
Volume 3 : Part 10 Heritage and Amenities : 3.4 Development

standards:

3.4.1 Area and number

()

(ii)  for other (non-residential) activities within a community footprint, fronting an arterial road or on a site in
the Living 4C 4A Zone with access to Bealey Avenue, Montreal Street, Durham Street North, Colombo Street and
Manchester Street (north of Salisbury Street), the maximum total area of outdoor advertisements shall be 1.0m?
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Volume 3 : Part 11 Health and Safety : 1.3 Specific rules - Noise control :
1.3.4 Noise Standards for all zones within the Central City

(..)

For the purposes of this Rule, "habitable space” in relation to health facilities and educational
facilities includes rooms which are normally occupied frequently or for extended periods.

(i) Living 4A, 4B and 4C and Living 5 Zones - Protection of Noise Sensitive Activities

()

Note: Compliance with this Rule may be achieved by ensuring any construction is in accordance
with the acceptable solutions listed in Part 11, Appendix 1. In the Living 4A, 4B and 4C and Living 5
Zones no alternative ventilation is required in situations where the Rule is only met with windows
closed. Alternatively, compliance with the Rule can be achieved through certification by a qualified
acoustic engineer that the design is capable of achieving compliance with the performance
standard.

(...)

Volume 3 Part 12 Designations :

2.10A Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery : Notation
Residential Demonstration Project

Planning map|Underlying

\Site name Location .
no. zoning

Residential Demonstration|Part Block defined by Madras, Armagh

Project and Gloucester Streets 39/ Living 4B 4C

Volume 3 : Part 13 Transport : 2.2 Development standards - Parking and
loading :

2.2.1 Parking space numbers

()

Table 1 . Minimum parking required in all zones

Cycle

Activity Car parking spaces parking  Loading/unloading
spaces
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All living zones including residential
activities within Open Space 3D
(Clearwater) Zone and except Living 3,

4A, 4B-{Central-City);4C, G and Central
City Mixed Use Zones
(...)

Living 4A, 4B and 4C Zones

(...)

Residents/visitors Staff

Residents: 2 spaces (1
garageable)/unit +

N/A Nil
Visitors: 1 space/5 units
Residents:
1 garageable space per unit
+
Visitors: N/A  Nil

No parking requirement for
the 10 units, thereafter 1
space per 5 units.

Volume 3 : Part 13 Transport
loading :

: 2.2 Development standards - Parking and

2.2.10 Parking area and access design - All Zones outside the Central

City

All vehicular access to a site, shall be in accordance with the standards set out in Table 2 below.

Table 2 - Minimum requirements for private ways and vehicular

access

Potential Legal . . .

Activity number of Width Fo.rmed Turning Passing Sea.led and Height
. Width (m) area area drained (m) (4)

units (m)
(...)
Residential (Living 3;4to 8 3.5 3.0 Yes Yes Yes 4.0
4A, 4B and 4C Zones
(...)
Residential (Living 3,
4A, 4B and 4C Zones 9to 15 5.0 4.0 Yes Yes Yes 4.0
(...)
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Active Zone List

Map Notation Zone

Planning Maps : Introduction : Designations

(...)

Living 4A{C | City—Di }
LA

() LL4B Living 4B (Central-City-Carlton Mill Road and North Beach - High Rise)

Planning Maps 39C, 39D, 39F and 39G

Amend planning maps 39C, 39D, 39F and delete planning map 39G to reflect the changes to Zones,
Heights, Special Amenity Areas and references to area or site specific rules shown in the Planning
Maps (Map 1, Map 2, Map 3) that follow:

Consequential Amendments

Whilst every effort has been made to identify the necessary changes, there may be other
consequential (non substantive) changes required to give effect to these recommendations. Where
these are subsequently identified then appropriate amendments should be made without further
formality.
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Map 1 Amended Zoning Map — Central City Living Zones only
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Map 2 Amended Heights Map — Central City Living Zones only
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Map 3 Amended Central City SAms Map
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Consultation Event Summary and Records of Discussions

