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Executive summary

This paper is an essentia step in the Ministry funded Urban Amenity Project. It collates ideas
developed during Urban Amenity Focus Group workshops and from the five case studies. The
overall purpose of this paper is to reflect these ideas in a recommended approach for defining,
managing, and monitoring urban amenity (including indicator development) in local environments.
The paper also extends these ideas by suggesting ways in which the Ministry could approach the
development of national urban amenity indicators.

The recommended approach to urban amenity management outline in this paper has been
developed with an understanding of the ways in which councils are currently defining, managing,
and monitoring urban amenity. As part of this project Karen Bell and Associates (now Enviro
Solutions NZ Ltd.) and Glasson Potts Group Ltd. undertook a survey of al local authorities in April
2000. The main findings of this survey are contained in Chapter 2 of this report.

In summary the results of the survey highlighted that most councils relied on generic definitions of
amenity and very few councils were monitoring the intangible elements of urban amenity. The
Consultant Team has also discovered ways in which councils are defining, managing, and
monitoring urban amenity through the meetings of the case study councils and the Focus Group
workshops. These results reflect the findings of the Parliamentary Commissioner for the
Environment’ s investigations into suburban amenity valuesin 1997. One of the main aims of this
project is to provide councils with practical ways of addressing these issues.

Chapter 3 of this report documents the range of methods that have contributed to the overall
approach to urban amenity contained in Chapter 4 of the report. Chapter 3 begins by describing a
range of methods to define urban amenity. The methods described aim to engage communitiesin
defining the attributes and values of urban amenity that are valued by local communities. Itis
emphasised that it is necessary to have an understanding of the characteristics of communities
before starting community engagement processes. The methods that are currently used by councils
to manage urban amenity are also documented. It is recognised that councils use a range of
methods both statutory and non-statutory. The approaches discussed in the Focus Groups for
monitoring urban amenity (including indicator development) are also outlined:

P-S R framework;

raw attribute analysis;

community characteristics/values; and
principles/qualities.

In Chapter 4 of this report an overall approach to define, manage and monitor urban amenity
(including indicator development) is described. This overall approach is described as a cycle of
urban amenity and involves the following steps:

define with the community what urban amenity means;

use a range of management techniques such as provisionsin district plans, and reference to
design guidelines and codes of practice;

monitor changes in urban amenity (including by using indicators); and finaly

review all existing means of managing urban amenity in relation to the above.
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Within the cycle of urban amenity a conceptual framework for the development of indicators on
urban amenity has been suggested. This framework summarises the views developed in the Focus
Group workshops on urban amenity. The conceptual framework is shown diagrammatically in
Figure 2. The following key stages are identified in the framework:

Qualities: Thekey qualitiesin the framework are generic and apply equally to all urban
spaces.

Urban type: The wide variety of urban places are recognised in the model. It is recognised
that there may be avariety of urban places within atown /city. For example the qualities may
be applied at a metro-scale level and they may also be applied to urban villages within the
Metro city.

Attributes: Attributes are the elements of each quality. Basically attributes are the building
blocks for the qualities. For example landform is an attribute of the quality ‘sense of place’.
An attribute may also relate to more than one quality.

Community characteristics: It isimportant to understand the dynamics of the various
communities within different urban spaces. The characteristics of a community such as age,
gender, income, ethnicity etc. are important factors to understand when both developing
attributes and indicators and collecting information on the selected indicators.

Indicators: Itis possible to develop indicators from the identified attributes and with
knowledge of the characteristics of acommunity. Indicators for urban amenity may relate to
both tangible and intangible measurements. It is aso important that the indicators developed
take into account community characteristics. As an example it will be important if thereisa
projected increase in elderly within an area that the ‘indicators’ developed for qualities such
as accessibility take this characteristic into account.

From the development of the cycle of urban amenity and the conceptual framework for monitoring
urban amenity some key lessons have been learnt. These lessons are documented in Chapter 5 of
this report. Some of the key lessons include;

urban amenity has the greatest meaning at a local level;

it isimportant to describe the qualities and values associated with urban amenity in away
that is generally understood;

it isimportant to engage the community in defining and monitoring urban amenity;
councils want step by step processes to follow;

using only statutory instruments alone will not give the full answer;

an approach that only focuses on the most measurable things is not desirable it is important
to find away of capturing and tracking the least measurable but most important things; and
thereis no “one” correct way of managing urban amenity.

