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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Craig Lyndon Pocock.  I am a director of Pocock Design 

Environment Limited and have been involved in design, project 

management and teaching for 22 years both in New Zealand and 

internationally.   

1.2 My qualifications and experience are set out in my Evidence in Chief, 

filed with the Panel of 26 August 2015. 

1.3 I confirm that I have read and agreed to comply with Code of Conduct 

for Expert Witnesses (Environment Court Practice Note 2014).  This 

evidence is within my area of expertise except where I state that I am 

relying on facts or information provided by another person.  I have not 

omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions that I express. 

1.4 I participated in expert witness caucusing on 10 August 2015. 

1.5 My supplementary rebuttal evidence addresses points raised by Mr 

Compten-Moen and Ms Carter for the City Council. 

Executive Summary 

1.6 In my opinion, Mr Compton-Moen’s evidence on high quality built form 

and his Figure A is unlikely to represent the activities which will 

actually locate on the Memorial Avenue edge.  Consequently, I do not 

believe that it demonstrates that the high quality architectural edge 

desired by both CCC and MAIL can be achieved.   

1.7 In my opinion, limiting office to 5,000m2 is likely to leave a 

considerable length of the Memorial Avenue frontage without a high 

quality urban edge amenity.   

1.8 In contrast, by increasing office by an additional 10,000m2, including 

some retail as proposed by MAIL, would significantly increase the 

likelihood of a high quality urban edge on the Memorial Avenue edge   

1.9 Both Mr Compton Moen’s and my analysis on built form and footprint 

outcomes along Memorial Ave are conservative and assume that each 
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of the uses such as retail, offices, food and beverage outlets will 

develop independently of each other meaning that the footprints 

shown on the Memorial Avenue edge are likely to be maximums.  The 

more likely outcome is that food outlets, offices and retail will integrate 

into multi-use built form.  That is likely to reduce the overall footprint 

along this edge leading to even less area of high quality built form 

along Memorial Avenue than either myself or Mr Compten-Moen are 

showing on our plans. 

1.10 Mr Compton Moen's suggestion of a slip-road within the 10m setback 

adjacent to Memorial Avenue is inconsistent with the City Council's 

infrastructure design standards and, in my opinion, would reduce 

public amenity, a possible memorial function feature, and the ability to 

deliver an off road cycle route along this edge.    

2. EVIDENCE OF MS JANICE CARTER AND MR DAVID COMPTEN-

MOEN ON BUILT FORM ON MEMORIAL AVE EDGE  

2.1 In paragraph 10.12 of her evidence, Ms Carter states:   

"Notwithstanding similar provision being made for offices in the 

Industrial Park zones at Tait and Awatea, the MAIL site's location 

requires a site-specific response. Provision for office activity up to 

5,000 m2 enables a high quality interface to be achieved with 

Memorial Avenue at the gateway to the City which is unique 

relative to other industrial environments and their context. This is 

discussed further in Mr Compton-Moen's evidence". 

2.2 In paragraph 3.9 of his evidence, Mr Compten-Moen states that he is: 

… of the view that there are sufficient “high quality” building types 

(such as those associated with food and beverage, gyms, 

commercial services etc) which are permitted in an industrial zone 

that could be located along the Memorial Ave frontage without 

allowing additional office or retail space and without the need for 

industrial activities to be positioned here. This is shown in Figure 

A (revised landuse capacity). 
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2.3 Mr Compten-Moen and I agree that there should be a high quality 

visual outcome for the Memorial Avenue edge and that the quality of 

built form is important to achieving this outcome.  However, we differ 

on what constitutes or is likely to constitute high quality architectural 

built form.   

2.4 In response to this evidence, I have been asked to consider the extent 

to which the permitted activities proposed by the city council would be 

likely to provide high quality active frontage to Memorial Avenue and to 

compare that outcome with the permitted activities proposed by MAIL.    

2.5 Mr Compten-Moen's evidence does not supply the methodology on 

how he decides on architectural quality, likely built form or the size of 

architectural footprint  

2.6 I have based my evidence on the study of 42 office and industrial 

buildings in Christchurch as documented in the “Memorial Business 

Park landuse and development outcome study” August 2014. 

2.7 However, it is not possible to predict in advance exactly what uses 

might or would go in particular locations on the site, if they would be 

located at the MAIL site at all (e.g. a gym).  As a consequence, it is my 

opinion that any analysis of this type can only be broad and at a 

conceptual level. 

2.8 In my opinion, all buildings sit on a continuum of built form quality from 

a high quality built form such as a 5-star hotel that gains benefit of its 

appearance to that of an industrial building at the low end of the 

continuum that focuses on function over aesthetics.  All buildings 

whether they be offices, food services, a gym or a corrections facility 

fall somewhere along that built form quality continuum.  In my opinion, 

the difference between my evidence and Mr Compton-Moen is that he 

has referenced in his evidence and Figure A typically lower quality 

building typologies than I have.  

2.9 For example, based on my research mentioned above, I believe that it 

is likely that a hotel, office and retail all will deliver average to high 

street engagement and built form quality because these building types 

gain from a high quality public profile as outlined in the conclusion on 
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page 73 of “Memorial Business Park landuse and development 

outcome study” August 2014. 