Consultation Events

Stakeholders Project Where and Summary of discussion
Team when
Nicky Wagner | Adam Fort Electorate Discussed the Statutory Direction and what area the
MP for Office on Living 4 and 5 zones cover. Ms. Wagner lives in the
Christchurch Salisbury L4 zone in the Victoria Neighbourhood (SAm 26) and
Central Street her electorate office is in SAm 23 on Salisbury
10 September | Street. She sends around an e-newsletter each
1pm month or so and was briefed on the project to
inform discussion with her constituents.
Hagley- Adam Fort Woolston This was a briefing to the Board to inform them of
Ferrymead Andrew Club the upcoming review, clarify its scope and field
Community Willis 19 September | questions regarding its intent.
Board (public) | Katie Smith 3pm
Planning Adam Fort Committee Discussion in the pre-circulated report focused on
Committee Andrew Room whether to proceed with the review (which staff
Meeting Willis 3 October recommended), or to seek deferral of the statutory
(public) (plus Phil 9am direction through the Minister. A deputation from
Gurnsey the Combined Residents Groups and subsequent
from CERA) discussion between Project Team staff and the
Residents Groups led to a unanimous vote for a
Committee recommendation that Council proceed
with the review.
Chester Adam Fort Pomeroys Primary purpose of meeting was to brief the group
Street East (plus Phil 11 October on the Housing Demonstration Project. There was
Residents Gurnsey 4pm-6pm significant discussion about the Living Zone Review.
Association from CERA)
Council Adam Fort Council Cr Wells led discussion and noted the willingness of
Meeting Chamber parties to proceed with the review. Council voted
(public) 25 October unanimously to approve the recommendation of the
9am Planning Committee.
Carter Group | Adam Fort Rebuild Discussion focused on delivery of medium density
(Philip Carter | Fiona Wykes | Central developments and the Avon Loop where the L5
and Sharon) 2 November Holiday Inn Hotel site abuts the red zoned L4C
(plus Dec 6 zoned land.
phone December 6 — Follow-up phone call to confirm a
conversation) | submission will be coming in, and that the existence
of an L5 zone in the Avon Loop is being questioned
through the review.
Public drop-in | Adam Fort HMNZS Detailed discussion between members of the public,
session; Katie Smith Pegasus the project team, and Phil Gurnsey in relation to
12 members (plus Phil Meeting CCDU Recovery Plan Projects.
of public, Gurnsey room, 417
plus one from CERA) Montreal St
Councillor 7 November
4dpm-7pm
Combined Adam Fort WEA Meeting | Traversed a number of issues including:
Residents Katie Smith Room
Groups x 7; Kieran 12 November | 1.SAms
All 7 residents | Cummings 7-9pm a.) A desire to keep SAms from some groups
groups were Andrew b.) Perception that lower threshold for design and
represented, | Willis appearance in SAms is worth keeping
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by one or two
persons each;
Facilitated by
Ken Lawn

(Independent
Planning

Commissione

r)

(plus Phil
Gurnsey
from CERA)

c.) Recognition that some SAms have not achieved
much, and may no longer be very relevant

d.) Some SAms still have particular character
Project team recommendation:

Reduce the number of SAms to those that add value
over and above new design and appearance
controls.

2. Non-residential uses

a.) Bolster residential nature of the Living Zones;
encourage mixed use in the commercial business
zones

b.) Consider LAC rules across all residential area,
unless there are specific reasons for a difference
Project team recommendation:

Start from LAC rules and see what needs to be
different. Start from concept that these residential
areas are precious and the key to growing
residential component of Central City.

3. Heights

a.) A desire not to lose the current texture of height,
which has arisen for specific reasons

b.) If changes are made, it should be to reduce
heights

c.) Some heights now out of step with lower heights
in business zones

Project team recommendation:

Keep the 8/10/14 general texture, but check the
boundaries and areas they cover to see that they
make sense. Review other heights to see if they are
still appropriate.

4. Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Density
a.) Some concern about dropping it

Victoria
Neighbourho
od
Association;
Meeting was
well attended
by 12-15
members of
the residents’
group; Dave
Kelly chaired

Adam Fort
Katie Smith
Kieran

Cummings

43 Beveridge
Street

13 November
8pm-10pm

Discussion focused on key issues such as:

a.) Protection against non-residential uses
(preference to retain L4C protection along Colombo
St frontage)

b.) Halt issuing of resource consents to breaches of
the Community Standards (as amended and
strengthened by the CCRP)

c.) Keep the 8m heights in their current locations,
the diversity is good

d.) SAm 26 not really a useful purpose, fairly
negative feeling about it due to 15 years of modern
infill buildings. SAm 25 more intact, and may be
useful to have its larger street scene setback, but
not a compelling argument for that

e.) Concern over future use of the Special Purpose
Hospital zone on two parcels fronting Gracefield Ave

Canterbury
Regional
Council

Adam Fort

Phone calls
and email
27 November

Various phone calls and emails with Stephen Timms
from November 27 to Dec 7. Eventually arranged
face to face meeting with Stephen on Dec 11.
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Contact:

Stephen

Timmes,

Principal

Planner

Community Adam Fort Rebuild Explained the intent of the review and some issues

and Public Central that have become apparent so far. CPH staff asked

Health 28 November | questions around scope and have clear

(CDHB) organisational views on urban design discretion to

Contacts: achieve improved health outcomes, having already

Jane Murray submitted to PC53. They are to draft their

and Matt submission and have Anna Stevenson (Health

Willoughby Registrar, Christchurch City Council - Strategy and
Planning Group) review it before lodgement.

Avon Loop Adam Fort 28 Hurley St Views expressed included:

Planning Kieran 29 November | a.) Support for height of Avon Hotel site to be 8m,

Association; Cummings 6pm-7.15pm (retaining L4C 3.5m bonus), and 8m also across the

7 members of remainder of the Avon Loop Living 4C Zone

the b.) Due to uncertainty over future of red-zoned

Committee land, they wish for continuing partnerships and

attended, consultation, including those residents that have

including been forced out through red-zoning

Siobhan c.) Support for trees and protected pump house

Murphy and building to be retained

Cilla Clements d.) Remaining heritage buildings outside the loop,

who both such as in Ely Street east side, should be protected

attended the due to what the city has lost as a whole.