In conclusion, this report is a major step forward in discovering ways in which urban amenity can
be defined, managed and monitored (including the development of indicators) at the local level.
This report aso suggests that there may be ways in which national indicators on urban amenity can
be developed. The next stage of the project, which involves the trialling of the ideas contained in
this report, will provide practical feedback. This feedback will then be incorporated into the ‘ Good
Practice Guide on Urban Amenity’ programmed to be finished at the end of June 2001.
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Glossary of terms

Accessible

Amenity
Amenity attributes

Amenity values

Atrributes

Biophysical

Choice

Community characteristics

Design guide

Environment

Familarity

Indicator

Intangible

Inner city

Liveability

Monitoring

Peri-urban
Participation/Involvement

Quality of service

Raw attributes

Ease at which it is possible to reach other places, people,
activities, resources, services, in a relatively direct and comfortable
manner.

The qualities and attributes people value about a place that
contribue to the experience of a high ‘quality of life’.

The tangible and measurable aspects of the environment such as
physical noise measurements.

The less tangible aspects of the environment such as people’s
perceptions, expectations, desires, and tolerance.

“Amenity values” is defined in the Resource Management Act as
“Those natural or physical qualities and characteristics of an area
that contribute to people’s appreciation of its pleasantness,
aesthetic coherence, and cultural and recreational attributes”.
Attributes are the elements of each quality or urban amenity.
Basically attributes are the huilding blocks for the qualities.

The biological, geological, hydrological, and atmospheric
components of the natural environment.

Availability of places that cater for all sectors of the population and
provide a diverse range of activties and experiences.

The demographic characteristics of communities such as age,
gender, and ethnicity.

A document that illustrates principles of design, provides design
guidance for particular development types and makes explicit the
benchmarks for assessing the level of amenity and design quality
of a development.

A physical environment that is relatively free from nuisance/
/overcrowding/noise/danger/pollution allowing people to live and
work in reasonable comfort

Existence of entrances, exits, throughways that are easily identified
and understood.

An indicator is a measure (eg a distance from a goal, target,
threshold, benchmark) against which some aspects of policy
performance can be assessed. Indicators are information tools.
Environmental indicators simplify, quantify and communicate
trends in and impacts on the environment. They also tell us the
extent to which our policies are working.

The attributes associated with urban amenity that are associated
with people’s perceptions of the environments within which they
live

The urban area comprising the central commercial area and high
density residential development.

Unique combinations of amenity values (open space, design
features, urban vegetation); historic and cultural heritage; location;
and intangibles such as character, landscape, and ‘sense of place’.

The deliberate act of observation and surveillance over time with a
defined purpose.

The interface between urban and rural environments.

Extent to which there is a constituency of community members
empowered to participate in the process.

Extent to which opportunity costs and travel time are reduced and
use of infrastructure is maximised.

The building blocks of higher level concepts.
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Residential environment

Robustness

Satisfaction surveys
Sense of place

Urban

Urban amenity
Well-being

Urban areas used predominantly for residential activities, but
including open space and local support services.

Degree to which the elements that make up an area are versatile
enough to accommodate and support the range of activities that
people might want to engage in and their changing social/cultural
needs and expectations.

Method to how satisfied people are with the environments that they
live in.

Memorable or distinctive characteristics that differentiate one place
from another.

An area characterised by high-density development and a variety
of housing styles including apartments, terrace housing and semi-
detached housing. Reduced areas of private open space and
vegetation.

The liveability of urban environments.
The overall sense of satisfaction that people feel.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Purpose and audience for this report

The purpose of this report is to document some ideas on a conceptua framework and possible
approaches to managing urban amenity at the local authority scale. This report does not seek to
comprehensively answer the question of how to manage urban amenity but outlines some
approaches and way forward. The focus is on how to define and monitor changes in urban amenity
(including some suggested processes to develop urban amenity indicators). The intended audience
for this report is the Ministry for the Environment and members of the Ministry’s Urban Amenity
Focus Group (refer Appendix 1).

