Draft Adelaide Road Framework - Feedback from Mt Cook Mobilised
	Your name
	David Smyth/Geoff Stone/Ross Tanner

	Company or organisation name
	Mt Cook Mobilised

	Street address
	c/- 13 Rolleston St

	Suburb
	Mt Cook

	City
	Wellington

	Phone
	381 3913

	Email
	mtcookmobilised@gmail.com


This submission was prepared following a briefing provided by Sherilyn Gray to a meeting of 20 Mt Cook Mobilised members, and by calling for comments from over 100 Mt Cook residents on a draft of this submission that was placed on the Mt Cook  Mobilised wiki.

Mt Cook Mobilised is a group which represents residents of Mt Cook, and is affiliated to the Newtown Residents Association.

Question 1. 

Do you support the overall vision outlined in the Draft Adelaide Road Framework? 

The long-term vision for the Adelaide Road growth area is: 

A high quality mixed-use area that is a more vibrant, attractive, better connected, accessible and safer place for all people living in, working in, and using the area. 

yes, subject to changes

Are there any changes you think should be made? 

Yes, refer to social use and meeting social needs.  ‘Vibrancy ‘’doesn’t necessarily cover this as it often refers to economic activity.  The document is light on how an increased population density has human service and social implications, although we recognize that this gets a mention in SOCIAL NETWORK actions 16 & 17.  We suggest the wording of the vision be amended to read:  “…..accessible and safer place which meets social needs for all people living in…….”
Also Council needs to attempt to define ‘high quality area’ and describe examples to ensure this term is meaningful.  As residents we want to be able to be able to recognise a ‘high quality mixed-use area’ when we see it, and to be working with Council, landowners and developers to ensure this is what we get in Mt Cook.  Specific suggestions in responses to subsequent questions are intended to strengthen the approaches taken by the Council to ensure the vision and framework are actually achieved.
Question 2. 
Do you support the key outcomes and initiatives identified in the Draft Adelaide Road Framework? 

(a) Outcome 1: Providing for greening of the area, quality public spaces, and strengthening connections between open spaces. 

strongly agree   
 

Comments: 

· Pedestrian and cycle access to Adelaide Road from the west needs to be improved, with wide, well-lit people-friendly boulevards

· We strongly support the suggestion of an access route from Adelaide Rd up to the town belt between Government House and the hospital (or between Government House and Wellington College). 
· Council needs to allow for wheeled access (for bikes, buggies) in steep access ways e.g. Drummond St, for example by using combination ramps and steps (a ramp in the middle of the steps) or a zigzag path beside the steps. 

· We are concerned about the proposals for housing by the green area in Hospital Rd and the proposed Vietnamese park.  We need to retain what green areas there are, or allocate similar spaces that are better located for accessible social use. Housing developments adjacent to such spaces should not be allowed to adversely affect the public spaces.
· There needs to be some way of designing and managing green spaces particularly the small pocket parks (e.g. the enlarged ‘cul de sac” space in Howard St) so they don’t become rubbish dumps and overnight drinking spaces.  Mt Cook Mobilised is concerned that the liquor ban in the CBD may drive these anti-social activities out into the peripheral suburbs.  
· There needs to be greater provision for play spaces for children, located where people are likely to congregate, e.g. for shopping, and places where people can stop, sit and talk.  The suggested pocket park near the Blood Centre is a good example of such a space; others should be included at other points along Adelaide Rd. frontages.
· The greening of areas needs to be balanced with the need for safety in parks and walk-through areas. For example the steps between upper and lower Douglas Street have large trees that regularly need maintaining to ensure that the walkway steps are lit and remain a good safe accessway. Any new additional green areas need to ensure good lighting and sightlines - particularly at night.
Questions
· Regarding the proposed walkway through Massey and WHS – does this imply that other informal routes used by locals between Wallace and Tasman Sts through these educational institutions will be closed off?
 (b) Outcome 2: Strengthening the local community. 

strongly agree   
 

Comments: 

Community facilities

The framework has a community facility dimension but this is not strong, given the 75% increase envisaged in the population.    The final plan should require the Council to ensure adequate community facilities, and not just propose considering the community’s social needs. 

It is also important that Council have an ongoing ‘community development’ or ‘community organising’ role that goes beyond influencing the built environment, and the provision of transport, facilities and public spaces.   Mt Cook could have a social infrastructure like Aro Valley and Newtown (e.g. community coordinator, linked to spaces and facilities for community organizations and activities).
We support the proposal to ensure access for everyone to existing community facilities, but there are very few such facilities in the area.  The Council needs to establish further facilities, and could strengthen this by supporting interaction between residents and major local institutions, e.g. Massey, social housing complexes, to achieve efficient shared use of such facilities.
We also agree that there are few facilities and no natural "centre" to the suburb. The Council does have an opportunity to develop a Council-lead community focus without simply leaving it up to developers with their own interests at heart. It is best to work in with the institutions in the area to provide for shared facilities and activities.
(c) Outcome 3: Improving the Adelaide Road transport corridor for multiple forms of transport. 

strongly agree   


Comments: 
We are concerned about the intensification of the Adelaide Road area, when we have seen no traffic projections and management scenarios that help us understand how foreseeable congestion and safety issues will be dealt with.  