CRG meeting e.) Support for some small scale non-residential

on 12 activities, but acknowledged B1 zoning changes

November through the Recovery Plan.

Urban Design | Adam Fort Committee The panel‘s general recommendations were:

Panel: Scott Blair Room 2

Nicole Katie Smith 30 November | 1. Height

Lauenstein Fiona Wykes Height controls typology, would make more sense

William Field Kieran to consider storeys, rather than height; Height and

Jasper van Cummings number of storeys is currently used in combination -

der Lingen Katherine in L3 New Brighton for example, but always a

Alec Bruce Snook precise upper limit in metres is necessary.

William (CERA)

Fulton Interface between heights is problematic

Different heights on different sides of a street can
create an awkward interface — would make sense
for example for the height limit south of the Arts
Centre, currently 20m, to be 16m along Hereford
Street and 20m south of that. One height limit could
create a monotony of form and would also prevent
variety at corners.

Some discussion of where the city would be looking
for apartment developments and the growth
scenarios post blueprint.

The 30m height limit in the south west along Hagley
Avenue makes sense as this is the best place in the
central city to have 8-9 storey apartments,
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overlooking the park.

11m+ associated with larger public green spaces
makes sense — e.g. the Avon River, the East Frame,
Hagley Park. Either side of the river could possibly
be 5-6 storeys, quality rental properties, including a
floor for parking. There was seen to be demand for
this due to location and cheaper land than the inner
city west.

Consideration should be given to the living zone
immediately to the north of the proposed stadium
in terms of visual outlook and to the south in terms
of the huge bulk of the stadium itself.

The north of Manchester and Colombo Streets are
areas of greater intensity/density.

The 20m and 30m height limits around Latimer and
Cranmer Squares respectively are now at odds with
the blueprint released by CERA.

2. Economic Drivers

There can be a reluctance around using a body
corporate, particularly following the earthquakes.
Apartments — often floor by floor rental rather than
sale, can be a good way to develop

Was a strong demand for land for 3 level, fee simple
development; the next level for 5 or 6 storey rental
properties with stand alone the ultimate
preference. Need to investigate if demand has
changed post-earthquakes.

Construction costs related to heights —above 3
storeys there are issues with access and lifts.

3. Density
At what point in terms of amalgamation of sites

would the residential floor area ratio (RFAR) actually
come into play - i.e. when is it necessary? Don’t
wish to discourage comprehensive development.
Agreement that it is not an effective ‘built form’
rule. There was a suggestion it could apply above a
certain threshold of number of units or floor area to
catch comprehensive developments.

4. Outdoor Living Space
Assessment of proposed outdoor living space is the

key — provision, type and quality.

There was some agreement for a minimum ‘private’
space requirement of 12m? per unit being
appropriate. Currently L4C requires 16m? private
while L4A requires 10m? private.

5. Setback and Recession Planes
Where heights have had to be lifted due to the flood
plain, they are now breaking recession planes.
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However, the entire street breaks these, until you
get to the interface between the flood plain
requirements and next site. This issue will need to
be investigated further.

The setback and recession plane requirements
mean there will always be a good setback between
sites — where the recession planes go vertical (14m
height) would be about 8m setback from internal
east or west boundaries and the understanding is
that 16m total separation between 12+m tall
apartments provides a comfort zone in terms of
privacy.

Agreed that a single recession plane, Angle E (50°
form south boundary) or Angle D (42’30° from south
boundary) would be appropriate for all of L4. Angle
E is slightly more generous than Angle D, but would
cause greater shading for southern neighbours.

6. Outdoor Service Space
Communal bin storage area seen as important in
multi-unit developments.

7. SAms

Rule thresholds may need to be lower if important
public open space. Support for retaining some but
no clear recommendations as there was not time to
go through all the assessment

8. Other

a.) Opportunity for master planning by Council to
create better results around residential areas of the
city

b.) Need a market mix

c.) Links to public transport are key

d.) Greenspace is key to higher intensity
developments — need a good area of green space in
the northern part of the central city residential area

Christs Adam Fort Phone calls Conversation regarding Christs College landholdings
College only and interests and the scope of the CCL Review.
(have 6 December Discussed the block bounded by Armagh-Rolleston-
extensive Gloucester-Montreal. Requested Christs College to
landholdings respond and advise of the future for Darnley Flats
in SAm 22 L4C site, whether the building (in SAm23a) is being

plus large site retained and repaired or demolished.

in SAm 23A

L4A);

Sarah Watson

(Associate at

Duncan

Cotterill

Lawyers)

Chateau Adam Fort Rebuild Meeting to discuss the scope of the review and
Blanc Scott Blair Central, options for the nature of the planning framework
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Holdings; Guy Lichfield changes that they would favour for the block