This report is not a definitive statement on the management of urban amenity. It provides a much
needed conceptual framework and some recommendations about processes councils can use to
assist them to define, manage and monitor urban amenity. The range of people that have been
involved in the project has influenced it.

1.2 Background work on amenity

This work on approaches to managing urban amenity stems from the Ministry for the
Environment’ s work under the Environmental Performance Indicators (EPI) Programme and work
on good practice for local government. To date indicators work has focused primarily on the
development of indicators for biophysical aspects of the environment, such asland, air, water,
biodiversity, the marine environment, waste, transport and energy. The Ministry has also been
preparing a number of good practice guides for local government to assist them in the
administration and implementation of the Resource Management Act (1991).

This project on approaches to managing urban amenity builds on the Ministry for the
Environment’s previous work on urban amenity and the indicators and good practice work
programmes. The Ministry for the Environment’s relevant work on urban amenity (which is
fully referenced in the draft technical report “Urban amenity indicators — the liveability of our
urban environments” , by Karen Bell and Peter Glasson, June 2000) is:

Working Paper 7 — Amenity Values under the Resource Management Act 1991, defining
amenity values with suitable specificity (October 1996);

Technical Paper No. 21 — Urban Amenity Indicators Workshop Report (August 1998);
Technical Paper No. 22 — Case Study: city and district council state of the environment
monitoring and indicators (August 1998);

Technical Paper No. 54 Proposed Approach to Indicators for Urban Amenity (June 1999);
Summary of Submissions on the Proposed Approach to Indicators for Urban Amenity
(September 1999);

Curbing the Sprawl: Urban growth management in the United States — lessons for New
Zedand, Lindsay Gow, (April 2000); and

A draft technical report entitled Urban amenity indicators — the liveability of our urban
environments, by Karen Bell and Peter Glasson (June 2000).
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1.3 Otherrelated work

The Ministry has funded or is involved with a number of other projects related to this work on
urban amenity. Urban amenity indicators — the liveability of our urban environments by Karen
Bell and Peter Glasson (June 2000), gives an overview of these related projects. Briefly they
include:

Integrated Monitoring Project in Waikato;

Plan Effectiveness Monitoring Project — case study in Wellington,
Quality Plans project;

Rural Amenity Conflicts Study;

Planning Under a Co-operative Mandate; and

Impacts of Rural Subdivision on Landscape Values.

For further information about these projects, refer to the technical report or contact the Ministry for
the Environment.

1.4 Project brief and methodology

The overall brief for this project was originally to investigate devel oping a small set of national
urban amenity indicators, starting with environmental performance indicators for noise, open space,
urban density, and the use of satisfaction surveys to determine what people like about where they
live. There was also arequirement to develop a good practice guide for local government on plan
effectiveness monitoring, using urban amenity as an example.

The consultant team prepared a draft technical report for the Ministry for the Environment (June
2000) identifying an approach to developing national urban amenity indicators and some potential
urban amenity indicators. A key recommendation was to assess approaches to defining and
monitoring urban amenity at the local authority scale before attempting to develop national urban
amenity indicators. This report (September 2000) aims to provide a conceptual framework for the
management of urban amenity in New Zealand and suggest some approaches and processes that
can be used by councils to define, manage and monitor urban amenity.

Urban amenity Focus Group

The Ministry established a practitioner focus group (The Urban Amenity Focus Group) in March
2000 to assist with this project. This Focus Group covers awide range of backgrounds and
experience to assist with aspects of the project. The Focus Group met on 7 April and 20-21 July
2000.

A mini Focus Group meeting was held on 31 August 2000 to discuss key approaches to defining,
managing and monitoring urban amenity and to set up some trials for the approaches devel oped.
This work will be discussed later in this introduction.
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Case studies

In addition to this Focus Group, the Ministry for the Environment and the consultant team is
working with five councils to undertake case studies relating to urban amenity and plan
effectiveness monitoring. One of the objectives of the project is:

“To develop a series of case studies with a wide range of councils. The case studies would
illustrate different tools and techniques for defining urban amenity, developing RMA plan
provisions based on this definition, and developing monitoring requirements for the plan
provisions.”

Put simply the case studies will explore the development of tools and templates to:

define urban amenity

manage urban amenity (through plan provisions and other mechanisms)
monitor urban amenity (including indicators and reporting) and
monitor the effectiveness of plans.

