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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is David John Compton-Moen. I hold the position of 

Urban Designer / Registered Landscape Architect at Kamo Marsh 

Landscape Architects Ltd. I have been in this position since 

February 2015. 

 

1.2 I hold the qualifications of a Bachelor of Landscape Architecture 

(Hons) and a Bachelor of Resource Studies (Planning).   I am a 

Registered Landscape Architect of the New Zealand Institute of 

Landscape Architects (NZILA), since 2001, a Full member of the 

New Zealand Planning Institute and a member of the Urban 

Design Forum.  I am the current Chairperson for the Canterbury 

Westland Branch of the NZILA. 

 

1.3 I have worked in the urban design, landscape architecture and 

planning fields for approximately 18 years, here in New Zealand 

and in Hong Kong.  During this time I have worked for both local 

authorities and private consultancies, providing expert evidence 

for urban design, landscape and visual impact assessments on a 

wide range of major infrastructure and development proposals, 

including the following relevant projects: 

 

(a) In September 2013, I was employed by the Christchurch 

City Council (Council) to ground truth the operative 

district plan provisions relating to height, setback and 

landscape in the business and industrial areas to 

determine whether these were achieving the anticipated 

outcomes.   More detail on this project is provided at 

section 4 below. 

 

(b) Ngarara Farms Development, Waikanae, Kapiti Coast, 

2013 to present.  I am working with the developer to 

design and create residential and mixed use 

neighbourhoods for approximately 900 dwellings.  The 

project has involved master planning, street design and 

design guides for residential and commercial 
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development.  This includes building heights, setbacks 

and streetscape controls.  The first neighbourhood of 300 

dwellings has recently been approved by the local 

council. 

 

(c) Redruth Development, Timaru – I am currently working 

with Davie Lovell-Smith to design a development which 

includes commercial, industrial (both heavy and light), 

mixed use and residential landuses. The project is in 

south Timaru and would form the southern gateway to the 

city. 

 

(d) Working on behalf of the Waimakariri District Council in 

2014 I reviewed a proposed retail development on the 

corner of High Street and Durham Street, Rangiora (town 

centre).  The commercial proposal included 3,394m² of 

retail space and 830m² of office space.  Key 

considerations were the positioning of carparks to ensure 

key built frontages could be maintained as well as 

recommending changes to improve legibility. 

 

1.4 I have read the Environment Court Code of Conduct for expert 

witnesses and agree to comply with it.  I confirm that the topics 

and opinions addressed in this statement are within my area of 

expertise except where I state that I have relied on the evidence of 

other persons. I have not omitted to consider materials or facts 

known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions I have 

expressed. 

 

2. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

 

2.1 I have been engaged by Christchurch City Council to give urban 

design, landscape and visual evidence on the Council's proposal 

the Memorial Business Park and on the private plan change 

request of Memorial Avenue Investments Limited (MAIL) for the 

Memorial Business Park. 
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2.2 My evidence addresses the following key issues: 

 

(a) Memorial Avenue interface, setbacks and yard requirements 

(b) Gateway Bridge and Height controls 

(c) Russley Road Interface 

(d) Visual Amenity along Avonhead Road 

(e) Commodore Hotel boundary 

(f) Connectivity through the site and with the receiving street 

network 

3. SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

3.1 Overall, I consider that the outline development plan (ODP) and 

rules proposed for the MAIL site can achieve a positive urban 

design outcome with the following changes/amendments:  

 

(a) The Memorial Avenue frontage forms part of the gateway 

experience into the city and the positioning of guest 

accommodation and office space along this frontage is a 

preferable option (from an amenity point of view) to 

industrial buildings or yards.  This overlay should extend 

along the entire length of the Memorial Avenue frontage 

as this frontage is considered more important than the 

Russley Road frontage. 

 

(b) I consider that a 20m setback (fixed) for the Memorial Ave 

frontage combined with the proposed controls on the 

placement of carparking and storage, and the guest 

accommodation/office overlay will assist with creating an 

active frontage with higher amenity than an industrial 

development. 
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(c) I agree with the requirement for an Urban Design 

Assessment being required for all parts of developments 

within 50m of Memorial Avenue. 