Carnaby Street containing their landholdings. CBH clarified that the

(Davis 3 December remaining part of the Chateau Blanc Buildings

Ogilvie), (fronting Montreal St for 40m length) will not be

Robert Hogg demolished. They favoured increase in height to

and Mark 17m for the portion of their landholdings fronting

Shillito (Hotel Montreal St and abutting Peterborough and Kilmore

Manager) for a depth of approx 20m. New boundaries were
proposed through their 2010 resource consent for
redeveloped and new hotel buildings. 14-18m
height all along this portion of land were approved.
It was agreed however that height breaches should
be considered (and may be consented) through a
process that recognises context, design and
appearance. Their existing consents would need
amending or a new resource consent issued to
recognise the demolition of the southern block of
the hotel. Agreed that 14m (plus 3.5m L4 bonus)
limit rather than existing mixed 11 and 14 m L5
limits which don’t have the 3.5m bonus would suit.
They supported reducing height to be a community
/ development standard.
They agreed that plot ratio did not lead to positive
design outcomes, noting that they received consent
for plot ratio of 2.0, far above the Critical Std, with
support from the UD Panel in Council.
With regard to their L5 zoning, they wanted to
retain the exceptions for temporary accommodation
(TA) activities that they enjoy under this special
zone, however they acknowledged that it is only
themselves and the George Hotel owners that are
TA activities within this block, and residential
activities would be the best use of land through the
centre of the block which has lower noise levels due
to protection from Montreal St.

Chester Adam Fort Squash Club In terms of built form and character, a general

Street East Scott Blair Meeting feeling that residents ‘like it the way it is” and don’t

Residents Katie Smith Room, want privacy eroded with large scale buildings.

Assoc.; Kieran Chester St Others acknowledged that increased population and

12 attendees | Cummings East density is critical to getting a vibrant central city

from the Phil Gurnsey | 4 December back again. Desire for small neighbourhood parks,

residents (CERA) 7pm —8.20pm | and concern over retaining one-way streets. (They

group; were advised to put a submission in to CCDU on this

chaired by issue).

Simone Strong preference for retaining large side yard

Pearson setbacks for privacy.
Two-storey works well in terms of height, with 8m
plus bonus 3.5m still supported.

Alpine View — | Adam Fort Phone calls Conversation regarding Alpine View’s concerns and

landholdings only also generally about the project scope and process

in block 4 December

between

Manchester

and Colombo

Streets;

Gerard

Central City Living Zones Review

Technical Report 2 Consultation Working Draft February 2013

TRIM 13/31309

Last Updated: 1 February 2013

96



ATTACHMENT 3 TO CLAUSE 3
PLANNING COMMITTEE 15. 2. 2013

Cleary’s

(Anthony

Harper

Lawyers)

Developers Adam Fort Function Issues and concerns arising from the workshop
Workshop Katie Smith Room, Civic included:

External Scott Blair Offices a. ) Developers require certainty and flexibility in the
Attendees: Kieran 4 December consenting process

Chris Batt Cummings b.) Development contributions suggested as a real
Liz Harris Fiona Wykes barrier

Bernadette David c.) Assessment matters do not help create certainty
Muir MacDonald of outcome at early stages

Tony Brazier (facilitator) d.) Case manager approach considered critical for
David Phil Gurnsey certain size/type of residential projects

Mortimer
Grant
MacKinnon
Michael Doig
Jeremy
Phillips
Andrew Evans

(from CERA)

e.) Market research — developers keen to see any
research that can help them better understand
market demand drivers

f.) Parking — Need to understand exactly what
occupants/purchasers want and what can be
delivered

g.) Rubbish bins — needs to be a better solution for
medium to high density than having masses of bins.
h.) Urban Design Panel — concern about
enforceability of recommendations

i.) Pre application meetings not delivering any real
certainty

j-) Planners and urban designers need to better
understand challenges of delivering ‘high quality
inner city housing’. Consenting processes, then PIM,
stack the costs and uncertainty against the builder.
Different personalities, Council silos, and
inaccuracies on the PIM can all frustrate delivery of
a project.

The rules are not the concern — it is uncertain
demand, compliance costs, etc.

k.) Need to constrain greenfield growth to achieve
inner city target populations.

I.) Consider construction effects, noise and dust
nuisance etc. during recovery period.

m.) Liz Harris and Tony Brazier (who have
experience as landlord and property manager
respectively) advised that direct sunlight into units
not as important as lots of natural light throughout
all rooms.
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The George: Adam Fort The George Project team outlined the scope and purpose, etc.
Bruce Garrett | Scott Blair 5 December and answered questions including discussion around
(Hotel 2-3pm what the L5 Zone allows as different to the
Manager, underlying LAC Zone.
Yoshihiro Explored consequences of the L5 Zone being
Kawamura removed and replaced with L4C Zone across the
(owner) whole block.
Advised that this would create a higher hurdle if
they were to propose significant expansion of TA
activities into the L4C Zone, however consideration
of resource consent application is based on the
proposal’s merits and case-by-case, allowing for
recognition of existing environment.
Yoshi and Bruce questioned whether 14m height
limit was appropriate give that taller buildings exist
along Park Tce.
Mahaanui Adam Fort MKT Offices, Meeting with Clare Gibb to discuss the scope and
Kurataiao Rehua Marae, | process of the review. Confirmed that TRONT’s
Limited (MKT) Christchurch submission to the Central City Plan 2011 is relevant.
on behalf of 6 December Ms. Gibb raised concerns over rules that control site
Te Rununga O meeting 2- coverage with impermeable surfaces and their
Ngai Tahu 3pm resultant adverse effects on water quality. There
(TRONT) have been changes in this regard achieved through

