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SUMMARY STATEMENT OF CAM WALLACE

My full name is Cameron Wallace. | am a Partner and Urban Designer at Barker
and Associates and | prepared a statement of urban design evidence dated 24
July 2024 in support of Foodstuff North Island Limited’s (“Foodstuffs”)

submission on proposed Plan Change 12 (“PC12”).

My evidence focussed on development standards around height and floor
area ratios (“FAR”) as they applied to the New World Glenview and Four

Square Heaphy Terrace sites.

In terms of height and density | understand that the Council now supports
application of a 26m height limit at New World Glenview within the Business 5
zone with a consequential 4:1 FAR. As per my evidence in chief (“EiC”), |
consider that the Glenview View centre is well suited to intensification and is
strategically located along key transport links and near significant areas of
planned or potential greenfield growth. | also record that the increase to the
FAR standard applying to the site from the notified 2:1 is an improvement and
will better support potential redevelopment of the site. However, | remain of
the opinion as stated in my EiC that the FAR standards are unnecessary, do not
provide any obvious urban design benefits and any effect or outcome they

seek to manage is already addressed elsewhere in the Plan.

No changes are proposed to the height limits (or FAR standards) to the Heaphy
Terrace site. | continue to support an increase in height at Heaphy Terrace
given its central location close to the City Centre, Five Cross Roads and
Claudelands as well as a wider area of residential intensification. | addressed
the urban design rationale of Council in limiting the height of the Business 6
zone at Heaphy Terrace in paragraph 3.5 of my primary evidence. In my
opinion, the issues cited by Dr Junqueira are not problematic in urban design
terms, do not give rise to any adverse effect and represent an entirely normal
outcome in an urban environment. | note that this has not been addressed

further by Council through rebuttal.

I have reviewed the rebuttal evidence of Dr Junqueira, including the additional
FAR testing. It is not clear to me how this modelling has influenced the

recommended FAR standards, nor what benefit the standard provides. From
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my understanding of the modelling, it has calculated a maximum and a

minimum scenario and then a picked a number in between these.

6. In my opinion there is no clear urban design rationale that would support the
use of FAR standards. In addition, there is no clear policy framework or design
outcomes established within Plan Change 12 that would provide guidance in
assessing any infringement to the standard. Further, | note that there are
already a number of other methods available that allow for a consideration of
the general bulk and scale of development. For example, all new buildings in
the Business zones require resource consent as a restricted discretionary
activity. The Plan directs as assessment against the matters of discretion and
assessment criteria contained in Section 1.3 of the Plan - specifically sections
B (for new buildings) and M (for supermarkets) which includes an exhaustive
list of matters relating to site layout, context, external appearance, impacts on
the public realm etc. | note that there are no additional matters of discretion
or assessment criteria related specifically to an infringement of the FAR

standard.

7. Overall, | remain of the opinion that the increased height as sought for the
Business 5 and 6 zones (as they relate to Glenview and Heaphy Terrace) along
with a consequential removal of the FAR standards is the most appropriate
means of supporting intensification and achieving positive urban design

outcomes.

Cameron Wallace

9 September 2024.
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