 

(d) I consider the rule to limit the placement of carparking to 

the side or rear of buildings adjacent to Memorial Ave to 

be a positive rule to avoid carparking visually dominating 

this frontage but should be amended to ensure that no 

more than 40% of the site frontage (adjacent to the main 

building) is occupied by carparking. 

 

(e) The maximum building height along the Memorial Avenue 

frontage should be in keeping with the adjoining receiving 

environment and ensure that any development along 

Memorial Avenue can form a substantial ‘sleeve’ limiting 

views into the industrial core of the site.  A lower 

maximum height level is more likely to achieve this.  

Buildings within the block fronting Memorial Avenue 

should be no higher than 12m. 

 

(f) Views from the airport side of Memorial and from the 

gateway bridge (proposed) of the Port Hills ridgeline 

should be maintained. A 20m building located on the 

corner of Memorial Avenue and Russley Road would 

screen the Port Hills from this location. The positioning of 

higher amenity guest accommodation and office buildings 

within this frame is preferable to industrial buildings but all 

buildings within 50m of Memorial Avenue should be no 

higher than 12m in height to maintain views through to 

the Port Hills. 

 

(g) The 6m setback, recession planes and landscape 

planting will provide sufficient space and screening to 

minimise any adverse visual impacts from the 

Commodore Hotel site.  The Commodore also has the 

ability to plant on its own property to supplement any 

planting on the MAIL site.  It is recommended that 
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planting of this strip occurs at the time of subdivision 

consent as opposed to building consent to ensure tree 

planting is well established before any development 

occurs on the MAIL site.  This could also be addressed 

through a minimum height of trees at planting. 

 

4. REVIEW OF INDUSTRIAL (B3, B3B, B4, B4P, B4T, B5) ZONES (2013) 

 

4.1 As noted above, In September 2013, I was employed by the 

Council to ground truth the operative district plan provisions 

relating to height, setback and landscape in the business and 

industrial areas to determine whether these were achieving the 

anticipated outcomes.    

 

4.2 The analysis was completed using a combination of desktop 

study, site visits and personal knowledge of each commercial and 

industrial zone/centre. It was generally found that the full 

development potential in any of the zones was not being fulfilled, 

either in terms of height or plot ratio.  In most examples, it 

appeared the market played a bigger role in what was developed 

on a site than the rules or maximums allowed.  There were few 

examples where the full height potential was utilised with the 

market seeming to have a greater influence on what was built, 

being typically 1-3 stories only. 

 

4.3 What was particularly apparent was the move for newer 

developments to place carparking at the front of their 

development, breaking any defined street edge that may have 

existed prior to development.  The location and extent of surface 

carparking has a major impact on the character and feel of the 

streetscape within these industrial zones.  Large expanses of 

carparking have occurred as a result of the desire to have visible 

carparking for customers and create the most cost effective car-

park design given that a building setback is still required.  Many 

users also used the carpark as a storage yard or outdoor working 

area, as an extension of their workshop.   
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4.4 Unfortunately the creation of carparks has often been at the 

expense of creating a sense of enclosure, edge definition and the 

overall quality of the public realm.  The lack of controls on 

setbacks (the use of minimums as opposed to maximums or a 

defined setback) has resulted in fragmented building lines along 

road frontages and a lack of a defined edge as well as the inability 

for buildings to interact with the street environment.  In some 

cases this has been further weakened by the complete demolition 

of buildings to provide carparking.   

 

4.5 The legibility of the street layout improves with a fixed (consistent) 

building setbacks.  A zero building setback also improves the 

possibility for active edges to the footpath, improving the 

pedestrian walking experience as well as minimising walking 

distances simply by being located closer to the street.  It is good 

practice for all on-site carparking to be sited at the rear or side of 

the building in industrial areas, particularly those developments 

where a high number of visitors/customers arrive by either foot or 

bicycle, allowing for active street frontages to be developed / 

retained.  The key aspect is getting strong, well defined built edges 

and corners to reinforce the street pattern. 

 

4.6 This work is particularly relevant to the Memorial Avenue frontage 

of the MAIL site where a high amenity, active edge is a desirable 

outcome and where the irregular placement of buildings or the 

placement of carparking will have a detrimental effect on the 

character and amenity of this frontage. 