PC53, which is now operative and requires
landscaped areas and additional Outdoor Living
Space at ground level and hence improves the
situation from the pre-earthquake rules.
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Central City Living Zone Review — Summary of Submissions
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6. Chateau Blanc Holdings (CBH Ltd) 14
7. Avon Loop Planning Association 15
8. Canterbury District Health Board 15
9. Victoria Neighbourhood Association 16
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11. Inner City West Neighbourhood Inc. ICON 18
12. Inner City East Neighbourhood Group Inc. 18
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Central City Living Zone Review
Summary of Submissions

Respondent Topics Summary points of submission
Submission format (refer to original submission for full text)
1. Pauline Huggins SAm 25 Retain 4.5m setback

Submission form

Retain angled roofs, avoid boxy designs

Living 4C rules

Important for retaining residential amenity
More outdoor space to protect privacy and
amenity

Non-residential use

Living 4C rules protect against encroachment
of non-residential uses in Living zone

2. Jane Egerton
Submission form

SAm 25

Support SAm brochure and design guidance
contained within

Single garages acceptable, double garages
unacceptable

Support 4.5m setback

Protection required due to rebuilding
anticipated following earthquake damage
Protect character through height and setback
rules, ensure these are respected

3. Marjorie
Manthei, Bob
Manthei
Submission form

Non-residential use

No exceptions to scale of non-residential
activities

Protect residential amenity

Non-residential uses only if owner lives on site

SAm 25

Gracefield Avenue has not been eroded to the
same degree as surrounding streets

Use rules to protect SAm, including 4.5m
setback, windows facing the street, low fences
and gable roofs

Outdoor living
space

Support retaining 30m? minimum and 16m?
private to avoid overdevelopment

Living 4C rules

Retain stricter Living 4C rules over Living 4A
rules

4. Oxford Terrace
Baptist Church

Rules changes

Does not support changes to rules that may
further limit development

(Chris Chamberlain) | Underlying Zone Does not support reversion to underlying
Electronic via “Have zoning that then necessitates a resource
Your Say” consent process
Resource consent process is costly and diverts
funding away from restoring the fabric of the
city
An issue for other Central City churches
5. Chester Street Overall Supports inner city living

East Residents
Association c/-
Simone Rewa
Pearson

Electronic, via email

Accepts higher density development but not at
expense of residential amenity

Non-residential use

Does not support non-residential use in
residential zoned areas

Mixed use should only be residential use in
Business zoned areas

Draft rule provided (see submission text)
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Height

Support retaining existing height limits
Support standardisation of height limits (8, 11,
14m)

Local variation in height limit acceptable where
appropriate

Avoid overbearing buildings on Latimer Square.
Maximum height of 14m along east and north
sides

Support for ICENG request to lower height
limits east of Latimer Square to Fitzgerald 20 to
14m, 14mto 11m, 11m to 8m

Reduce 20m and 30m height limits to 14m

Sunlight

Support Peterborough Village request in
submission to v.2 of the draft Central City Plan
to require existing and permitted development
to have 3 hours of midwinter sun to living
areas

SAms

SAm 30
SAm 33
SAm 24

SAm 30. Much of the representative built
fabric remains

Retain SAm 30 setback and extend SAm to
include the Girl Guides site

SAm 33. No reason to retain SAm following loss
of original buildings. 2m setback sufficient if
height limit set at 14m

SAm 24. Support recognition of Avon Loop
Planning Association as a ‘key stakeholder’ to
ensure new development is suitable and
reflective of community and history of the area

Support for other
submissions

This submission is supported by the
Peterborough Village Incorporated Society.

6. Chateau Blanc
Holdings (CBH LTD)
Electronic, via email

CBH Ltd holdings -
351 Montreal

CBH Ltd operated a travellers’ accommodation
on site and had consent to expand.

Street CBH Ltd own 351 and 386 Montreal Street; 22,
26 and 30 Peterborough Street; 25 Kilmore
Street.

L5 Zone - CBH intention is to repair, rebuild and reopen

Peterborough Site

the hotel on this site

CBH require travellers’ accommodation to be a
permitted activity on this site

CBH seeks retention of the L5 zoning

Review of Zones
L5 Critical
Standards

Critical Standards should become community
or development standards to allow Council to
consider applications on merit rather than
through the application of artificial rules that
restrict design and innovation

Remove plot ratio of 0.9. Allow Council to
consider merits of application measured by
effects

Height limit of 11m inappropriate for portion
of L5 Peterborough zone. Support Rule 5.4.3 as
a development standard of 14m. 14m limit
required to provide scale and definition
required for inner city road intersections

L5 Development
standards

Rule 5.2.1. sets a plot ratio of 0.9. Remove this
standard
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Reduce 4.5m setback to 2m

L4A Critical
Standards

Critical Standards should become community
or development standards to allow Council to
consider applications on merit rather than
through the application of artificial rules that
restrict design and innovation

Rule 4.4.4. Comments as per 5.4.3 also apply.