The local authorities involved in the case studies and the focus of their case studies are;

Tasman District — the use of public satisfaction surveys in two townships (Richmond and
Mapua) to assist with assessing urban amenity issues and management of urban amenity in
these locations;

Christchurch City — documenting the strategy the Council adopted for monitoring the
effectiveness of the Christchurch City Plan (areview of progress and write up of the
process used by the Council);

Waimakariri District — an investigation of processes to enable urban amenity indicators to
be developed by communities as well as identifying the limitations of any such processes in
two rural towns (Rangiora and Kaiapoi) and comparing the opinions of members of the
community on urban amenity with the provisions of the District Plan, which was devel oped
by practitioners,

Palmerston North City Council — developing instruments for addressing amenity effects
from nonresidential development. The Council is determining the effectiveness and
suitability of the package of measures that are used to address the adverse environmental
effects on amenity from non-residential development in a defined inner business locality;
Auckland City Council —a study of residents and business in the Business 4 Zone of the
City to assess peopl€’ s perceptions of amenity. Thiswill enable assessment of what people
like/do not like about living in these areas and how this relates to provisions in the Plan and
any reverse sengitivity issues.

Survey of councils

The Consultant Team also conducted a survey of all councilsin New Zealand in April 2000 in
relation to their management (including monitoring) of urban amenity and plan effectiveness
monitoring. This survey provides useful information about how urban amenity issues are being
dealt with throughout New Zealand, and indicates what people in local authorities think about the
development of national urban amenity indicators.
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Literature review

An additional source of information has been an international and national literature review. Some
of the key sources of background information for this work are listed in the bibliography at the end
of this report.

Council trialling of urban amenity approaches

The second Focus Group meeting discussed the importance of testing out ideas on how to approach
the management of urban amenity in New Zealand through the use of council trials. The mini
Focus Group meeting started to set up these council trials. The trials are discussed in the
conclusion of this report, as they constitute part of the way forward for this project.

1.5 Scope of this report

This report on approaches to managing urban amenity covers the following:

What' s happening with the management of urban amenity in New Zealand?
The development of a framework for urban amenity

Lessons learnt

Recommended approaches to managing urban amenity

National perspective on urban amenity

Conclusions and way forward.

Attention will now focus on what is happening with the management of urban amenity in New
Zedland.
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2. The management of urban amenity in New Zealand

2.1 Introduction

The purpose of this section of the report is to highlight the ways in which different organisations
including territorial local authorities are presently managing the issue of urban amenity in New
Zealand. Theinformation referred to in this section of the report has been collated from a number
of different sources including a survey of all local authoritiesin April of thisyear. This section
begins by briefly describing the issues associated with urban amenity in New Zealand.

2.2 Issues associated with urban amenity in New Zealand

According to the 1996 census:

85% of New Zealand' s population live in urban areas; on
3% of the total land area; and
29% of New Zealand's population live in the Auckland area.

These statistics reveal that issues associated with urban environments and by implication the way in
which urban environments are managed are directly relevant to alarge number of New Zealanders.
Urban amenity, the qualities and attributes that people value about the environment within which
they live, is therefore an important issue.

The importance of amenity is reflected in the RMA where it isincluded within the definition of
environment and is also contained in Part |1 of the Act. The RMA is one of the main regulatory
tools that impacts on urban environments as it is the principle piece of legislation that controls the
use of land. There are also a number of other factors or influences that affect urban environments
including the state of the economy.

Over the past ten years there has been increasing pressure on some urban environmentsin New
Zealand from factors such as increased levels of urbanisation, stressed infrastructure, and
technological changes. In other urban environments there has been different sorts of pressures as
populations have decreased and employment opportunities have decreased. These pressures have
sometimes conflicted with the values that people hold about the environment within which they live
thereby adversely affecting amenity values. These conflicts have raised a number of issues for

local authorities and have led to the investigation of different approaches to defining, managing and
monitoring urban amenity. Before these different approaches are outlined the way in which local
authorities are presently managing urban amenity will be outlined.

2.3 Management of Urban Amenity in New Zealand

The importance of investigating different approaches to defining, managing and monitoring urban
amenity has been highlighted in a number of documents.