We need to be presented with information and scenarios that also give us an idea of what traffic projections are envisaged in the area, including effects outside the formal Adelaide Rd corridor e.g. other north-south routes (Wallace Street, Tasman Street), especially with reference to two planned supermarkets. 

We agree with the planned improvements to the pedestrian connections east-west. There needs to be more obvious signs or indications that walkways lead somewhere.
Questions:

· As a broader question, what are the traffic projections for North/South traffic flows through Adelaide Rd and other Mt Cook roads arising from the combined effects of the Adelaide Rd, Basin flyover, Memorial Park, and Ngauranga to Airport proposals?  

· The wider Adelaide Rd roadway (20 metres going up to 25 metres) might be a long time coming – with constraints on improved public transport - if it depends on negotiating the demolition of existing buildings.  How will the increases in traffic be managed until the road is widened and enhanced public transport options become feasible?

(d) Outcome 4: Further recognising, and providing appropriate protection for valued heritage and character areas and buildings. 

strongly agree   
 

Comments: 

 We would like to be involved in the identification of character areas and buildings in particular.  Mt Cook Mobilised would like to work closely with Council in developing a suitable guide that allows for:

· More stringent protection of some heritage structures / locations

· The context-sensitive adaptive re-use of character buildings
· The construction of sustainable modern structures that appropriately reflect the sense of place
 we want to establish in the Mt Cook. 

(e) Outcome 5: Recognising and protecting employment opportunities while enabling a transition to suitable ‘new economy’ activities. 

no opinion 

 

Comments:

We are concerned about the potential situation where tall buildings are constructed in Adelaide Rd. that have unoccupied lower floors, waiting for suitable commercial tenants.  We are unsure about how “making the transition to suitable ‘new economy’ activities will be actively managed. 

Questions about the nature of commercial activities
· What activities fit in a mixed commercial/residential area, and what control does Council have over this?  Can guidelines be developed?

· Given the precedent-setting importance of the first new buildings - both in terms of design and mixed use – would a private-public partnership be the most suitable approach to early construction?  Could the Council invest in the first 2-3 structures and actively manage the design and use of the buildings for a time?  This would permit the Council to conduct evaluations (including a ‘post-occupancy’) that would include owner, occupier, community and Council perspectives to assist Council sensitively guide further development.
 
(f) Outcome 6: Providing for more intensive, high-quality residential growth along the northern part of Adelaide Road. 

agree, with reservations  
Comments: 

Proposed building heights – Mt Cook Mobilised have significant concerns
· In Adelaide Rd. there is a risk of two “walls” up to 24 metres high, with shade problems, wind tunnel effects, blocking views, etc.  We want to see view lines (using 3D modeling) to get a better sense of the impact of proposed development

· Also the proposed height controls (6-8 floors) exceed by a big margin the building heights recommended for Urban Center zones (3-5 floors) in new urbanist design codes
 being widely adopted in the US to guide urban redevelopment. This makes the case for retaining existing height controls (4-6 floors) in order to maintain a sense of scale appropriate to the community setting. 
· If Council wants to continue advocating for a 6–8 story height limit, then we would like to see how buildings could be sensitively designed at this upper height limit (e.g. use of staggered frontages – recess lines, and light wells and forecourts) to reduce a sheer wall effect. 
· We want Council to ensure that new developments really reflect the framework and achieve the overall outcome;  that designs fit with the overall framework and the surrounding context and complement existing buildings.  Developers should not be permitted to build just because they comply with specific District Plan parameters, if their designs cannot contribute to the overall effect the framework has been created to achieve.
· On the Tasman Street boundaries of Zone Two (discretionary height up to 18 metres), the character housing on the other side of the streets (including Tainui, Ranfurly, Howard St etc areas) should not be dominated by 5 or 6 story buildings facing on to Tasman Street?  Such protections should be incorporated into the current District Plan, given that it appears to allow up to 6 story structures to be built in this Zone Two area.  In addition to the Tasman Street boundary with the mixed use area, in Douglas Street there are character houses, and on the other side of the street there is the potential for 6-8 story high commercial buildings (currently one-story commercial). 
· The Plan should allow for a suitable transition zone between character residential and multi-story residential/commercial that is more than 5 metres of road asphalt. There are other areas where the planned intensification of usage butts up against current low level residential housing, and across the whole Mt Cook area there should be suitable controls in place to ensure that there is not a harsh boundary between the two usages.  
Questions
· What real discretion and motivation does the Council have to manage building heights and styles – what rules can be put into the District Plan?  If all that developers have to do is state their intention to have two levels of commercial activity, can the Council stop some buildings going to the maximum “discretionary” height?