L4A Development

Reduce setback to 2m for CBH land to provide

Standards definition to corner site and match original

SAm 32 setback of Cranmer Courts
7. Avon Loop Height Support global limit of 8m across the Avon
Planning Loop
Association Support Avon Loop south to Hereford Street
Electronic, via email also at 8m

Retain recession planes
SAm 24 Retain SAm 24 for future planning of zone

SAms general

Support retention of other SAms
Retain outstanding heritage homes with new
listings

Future Avon Loop
Park

Request Avon Loop have input into planning
Precedent set for this with consultation with
Gilby residents over Beverley Park

Red-zoned land should become a park, retain
trees

Reduced or no car access along Oxford Terrace
Protect historic pump house

Mixed Use

Retain existing commercial use but do not
allow further commercial use

8. Canterbury
District Health
Board

Electronic, via email

General

Urges continued use of the Integrated
Recovery Guide in review of L4

Supports promotion of active transport choices
Seeks good urban design principles to ensure
an attractive and accessible environment

L4C

Retain L4C along with all associated standards
to retain coherence, amenity and residential
character

SAm 24 and
SAm 25

Some zones are in the red zone and SAm
identification is no longer needed
Merge SAms 24 and 25 into L4C

L4A and L4B

Large areas of L4B have been cleared

Public prefers lower buildings

Merge L4B into L4A to achieve lower building
heights, lowering stress from high rise living
and allowing more sunlight into surrounding
buildings

Density

Mixed density will suit the widest variety of
populations

Mixed density development contributes to
active transport and increased connectivity
Support for CCC commitment to a variety of
building types

Mixed Tenure

Mixed tenure reinforces neighbourhood
stability and allows people to stay in the same
community throughout their lives
Recommend the Council considers rules
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around mixed tenure, including a mix of 1, 2
and 3 bed houses in the same development
Consider the inclusion of social housing in new
developments

Sunlight and
outlook

Orientation of buildings important for passive
solar heating

Support design standards that maximise solar
gain and encourage energy efficiency

Outdoor space

A greener urban environment is better for
perceived general health

Recommends larger private living spaces
Increase private space to 30m”in L3 and L4
Zones.

Noise

Noise can have a negative impact in wellbeing
Support CCC development standards for noise
reduction through insulation and setback
standards

Encourage the development of further
standards

Streetscene

Encourage the use of vegetation for screening
and to enhance the street

Non-residential
activity

Support neighbourhoods that encourage easy
links to key destinations and foster internal
social connections

Retain mixed use residential zoning to allow
businesses that serve the local community
(diaries, café)

CCC should seek ways to encourage displaced
businesses to return to their original
neighbourhood

9. Victoria Height
Neighbourhood
Association
Electronic via email

13 different height zones in Central City.
Support reducing variety of zones, including
east of Cranmer Square (30m reduce to 14m),
Cashel Street near hospital (20m reduce to
14m)

Support existing height limits in Living Zones
Inconsistent heights create issues of privacy of
private open space for existing residents.
Support consistent height limits to prevent this
Retain 8m and 11m height limits in densely
settled older residential areas

Address how the transition between 8m and
11m height limits are arranged within the VNA
area

Refer to VNA submission to the Central City
Plan for details of density and height preferred
mix

SAms

SAm 26
SAm 23 23a
SAm 31
SAm 25

VHA covers a number of SAms

SAm 26 is largely developed and no longer has
a unifying style but retains close packed
residential character

SAms 23/23a and 25 were intact but have
suffered post-quake demolitions
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SAm 31 has lost original buildings but retains
character

SAms are worth keeping, particularly a strong
view of residents of SAm 25

Retain SAms because they will guide future
redevelopment; SAm areas have a lower
threshold for reference to the Urban Design
Panel (UDP) which may be useful for a number
of years until the effectiveness of the UDP is
established.

Living Zones

L5 hotels are corrosive to the residential
environment

Supports changes to reduce the expansion of
hotels into residential areas

Retain separate L4A and L4C Zones, or if
combined retain rules that are favourable to
residents, these are usually those of L4C

LAC rules critical to prevent non-residential
activities in residential areas

L4A has been used to expand non-residential
activity, including the expansion of the
Salvation Army site

The Recovery Plan has introduced more
control over the proliferation of non-
residential activity which means that L4C is
now less important in this regard, but should
still be retained due to key differences with
L4A.

Key differences
between L4A and
LAC, and the
preference for
which rule should
prevail

Retain L4C recession planes. L4A allows
steeper buildings above 11m and could cause
shadowing of residential properties in some
circumstances.