Key urban amenity approaches - prepared by Enviro Solutions NZ Ltd. & Glasson Potts Group Ltd 5



One of the recommendations contained in the investigation conducted by the Parliamentary
Commissioner for the Environment (1987) into the Management of Suburban Amenity Values in
Auckland, Christchurch, and Waitakere was for the:

Minister for the Environment to develop environmental indicators for amenity values to
assist local authorities and communities to monitor and report on the state of amenity
values.

All the previous work conducted by the Ministry (listed in the Introduction to this report) related to
this project, identifies urban amenity as a priority area of work. Research into different methods of
monitoring urban amenity is an important issue. This was also highlighted in the results of the
survey of local authorities that was conducted as a part of this project in April of this year.

2.4 Survey of Local Authorities on Plan Effectiveness Monitoring and
Urban Amenity

The April 2000 survey (conducted by Karen Bell and Associates and Glasson Potts Group) had two
main parts:

plan effectiveness monitoring; and

urban amenity.
The survey was sent to 86 local authorities, of which 54 local authorities completed and returned
the survey.

The main findings of this survey are as follows:
Urban Amenity:

more than half of the councils said they had generic as opposed to specific plan provisions

for urban amenity;

councils stated they had used arange of tools and techniques to define urban amenity for

their district/city/region. Most commonly, councils reported that they had used public

consultation through the plan review process. Other techniques and tools used were:

- general experience within the planning department in dealing with complaints etc.;

- previous planning documents;

- stakeholder consultation, community research;

- evidence at consent hearings — eg KFC bucket sign adjoining residential area, etc;

- workshops for particular settlements or areas,

- specific studies and reports eg: landscape assessment, main entrance route
enhancement;

- specific studies done to identify state of the environment with regard to lot sizes,
where heritage values are concentrated, traffic patterns, etc;

- co-ordination with urban design section of council; and

- regiona practice guides (urban area intensification, low impact urban design
guidelines).

councils reported using a range of tools and/or techniques to manage urbanamenity. Most

commonly, they reported using plan rules and standards to control development; These

included the genera performance standards for buildings, density etc, and landscaping

rules. Other tools included:
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- tree planting guidelines and tree enhancement programme;

- design guides, (eg: low impact urban design guide, urban area intensification guide);

- council services eg: parks, landscaping, street trees, maintenance of roads and
footpaths;

- ‘mainstreet’ programmes,

- beautification projects,

- CBD streetscape investment;

- Council/ community streetscape projects;

- signage bylaws, co-ordination of signage;

- other council strategies (eg: tourism, transport, coastal marine area);

- consent process and building consents,

- other council plans, eg: asset management plans, reserve plans, landscape plans, town
centre development plans, traffic studies,

- annual plan and budget for projects for upgrading streets etc;

- council code of practice for land devel opment;

- specific programmes eg Landmarks programme;

- provision of information, eg brochures on tree planting.

councils were asked to state what they considered to be the key urban amenity issues in

their area, and what indicators they use (if any) to undertake the monitoring for these issues.

The councils reported a wide range of issues. A considerable proportion of these were

matters not dealt with directly in district/city/regional plans such as:

- disputes between neighbours over trees;

- unsightly sections;

- nei ghbourhood support;

- location/style/standard of public facilities including amenity plantings;

- persona safety; and,

- cultural identity and diversity.

only asmall proportion of councils reported undertaking specific monitoring in relation to

urban amenity issues. Many councils reported that responding to complaints was their main

way of monitoring urban amenity. In addition, some councils used residents surveys and

undertook informal monitoring of development through consent monitoring;

only afew councils said that they have been monitoring the intangible aspectsof amenity;

councils differed as to whether they agreed with the approach of developing a national set

of urban amenity indicators which may then be applied at the regional, sub-regional, or

local level; and

the mgjority of councils reported that they had not co-operated with other local authorities

in the development of urban amenity indicators.

Plan effectiveness monitoring:

half of the councils who completed the survey had begun plan effectiveness monitoring.