 

5. INTERFACE WITH MEMORIAL AVENUE 

 

5.1 The interface with Memorial Avenue is considered one of the key 

elements of this urban design assessment.  The MAIL site is a 

unique setting and context, being part of a ‘gateway’ environment 

into the city, and therefore worthy of site specific design controls 

which may not be implemented in other industrial zones.  Part of 

these interface design controls should consider the site's use and 

its built form.  Key elements include: 
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(a) Location of Activities; 

(b) Capacity; 

(c) Key activity or principal frontage; 

(d) Setbacks; and 

(e) The requirement for an Urban Design Assessment; 

   

5.2 The ODP proposed by Council in its notified proposal includes a 

Guest Accommodation overlay on the north-western corner and 

extending some distance down the Russley Road frontage.  The 

Commodore owned residential property (Lot 2 DP 74459) within 

the MAIL site was not included in this overlay.  At caucusing it was 

agreed that the Memorial Avenue frontage was the most important 

frontage and that the placement of higher amenity activities, such 

as guest accommodation and office space (if permitted) would be 

best suited along this frontage to form a physical sleeve, screening 

industrial activities from Memorial Avenue.  To achieve this, it is 

recommended that the guest accommodation and office overlay is 

extended along the Memorial Avenue frontage to include the 

Commodore owned property.  With the Commodore being next 

door, it does not make sense from a design or continuity 

perspective to exclude the Commodore owned property from this 

overlay, and it would open up an opportunity for Industrial activities 

to be located along the Memorial Avenue frontage. 

 

5.3 The planning rules proposed by the Council will allow for 200 

bedrooms to be located within the Guest Accommodation overlay.  

The sketch shown in the drawings attached as Attachment A 

shows a 200 bedroom hotel with ancillary spaces (lobby, 

restaurant etc.) and the land area it would occupy.  It is highly 

likely that a guest accommodation development would only utilise 

a single block with other higher amenity activities required to fill 

this overlay area and create the necessary sleeve to screen 

industrial activities.  For this reason it is recommended that office 

activities, if permitted, are restricted to this overlay area to ensure 

a higher amenity sleeve can be achieved. 
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5.4 The same argument follows in terms of maximum height 

restrictions.  With a 12m height limit along the Memorial Avenue 

frontage it is possible for three or four storey buildings (hotel 

rooms with a lower stud height) to be developed.  As a 

consequence, there is a greater likelihood that development will 

occupy more of the Memorial Avenue frontage and thereby create 

a better visual screen to industrial activities behind.  If 

development is allowed to 15m in height, and 20m for guest 

accommodation as sought by MAIL this increases the number of 

floors permissible up to 6 storeys for guest accommodation which 

will result in a narrower building footprint. A lower building height 

will ensure that any higher amenity development is consistently 

spread along the Memorial Avenue frontage, creating a more 

effective screen of the industrial activities located behind the 

screen. 

 

5.5 In the Memorial Business Park Site Proposed Future Develop 

Design Guidelines (August 2014) attached to the plan change 

request, considerable emphasis is placed on developing an 

‘active’ edge along the Memorial Avenue frontage.  This would be 

a desirable outcome but I do not think it will be achieved with the 

current street and block design.  The current design creates a 

situation where the back, or rear yard, of sections is actually 

fronting Memorial Avenue. It is recommended that the Memorial 

Ave frontage is considered the principal or key frontage. 

 

5.6 As highlighted above in the review of commercial and industrial 

zones, the size of a setback does not necessarily result in a better 

design outcome.  In many locations, a minimum setback 

requirement results in carparking and/or storage being positioned 

in the front yard.  Rule 16.4.7.2.6 requires all carparking to be 

located to the side or the rear of buildings, and not be located 

between Memorial Avenue and any proposed building.  This is 

considered a positive rule to avoid carparking visually dominating 

this frontage but could be amended to ensure that not more than 

40% of the site frontage (adjacent to the main building) is occupied 

by carparking, the balance being to the rear. 
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5.7 A potential option could be for the current road layout in the ODP 

to be reconfigured to ensure buildings front Memorial Avenue, 

within the confines of the current limited access onto the avenue. 