Retain L4C outdoor space requirements. L4A
outdoor living space is inadequate for modern
living requirements and may encourage the
proliferation of poor quality developments
Retain L4C restrictions on non-residential
activities. L4A is more permissive to non-
residential activities, particularly with regard to
the allowance for 1 FTE non-employee. LAC
only allows resident employees and therefore
is more effective at preventing and regulating
business activity within Living Zones. Non-
residential activities in the Living Zone is
harmful to the amenity of the area and deflects
from the aim to have businesses re-establish in
the smaller CBD. Support mixed use where
residential is added to commercial areas and
home-based business activities

Preferred option is to retain two separate
zones as this supports appropriate activity in
the zones and encourages people to live in the
inner city areas

Site density

On small sections the setbacks, recessions
planes and other controls are more likely to
determine site density that site density
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controls

Site density controls are useful for addressing
the unforeseen developments

Retain plot density ratios

10. Alexis Watson SAm 26
Electronic, via “Have
Your Say”

Conference, Beveridge and Peacock Streets are
attractive as they are

Do not allow higher density development in
this area

Development has been high quality with
outdoor space and owner occupation

11. Inner City West | Non-residential
Neighbourhood Inc. | activity

ICON

Electronic, via email

An ongoing problem, e.g. market stalls on
Worcester St and University classrooms on
Cambridge Terrace

No further intrusion of commercial and health
uses, temporary consents must not be
renewed, villas occupied by health uses need
to be returned to residential use

Retain Peterborough apartments. If
uneconomical then move L5 zone to retain
historic building for travellers’ accommodation
Review L5. Hotels are best suited to business
zones

Resists attempts to rezone sites for other than
LAC, e.g. the normal school site

Height

Agree with current heights except: Cambridge
Terrace, north to Hereford Street: reduce to
16m to conform with old university buildings
and open space of river precinct
Armagh/Chester Street west: reduce to 16m
and rezone as L4C. 30m height limit
inconsistent with 8m limit around Cranmer
Square

SAm 22
SAm 31
SAm 32

Retain and reinforce urban design rules
relating to these SAms

Heritage Buildings

Request that CCC make all efforts to retain
heritage buildings

Cranmer Red House and Tuck shop are now
more important

Brothels

Very concerned about proposals to allow
brothels in areas adjacent to residential zones
Area around the casino for brothels is of great
concern

Risk of creating a ‘red light’ district close to
residential areas

12. Inner City East Zoning
Neighbourhood
Group Inc.

Submission form

Support retention of L4C

Support rezoning all L4A and L4B Zones as L4C
Support protection of residential areas from
encroachment of non-residential activities
Support residential activities in commercial
areas

Height

Support reduction of 20 and 30m height areas
to 14m

Support dropping height limit in residential
zones to 14m, 11m and 8m respectively
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Support dropping height limit for Inner City
East / Latimer Square areas currently 11m to
8m, and 20m to 14m to allow redevelopment
without visual intrusion on neighbours
Support moving the height limit to include
both the north and south side of Hereford
Street

Affordable Housing
allowance

Support introducing requirement for
affordable housing in new developments (e.g.
25% of development) in the form of social
housing, affordable home ownership scheme
or affordable rent scheme suitable for low
income persons

SAms

Some SAms have been compromised as a
result of earthquake damage

Would recommend a comprehensive review of
the SAms

Support for other
submissions

Support for the Combined Central City
Residents Group submissions".

Support ALPA input into Avon Park.

Support Peterborough Village's request for
minimum sunlight rule in submission to v.2 of
the draft Central City Plan.

13. Carter Group
Limited
Electronic via email

Overall
Avon Loop

Encourages Council to make the most of the
opportunity to review zones

Support development of a comprehensive new
zone

Support utilising the powers contained within
the CER Act and enable diverse development
without undue restriction

Request that the Council give consideration to
opportunities of the CCRP vision in the Avon
Loop

Avon Loop
SAm 24

Traditional residential area, earthquakes and
red zone have significantly changed the area
Sensitive interfaces that required careful
controls no longer exist. River amenity space
creates new opportunities

Area will have a key role in supporting CCRP
and RPS aspirations for increased residential
population and enabling mixed use
development

Holiday Inn and Star and Garter sites provide
opportunity to develop a destination
development in association with the river park
Support development outcomes for mixed use
containing offices, cafes, food and beverage at
ground floor level with residential on the upper
floors.

Support a residential development with
respect to neighbours and that makes use of
the location along the river for additional
height and communal open space

No submission received from an organisation with this name,
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Suggests working with the Council to develop
specific provisions for the Avon Loop

14. Moa Mixed Use
Neighbourhood
Group

Electronic via email

Support mixed use in commercial areas but
note that the cost of building in the inner city
business zones has made this less viable
Oppose non-residential activity in the Living
Zone

Living 4C Zone

Support retaining Living 4C
Support applying Living 4C rules to all Central
City Living Zones

Height

Support lowering maximum heights in the 20m
and 30m areas to 14m

Support the 14m, 11m and 8m heights for
residential areas to allow high density while
protecting existing amenity

SAms

General support for SAms but consider them
ineffective and generally ignored by planners
and developers

Support review of SAms post earthquakes
Support neighbourhood groups being involved
in the SAm review process and providing
information on key characteristics on SAms
Support having an assessment trigger in the
consent process to require developers to
demonstrate how they will address key
characteristics of the SAm

15. Mahaanui
Kurataiao Ltd
Electronic via email

Avon River

Draws the Council’s attention to the MKT
submission to the draft Central City Plan with
particular regard to the plans for the Avon
River

General

No specific comments on the review.

16. Kathleen
Murphy
Submission form

SAms general

Will the review do anything to protect SAms or
residential heritage contained within?