Some councils commented that they had rot begun plan effectiveness monitoring as their
plans were not yet operative,

few councils had notified variations/plan changes as a result of plan effectiveness
monitoring;

councils indicated that they have relied significantly on outside assistance in edablishing
the framework and indicators for monitoring plan effectiveness,

of those councils involved with plan effectiveness monitoring a high proportion share plan
effectiveness monitoring information with other councils;
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half of the councils reported that they had developed a set of objectives or anticipated
environmental results, which are specifically linked to the provisions for monitoring the
effectiveness of district/city/regional plans;

few Councils monitored socio-economic changes,

as well as using SOE monitoring information to assist with plan effectiveness monitoring,
many councils have used information they require resource consent holders to collect to
assist them in assessing plan effectiveness; and

for some councils monitoring has aso resulted in consideration of alternative methods of
achieving the anticipated environmental results.

The results of this survey highlighted that the majority of councils define urban amenity in a
generic way and rely on the Act’s definition of amenity. The survey also highlighted that the most
common way that councils manage urban amenity is through provisions in district plans. The way
in which the plan provisions relating to urban amenity have been constructed have evolved as a
result of case law on the drafting of rules and on the interpretation of the Act’s definition of
amenity values. The survey also highlighted that the majority of councils are not monitoring the
‘subjective’ elements of urban amenity.

2.5 Other Approaches/ Initiatives in relation to Defining/Managing and
Monitoring Urban Amenity

There are other linked initiatives that are either underway, or in the development phase that were
not recorded in the results of the survey outlined previoudly.

‘indicate Canterbury’

‘indicate Canterbury’ is a community indicators programme in Canterbury. The project was started
in 1998 by an independent charitable trust ‘ Sustainable Cities' with input from local councils and
other organisations. As an organisation the Trust aims to maximise cross-sector involvement
between, the community, corporate and public sectors with initiatives for a sustainable future. The
‘indicate Canterbury’ programme is owned by the community and managed by Canterbury
Dialogues. The aims of the programme are to:

measure progress towards a positive future in the city and region for all; and
create a number of indicators to record the quality if life in Canterbury

Following a survey of people in Christchurch a series of indicators have been developed on the
following topics:

traffic safety;
waste;

energy;
employment;
personal safety; and
health equity.

The ‘indicate’ Canterbury programme is collecting information from various agencies to assess
progress towards a positive future for people in Canterbury.
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National Indicators Project

A further initiative focusing on socio-economic indicators was started by the Chief Executives of
the six largest cities (Auckland, Christchurch, Manukau, North Shore, Waitakere and Wellington).
The project aimed to define a key set of economic, socia and environmental indicators to measure
socia changein New Zealand's six largest cities. After considering a number of different
frameworks the working party involved with this project decided to adopt an approach that divided
socio-economic indicators into a range of issue areas under different sector headings such as
‘housing’ ‘education’ and ‘health’. A ‘basket’ of indicators were then developed under each issue
area

The following is an example taken from the information produced by the working party:

Sector: Housing
Issues: Quality of housing, Affordability and accessibility, Range of housing options.
Example indicators:

Spatia distribution of housing in poor condition (plus number and percentage of
people living in housing in poor condition)

Number and percentage of population receiving accommodation supplement
Changing nature of our accommodation: Areas in city zoned for high density,
Number of building consent issued for apartments/townhouses, trends in number of
bedrooms per dwelling, changes in household composition.

A consultation document on the proposed indicators was released for comment in February of this
year. After receiving feed back on the proposed set of indicators the project team has revised the
set of indicators. Asaresult of this process 60 key indicators have been developed. Each local
authority involved in the project team is currently collating information on the indicators. A joint
report on the results from this work will be released in November of thisyear. Following thisa
report on the indicators will be released every 3 years.

Liveable Communities Project

As identified in the survey some local authorities have also adopted different initiatives for
managing urban amenity. An example of thisis the Liveable Communities project that Auckland
City Council has being developing in response to the mounting pressure on Auckland’'s urban area
as aresult of population growth. This project is part of the SMART City approach that Auckland
City Council has adopted. This approach focuses on local responses to local issues and has five
key strategies:

liveable communities;
connecting communities;
strong communities,
place of opportunity; and
sense of place.

Auckland City Council defines ‘liveable communities’, as communities that are:

safe;
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walkable;

attractive;

offer a choice of lifestyles;

have mixed use a their core;

have access to a choice of transport; and
create a sense of belonging.

Liveable community plans for Glen Innes, Panmure and Avondale are being developed with
communities with each of these areas. The Liveable Community Plan for Panmure has recently
been released.

