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loss of daylight and sunlight and a more oppressive townscape; wind and microclimate impacts at street level; 
greater overlooking and loss of privacy; erosion of the established skyline and seƫng of nearby heritage assets and 
views. 
 
3) Reduced policy certainty and internal inconsistency 
 
The Plan’s tall buildings approach is intended to provide certainty: tall buildings are focused in idenƟfied areas, and 
outside those areas proposals are expected to be strongly constrained due to heritage, views and townscape 
sensiƟvity. 
 
MM55 blurs that clarity and will make policy applicaƟon less consistent and less effecƟve. The likely effect is that 
residents’ and decision-makers’ ability to rely on the Plan to resist inappropriate tall buildings outside idenƟfied 
areas will be weakened. 
 
4) Amending the Plan further than can be jusƟfied 
 
If the intenƟon is to enable refurbishment/retrofit or appropriate redevelopment of exisƟng tall buildings, MM55 
goes much further than is necessary. It effecƟvely opens the door to addiƟonal height and intensificaƟon outside 
idenƟfied areas without requiring a strong and excepƟonal case to be made. 
 
My representaƟon is that MM55 be removed. 
If it is considered necessary to have some policy wording to address exisƟng tall buildings outside idenƟfied areas, 
MM55 should be substanƟally rewriƩen. It should not create any presumpƟon in favour of tall buildings outside the 
mapped areas and should be clear that proposals for redevelopment of an exisƟng tall building site outside idenƟfied 
tall building areas should be excepƟonal. 
 
Proposals should also be constrained to the exisƟng height/envelope, excluding plant, with anything beyond this 
requiring a clearly evidenced, overriding public interest case and demonstraƟng no unacceptable impact on 
residenƟal amenity, townscape, heritage assets and views. 
 
Thank you for considering my representaƟon. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
Helen Fairfoul 
 
Sent from my iPhone 