· The term “high quality residential growth” doesn’t have any practical definition, but is rather implied in the framework.  Has the Council got some really practical definitions, examples and “indicators” that would help us understand what this concept means in practice, that would assist us evaluate plans and subsequent development?  
Question 3. 

a) Do you support the Council’s role outlined in the draft framework?

Yes, and we want the Council to greater control  
· We appreciate that Council’s role in facilitating a thoughtful and inclusive planning approach.  But we reiterate our concern that Council may have insufficient control to make the draft framework a reality (as indicated in the artists impressions).  We consider that the Council may need to be more prescriptive, by the use of guidelines and more active interactions on an ongoing basis as new developments are proposed.
· We suggest that the Council use the learnings from its interactions and evaluations to make ongoing improvements to the framework, and to this end suggest that there should be formal reviews of the framework every five years.

b) Are there any other key roles? 

Given our concerns about the limitations of Council’s role (described above), we want Council to take a more leading and pro-active role in:
· the initial design, construction and management of the first few new buildings

· the formative and inclusive evaluation of initial developments before, during and post construction.
This may require investment in public/private partnerships.
Question 4. 

a) Do you support the actions outlined in the draft action plan (sections 6.4 and 6.5)? 

Yes, but with reservations that relate to comments made throughout this submission (i.e. areas where insufficient action is indicated).  
b) Are there any other key actions? 
· Systematic evaluation, Mt Cook Mobilised has some capacity to assist with suitable evaluation design, and we want to participate usefully in such processes. 

NB.  We recognise that the concept of 'evaluation' is implied in the Council planning and consultation process, however we believe this needs to be an explicit, resourced and rigorous component of the development process.

· A clear process for including Mt Cook Mobilised in the development of community-centred design guides.  We expect such design guides to be given explicit weight in the planned review and amendment of the District Plan design criteria and guidelines. 

Question 5. 

Do you have any other comments or suggestions to make on the draft framework? 

Prioritise Social Network considerations

Prioritise a Social Network study so that there is a prospect of purpose-designed buildings and thoughtful location of social spaces and services rather than a retrofit of “people to place”
‘Good practice’ design and development guidelines
We particularly want to urge that examples and guidelines be developed to demonstrate good practice across a wider range of the issues encompassed in the proposals?  These could supplement the formal requirements that will end up in the District Plan, and be useful to community members, home-owners, developers and commercial occupants. 
 

Evaluate as development progresses
See comments made in relation to Question 3. and 4.
What we liked
· The thought that has gone into the proposals and the consultation process that has been undertaken

· The de-emphasising of retail activities relative to keeping Newtown as a retail hub

· The more realistic estimates of likely residential units/population increases
· The Drummond and Douglas Streets green space/walkway improvements.
� See ‘Smart Growth Principles’, � HYPERLINK "http://www.smartgrowth.org/about/principles/default.asp" ��http://www.smartgrowth.org/about/principles/default.asp� including ‘Sense of place’: � HYPERLINK "http://www.smartgrowth.org/about/principles/principles.asp?prin=5" ��http://www.smartgrowth.org/about/principles/principles.asp?prin=5�  


� See Generative Code Approach and examples – participatory community centred design:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.livingneighborhoods.org/ht-0/generative.htm" ��http://www.livingneighborhoods.org/ht-0/generative.htm� 


� “In keeping with the new urbanist principle that the neighborhood is the basic unit of urban form, the SmartCode provides design criteria for streets, blocks, open spaces and buildings based on their geographic location from rural preserve to urban core. Municipalities can adopt the SmartCode as a replacement for aging zoning ordinances…” � HYPERLINK "http://planningwiki.cyburbia.org/SmartCode" ��http://planningwiki.cyburbia.org/SmartCode� See Smart Code 9.2 downloadable from � HYPERLINK "http://www.smartcodecentral.com/smartfilesv9_2.html" ��http://www.smartcodecentral.com/smartfilesv9_2.html� 





� Here are some guides and case-studies provided by way of example:  


Whole Building Design / Whole Building Design Guide: � HYPERLINK "http://www.wbdg.org/wbdg_approach.php" ��http://www.wbdg.org/wbdg_approach.php�


Case Studies / Whole Building Design Guide: � HYPERLINK "http://www.wbdg.org/references/casestudies.php" ��http://www.wbdg.org/references/casestudies.php� 


NB. We note the Newtown Residents Association refer to a design guide that is linked to the District Plan, but this is less applicable to the growth spine concept envisaged by Council.


See also Generative Code Approach and examples – participatory community centred design:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.livingneighborhoods.org/ht-0/generative.htm" ��http://www.livingneighborhoods.org/ht-0/generative.htm� 
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