2.6 What are the Gaps!

This section of this report has described current practises on ways that councils and other
organisations are defining, managing and monitoring urban amenity and the development of urban
amenity indicators.

From the information contained in this section of the report it is clear that:

urban amenity is perceived to be an importart issue by councils;

councils tend to rely on the RMA definition of amenity values,

the principle way councils manage urban amenity is through provisionsin district plans
anumber of councils have not yet begun plan effectiveness monitoring; and

few councils have become involved in developing indicators on the subjective elements of
urban amenity.

From this research there are appears to a significant ‘gap’ which if filled would assist councils with
these issues. This gap being the absence of a clear framework for the development of urban
amenity indicators

The next two sections of this report aim to fill this gap.
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3. The development of a framework for urban amenity

3.1 Introduction
The purpose of this section of thisreport is to:

document the different approaches that have been worked through in this project to develop
a framework for urban amenity; and

document the range of processes or methods that can be used to engage communities in
defining, managing and monitoring urban amenity (including developing urban amenity
indicators).

3.2 Defining urban amenity
Introduction

The first Focus Group workshop held for this project addressed the question: What is urban
amenity? The Focus Group concluded that in defining urban amenity the following question
should be asked “What is it about a place that makes us feel good or bad about it?”. The
Consultant Team in preparing the *“Draft technical paper: Urban amenity indicators - the
liveability of urban environments’. This way of describing urban amenity appears to have been
accepted by the Focus Group and the Ministry for the Environment.

This description is obviously broad and encompasses a wide range of attributes and values, a great
majority of which are not resource management issues, or issues directly relevant for local
government. It also does not necessarily define urban in any particular way. For instance it does
not adopt the Statistics New Zealand definition of urban areas being more than 1,000 people. The
emphasis with the definition as proposed is that amenity is all about what people fed about the
environments they live in. If this approach is generally accepted as a way of describing urban
amenity then it is really irrelevant to consider placing limitations such as a minimum number of
people. For example in the work done for this project in the case study for the Waimakariri District
people involved with the Focus Group sessions considered that settlements of 500 people were
urban areas, as well as places like Rangiora, with a population of 10,500.

If this approach is accepted then the answer to the question: “What is urban amenity?’ can only be
found by discovering the qualities or attributes that people value within the environments that they
live. The *how to’ question associated with this approach is an issue that was identified in the April
2000 survey conducted by Karen Bell and Associates and Glasson Potts Group Limited. From the
work associated with this project to date a number of different methods have been identified that
can assist in answering these questions. The following description of methods provides insight into
different ways of answering the ‘how to’ part of the question.

Ask “What do you like”? / “What don’t you like”?

An approach that has been adopted and used successfully by Waitakere City Council is to ask
people the following four key questions:

What do you like about this place?
What don’'t you like?
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What would you change?
What would you redlly like it to be?

Staff from Waitakere City Council have used this approach in public meeting type forums where
staff are wanting to find out what people value about a specific place ie a neighbourhood/suburb.
These four questions then form the focus of the meeting. The objective of the meeting is not for
Council staff to inform the community it is rather the opposite an opportunity for the community to
inform Council staff about what they value.

Staff at Waitakere City have then used this information in technical design workshops to create
visions for different places.

Waimakariri District Council has asked similar open-ended questions of their communities:
- What do you most like about where you live?
What do you least like about where you live?
What would you most like to see changed?
What would you least like to see changed?

In the case of Waimakariri District Council, these questions were asked in a survey and on flyers
that were targeted at members of the community.

The use of public satisfaction surveys to define key issues

Many councils around the country carry out public satisfaction surveys to assess what people value
about their environment and what they are satisfied and dissatisfied with. In many cases councils
ask questions about councils services. Some of these surveys are written surveys, some are
telephone surveys, and some are face-to-face interviews. They vary in complexity and subjects
covered.

Satisfaction surveys show promise as a means of gathering information on what different people
mean and understand by the term ‘urban amenity’. Local satisfaction surveys are important as
confirmation of the key issues relating to urban amenity in different locations, and as a check that
matters of significance to local people have not been overlooked.

One of the challenges in relation to the use of public satisfaction surveys to define key urban
amenity issues, is that in 