This could be achieved using a defined building set back as 

opposed to a minimum or a maximum.  Given the inclusion of 

Guest Accommodation and office space in this Industrial Park 

zone, providing this level of clarity for this unique context would 

not be inconsistent with the rest of the City Plan.  It is 

recommended that a 20m setback (fixed) is proposed along 

Memorial Avenue allowing for a 10m landscape strip and a 10m 

wide access strip, including pedestrian movement, which would 

require buildings to front the avenue.   

 

5.8 I agree with an Urban Design Assessment being required for all 

parts of any development fronting Memorial Avenue within a 50m 

setback.   

 

6. GATEWAY BRIDGE AND HEIGHT CONTROLS 

 

6.1 The proposed Christchurch Gateway Bridge being constructed by 

NZTA and the Council is designed as a legacy project that will 

generate a unique and memorable view.  The design will provide a 

dramatic gateway for all travellers on Memorial Avenue and 

Russley Road (SH1).  This is achieved by having the bridge’s 

structure obliquely cross Memorial Avenue in a clear arc, which is 

equally powerful from all points of view.  The proposed building 

height and setback for the MAIL site along Memorial Avenue could 

have an impact on how the landmark structure is viewed as well 

as on views from SH1 (bridge deck) to the Port Hills.  

 

6.2 I have prepared a series of images showing how development on 

the MAIL site could potentially affect views of the gateway bridge 

when travelling to the airport. These images are attached as 

Attachment A The apex of the arch structure is approximately 

26m above ground level and is located in the middle of the road 

reserve when viewed from Memorial Avenue.  The bridge deck 
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surface is approximately 8m above ground level.  The arches 

spread for a distance of approximately 50m from the apex in both 

directions before they intersect with the bridge deck.  The images 

show the development does not have an impact on the form and 

presence of the gateway bridge, with the exception of the image 

showing a 20m height limit (for guest accommodation) and a ten 

metre setback.  In this image the buildings have an impact on the 

gateway structure, visually starting to compete with the bridge 

artwork.  However, I do consider the effects insignificant from this 

viewpoint. 

 

6.3 I have also prepared a series of images showing how the 

development could affect views from the new bridge 

(approximately 9m above ground level) and from Memorial Ave 

(airport side) looking towards the Port Hills. These images are 

attached as Attachment A. The key high points of Sugarloaf 

(493m), its aerial (an additional 121m high) and Mt Herbert (920m) 

were used to simply investigate if the proposed height limits would 

have any effect on views of the Port Hills and the gateway 

experience which is enjoyed by visitors to the city.  The images 

clearly show, even taking into account minor discrepancies which 

may have occurred in the modelling, how views of the Port Hills 

skyline will be adversely effected by a 20m height limit. A 15m 

height limit would affect views to a lesser degree where the top of 

Sugarloaf’s aerial would be visible.  I consider this loss of view to 

the Port Hills to be significant. 

 

7. RUSSLEY ROAD (SH1) INTERFACE 

 

7.1 The Russley Road (SH1) interface/frontage has less visual 

importance given it is a high speed road with existing industrial 

buildings on the western side and no pedestrian or cyclist 

provision.  Vehicle noise and the high speed nature of the road 

has, and will continue to have, an adverse effect on the amenity of 

this frontage and the immediate environment between any future 

buildings and the road.  The rules propose the use of a 1.8m close 

board timber fence along this boundary to prevent vehicle lights on 
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the internal road affecting users of the highway.  It is likely the 

fence will become a prime target for graffiti, and I suggest other 

landscape treatments maybe more suitable for the locality and 

could provide additional amenity, for example bunding or 

additional planting on the highway side of the fence. 

 

7.2 An alternative option would be to re-design the internal road 

network to a more efficient layout as described below under 

section 10. 

 

8. VISUAL AMENITY ALONG AVONHEAD ROAD 

 

8.1 For the Avonhead Road frontage, a minimum set back of 15m is 

proposed by MAIL, with a 7.5m minimum landscape strip.  

Council’s proposal is for a 6 m setback and 1.5 m wide landscape 

strip. Buildings along this frontage will be up to 15m in height and 

will create a significant change in the current views experienced 

from the adjoining residential dwellings.  The current residential 

properties enjoy open views to the north across Avonhead Road.  