Do other rules or heritage listings protect
residential heritage?

Requests recognition by planning authorities of
the unique character of SAm areas and the
individual buildings contained within
Concerned that if zoning of land makes
demolition attractive then there is little
incentive to maintain and restore character
housing

Concerned that CCDU and CERA do not respect
heritage values

Disproportionate concentration of SAms in the
western Central City. This ignores character to
the eastern side

Development in the eastern residential areas
have been of poor visual quality and this must
be stopped

Requests protection of remaining character,
balancing development and protection.

Central City Living Zones Review

Technical Report 2 Consultation Working Draft February 2013
TRIM 13/31309

Last Updated: 1 February 2013

19

107



ATTACHMENT 3 TO CLAUSE 3
PLANNING COMMITTEE 15. 2. 2013

Mixed use and
density

Improve southern side of Central City with
mixed use and medium density development

Living 5

No longer appropriate following red zoning of
Avon Loop

Request that Living 5 (hotel site) revert back to
residential

Resite heritage houses from Avon Loop on
(rezoned) Living 5

Help to preserve character houses after loss of
a number of original houses to redevelopment

Urban design

Concerned about disproportionate scale of
new development compared to historical
housing

17. Te Whare
Romata Trust —
Jenny Smith
Submission form

Zoning
mixed use; Non-
residential activity

Supports rezoning all residential areas to Living
4C and disposing of Living 4A and 4B

Supports mixed use in commercial areas, not in
residential areas

Supports more rules or strengthening of
existing rules around protection from non-
residential uses in residential areas

Height

Strong support for lowering height limits to
14m, 11m and 8m respectively

Support lowering 20m and 30m blocks to 14m
Support inner city east area dropping from
20m to 14m, 14m to 11m and 11m to 8m

Affordable housing

Support introducing new rules to require a
percentage of new developments to be
affordable (e.g. 25%). This may include a mix of
affordable home ownership and rental
accommodation

SAms Acknowledge that SAms are problematic and
that a number have been impacted by
earthquake damage
Request full review of each individual SAm

Support for other Support both ICENG Inc. and the Combined

submissions Central City Resident’s Group’s submissions”

and recommendations and position adopted

18. Introdas
Architecture
Electronic via email

Recession planes;
Setbacks

Rules that are in most need of change are
those for sites where there are no buildings on
the adjacent sites

Recession planes only required where the next
site has an existing building. Otherwise
recession planes create design undesirable
outcomes

Existing rules create discontinuous forms;
structure stepping back from boundary, units
along the length of site with large gap to
neighbouring buildings

Support removal of recession planes and
setback to allow for the possibility of
continuous building frontage to the street, e.g.
those in Sydney/Melbourne, Europe

Amended rules could add more life to the

No submission received from an organisation with this name,

Central City Living Zones Review

Technical Report 2 Consultation Working Draft February 2013

TRIM 13/31309

Last Updated: 1 February 2013

20

108



ATTACHMENT 3 TO CLAUSE 3
PLANNING COMMITTEE 15. 2. 2013

street
e Recession planes may still be required at rear
of site
e Alternative urban outcome possible (see
submission attachment) including:
0 Reduced setback, perhaps more so on
the south side of the street
0 Joint right of way mid-block for access
e Some protection still needed along the side
boundary for order and to prevent adverse
impact on outlook/sun of neighbouring use
e Transport arrangements would need to be
considered but basement garages are unviable
e Disjointed spaces created by existing rules are
one cause of poor design outcomes

Additional Living 5 Zone mail out

An additional consultation mail out to owners of properties within the block bounded by
Peterborough Street, Montreal Street, Park Terrace and Kilmore Street that is Living 5, proposed to be
rezoned Living 4C, was undertaken in January 2013. 24 owners were sent letters. Of these three
owners have not updated their address on the Council’s rates database and the letters have been
returned (all three from the same property). These owners were asked to provide comments by 8
February 2013.

Email Responses as 29 January 2013:

| live and own the property at 9 Kilmore Street which under the Central City Living Zones City Plan
Review may be changed from Living 5 to Living 4C.

I would not like this zoning change to take effect on my area/property. | believe it reduces the value
and use of the property. | had originally purchased the property with the intention of letting it out in
future as a short term furnished rental to travellers. My property adjoins the George Hotel.

Thanks,

Josh Brown
iTOPS Limited

Dear Mr. Blair,

Thank-you for your letter of the 9th January asking us for written feedback about the City Plan
Review. Before we can prefer one zone over another, however, we would like to determine the
impact of our choice and, in particular, the financial impact. As we live next to The George, with the
Chateau Blanc to the East, there is perhaps an advantage to remaining Living 5, while for domestic
purposes, retaining maximum sunlight is important. Of course, our property may be overshadowed
by the extra height of another hotel on the vacant land to our East, between us and the Chateau, so in
that respect and others, we might be better to opt for the L4C zoning.

In short, we are having trouble deciding. | expect much of this is detailed in the CCC plan, but | doubt
whether there is any information about the comparative land values. To some degree, this is bound
to be speculative, but we hope you can either advise us, or suggest someone, somewhere, who can.
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Yours truly,
Lee and Philip Trusttum.
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