The MAIL submission proposes an 8m height limit within 28m of 

Avonhead Road which would maintain sunlight coming through to 

the street.  However, I consider that the Council proposed 6m 

setback will maintain sunlight adequately into the street, and that 

the restriction proposed by MAIL is unnecessary.  The Avonhead 

Road frontage is not a gateway to the city, nor does it frame any 

views of the Port Hills and so should be treated as per any other 

industrial zone bordering a residential area in the city. 

 

8.2 I do however consider the placement of carparking an important 

aspect, and without controls this frontage could become 

fragmented and visually dominated by carparking.  A strong, well 

defined built edge would be a preferable design outcome. 

 

8.3 I consider that the Avonhead Road frontage is the principal front 

for this block and the internal road frontage should be treated as 

the rear yard.  The rules limiting carparking to the side and rear 

and occupying no more than 40% of the lot frontage should also 
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apply to this frontage to ensure a strong, well defined built edge 

with pedestrian access coming off Avonhead Road.  It is worth 

noting that the main difference between Avonhead Road and 

Memorial Avenue in terms of accessibility is that it is possible for 

vehicles to park on Avonhead Road without any limitations on 

access. 

 

8.4 I consider that the planting of 1 tree for every 10m of frontage will 

have the greatest benefits for negating any adverse visual effects 

from industrial style buildings. 

 

9. COMMODORE HOTEL BOUNDARY AND SUBMISSION 

 

9.1 The 6m boundary setback on the eastern boundary, recession 

planes and landscape planting will combine to provide sufficient 

space and screening to minimise any adverse visual impacts on 

the Commodore Hotel site.  A diagram has been prepared 

(Attachment A) which shows the proposed 6m setback combined 

with the 32˚ recession plane which will reduce the scale of 

buildings close to the eastern boundary to a scale more in keeping 

with a residential area.  The full 15m height limit will not be 

achieved until 20.3m from the eastern boundary.  The Commodore 

currently enjoys open views across open paddocks so there will be 

a change of character from the current view to one which is more 

urban.  However, with tree planting and the proposed setback the 

effects can be mitigated in my view.  The Commodore also has the 

ability to plant on its own property to supplement any planting on 

the MAIL site.  It is recommended that planting of this strip within 

the MAIL site occurs at the time of subdivision consent as 

opposed to building consent to ensure tree planting is well 

established before any development occurs on the MAIL site.  This 

could also be addressed through a minimum height of trees at 

planting. 
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10. CONNECTIVITY THROUGH THE SITE AND WITH THE RECEIVING 

STREET NETWORK 

 

10.1 I have assessed the proposed road layout in the current ODP 

(filed with the panel on the 24th August 2015).  I was not involved 

in the design of the street layout and suggest a number of 

modifications which would improve the legibility of the design: 

 

(a) Removal of the crescent (approximately 710m long) 

which runs up to and adjacent to Russley Road as this 

road is longer than necessary for properties to access 

their sites.  A preferable design would be to move this 

road east and to link with the turning circle at the end of 

Avonhead Road, and thereby increasing its connectivity.  

This removes the cul-de-sac which has been created by 

the closure of the road onto Russley Road.   The two 

access points on to Avonhead Road would be maintained 

but one intersection would be removed (compared with 

the ODP).  A similar existing example of the crescent 

road is Sir William Pickering Drive which is 1.014km long 

with limited connectivity, often resulting in traffic 

congestion at peak times. 

 

(b) The western road which currently runs through the site 

would end at a T-intersection within the development, 

removing an additional intersection on Avonhead Road 

while maintaining connectivity. 

 

(c) Vehicle access should be provided to buildings fronting 

Memorial Avenue via an internal right-of way running 

along the front of the buildings. 

 

10.2 I understand that the transport implications of these proposed 

amendments to the ODP will be assessed as part of the evidence 

of Mr John Falconer, which will be filed on 8 September 2015. I 

also understand that the planning implications of the transport 

evidence (including the evidence on my proposed amendments to 
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the ODP) will be assessed in supplementary planning evidence of 

Ms Janice Carter, which will also be filed on 8 September 2015. 

 

 

 

 

David Compton-Moen 

26 August 2015 



Attachment A: MAIL Site - Urban Design Evidence Figures 



MAIL S i te -  Urban Design Evidence Figures
prepared for Chr istchurch City Counci l

26 August 2015
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page 21 .  C u r r e n t  O u t l i n e  D e v e l o p m e n t  P l a n

Council position 
Guest Accommodation, Office 
activity restricted to this area

MAIL position
Guest Accommodation 
restricted to this area 

Office activity restricted to 
this area as well as being 
allowed in MAIL’s guest 
accommodation area

Airport Runway End Protection 
Area (Designation) 
(for information only)

RGA
Residential Guest 
Accommodation

Appendix 16.7.13 - Industrial Park zone (Memorial Ave)

Appendix 16.7.13 
Industrial Park zone (Memorial Ave)

RGA

RGA



page 32 .  S u g g e s t e d  O u t l i n e  D e v e l o p m e n t  P l a n

M
E M

O
R I A L  A V E N U E

A V O N H E A D  R O A D

R
U

S S
L E

Y
 R

O
A

D
  

( S
H

1
)

20m (fixed) set back 
from Memorial 
Avenue consisting 
of a 10m access 
strip and a 10m 
landscape strip

C
O

M
M

O
D

O
R E 

HO
T E L

K E Y

O D P  B O U N D A R Y

C O L L E C T O R  R O A D

L O C A L  R O A D

K E Y  F R O N T A G E

G U E S T  A C C O M M O D A T I O N  /  O F F I C E 
R E S T R I C T E D  T O  T H I S  A R E A
( 1 2 M  H E I G H T  L I M I T )

I N D U S T R I A L  ( 1 5 M  H E I G H T  L I M I T )

L A N D S C A P E  S T R I P

O P E N  S P A C E  /  S T O R M W A T E R



page 43 .  L a n d u s e  c a p a c i t y 

4. 1 Land use capacity / active frontage
The above sketch shows the MAIL site with a 200 room hotel and 5,000m² of office 
space.  Note that with the permitted building heights it is possible for these two 
activites to be contained within two proposed lots.
The buildings shown in blue represent activities proposed by MAIL.
The buildings showin in white are possible under both Council and MAIL proposals.

10,000m² office space 
(12m high building, 
storey building) + 
5,750m² carparking 

200 bedroom hotel 
with 1,000m² of auxillary 
facilities

Indutrial style buildings
(50m x100m) based on 
a 50% site coverage

6,000m² of Retail space 
(tenancies greater than 
450m²)

5,000m² office space 
+ auxillary areas + 
3,795m² of carparking

1,500m² of Retail Space 
(tenancies less than 
450m²)



page 54 .  C o n n e c t i v i t y
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5. 2 Alternative Layout network
The diagram to left shows an alternative street layout  
which creates approximately 37,800m² of road 
reserve, a saving of approximately 8.5%.

Removal of the cul-de-sac 
will improve legibility and 

connectivity for all users

Removal of the crescent will 
reduce infrastructure costs 

by approximately 8.5% 
(based on road reserve 

area) as well as improving 
the overall circulation

Removal of an intersection close 
to the collector road intersection 
will improve traffic flows  without 
creating a  barrier to pedestrian 
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5. 1 MAIL Street Layout network
The diagram above shows the proposed street layout 
by MAIL.  The design results in approximately 41,400m² 
of road reserve.
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12m maximum height limit

12m maximum height limit

15m maximum height limit

15m maximum height limit

15m maximum height limit + 20m maximum height limit for 
guest accommodation

15m maximum height limit + 20m maximum height limit for 
guest accommodation

The view point is located adjacent to the corner of the MAIL site adjoining the Commodore 
Hotel looking west towards the airport and the Gateway Bridge to be constructed by NZTA.
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Taken from 1.68m above ground level

Taken from 1.68m above ground level

Summit of Mt Herbert

Top of aerial

Summit of Sugarloaf

The view point is located at the intersection of Memorial Avenue and Peter Leeming Road 
looking southeast towards the city and the Port Hills
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To create an active edge is it important 
that main entrances / foyers face Memorial 
Avenue.  Providing an access strip creates 
the ability for visitors/guests to be dropped 
at the front door in a highly visible location
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