2.10 It is unclear how Mr Compten-Moen has decided on the likely 

architectural aesthetic outcomes or the footprint of these buildings 

proposed in his Figure A along Memorial Avenue.  For example, it is 

unclear from his evidence why he believes a gymnasium, commercial 

services and ancillary offices would deliver a high quality built form.  

Nor does he explain why he has chosen a gymnasium of 1,200m2 in 

area or provided the square metre footprints commercial services, 

food and beverages outlets that are shown on his Figure A 

2.11 My evidence references existing built examples of office, hotel and 

retail to ensure that the dimensions, footprints and quality of built form 

that are shown on the plans (diagrams A and B) are based in reality 

and reflect possible outcomes (please refer to the methodology and 

scope section below).  

2.12 My plans and cross sections within this evidence have been drawn to 

scale and are based on the proposed planning rules such as setback, 

site coverage and height restrictions.  It is unclear whether Mr 

Compton-Moen's diagrams are to scale, accurate and whether or not 

he has considered the proposed zone rules.  

2.13 I believe the hotel, food and beverages and gymnasium footprint which 

are shown on his Figure A.  Based on the above observations, I am 

unable to agree that Mr Compton-Moen's Figure A diagram is a likely 

outcome in terms of size and scale, and are not typical in Christchurch 

in terms of both built form and footprint size.   

2.14 It is not possible to define what uses would go where or even if they 

end up being located on the MAIL site.  So, as I have noted above, 

any analysis on building location along Memorial Ave has been based 

on assumed contextual values.  For example, it is likely that a hotel 

would want to be on the Memorial Avenue because it would want the 

exposure and ease of access.  

2.15 There is, of course, nothing in the rules to prevent food and beverage 

outlets, gyms, commercial services etc. seeking to locate on the 
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Memorial Avenue boundary.  If they did that, those developments 

would be subject to controlled activity assessment criteria relating to 

amenity and built form.  However, in my experience many of such use 

are highly unlikely to locate there.  Where a particular activity does not 

gain from being on Memorial Avenue, the controlled activity status and 

assessment criteria are likely to encourage that activity to locate within 

the MAIL site and discourage it from being on the Memorial Avenue 

frontage.  I believe in many cases, such as commercial services, gyms 

and food outlets, it is likely that they will chose to locate within the 

MAIL development as they have little incentive to locate on Memorial 

Avenue.  This would reduce the amount of built form that Mr Compton-

Moen has shown in his Figure A 

2.16 I do not agree with Mr Compton-Moen's analysis on built form quality 

that the built forms of a gymnasium, commercial services and ancillary 

offices would deliver a high quality architectural built form.  It is likely 

that a gymnasium would not have more than one active edge and they 

generally behave more like an industrial builds (Les Mills, Canterbury 

Fitness and Total Fitness). Ancillary offices are generally within 

industrial buildings to support the industrial function of the building 

hence the built form acts more like an industrial building (as seen in 

the industrial area at the western end of Wairakei Road).  I note 

commercial services as described in the district plan include betting 

shops, print services, banking facilities, postal services insurance 

services, dry cleaning etc. which mainly are single storey built with one 

active edge.   Many of these behave like small industrial buildings.  

2.17 Overall, it is my opinion that the inclusion of a range of activities as 

shown in Mr Compton-Moen’s Figure A will not result in the Council's 

or MAIL's desire to create a high quality built form edge along 

Memorial Avenue being realised.  That is because his Figure A 

includes architectural building blocks that are unlikely to be high visual 

quality and are unlikely to be located there.  

2.18 My “Memorial Business Park landuse and development outcome 

study” August 2014 illustrated that the built form and how that built 

form engages with the street was mainly driven by two aspects; 

function (office verse industrial), and whether the business gained 
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value from public engagement.  For example, an industrial activity 

typically has low street engagement and a café has high street 

engagement.  I believe that it is difficult and unlikely to get a building 

use such as a gymnasium, a range of commercial services and [other 

uses?] that typically function as industrial built forms and generally 

have low street engagement to behave like an office building, café or 

hotel that has high street engagement.  I believe using gymnasium, 

commercial services and ancillary along the Memorial Avenue edge is 

not going to meet the Council's own requirement for high quality and 

community engagement in this edge.    

3. METHODOLOGY AND SCOPE OF STUDY FOR BUILT FORM ON 

MEMORIAL AVE EDGE STUDY  

3.1 I have prepared two plans which I consider are more realistic than Mr 

Compton-Moen's Figure A in terms of the likely outcome from a design 

and amenity perspective:  

(a) Plan A represents the City Council's permitted activities; and  

(b) Plan B represents the permitted activities sought by MAIL. 

3.2 As I have noted, this assessment requires making assumptions on the 

likely built form, heights and footprints of future buildings.  That is 

necessarily subjective.  The assumptions made at this point of the 

study have a significant impact on the end results of the study of built 

form along Memorial Avenue.   

3.3 For example, the assumption of the future height of a 200-room hotel 

would have a significant impact on how much of the edge would be 

taken up.  A two-storey hotel running parallel to Memorial Avenue 

would resemble a longer building, whereas a five-storey hotel would 

read differently.  Also, if there were to be a two-storey hotel it may 

choose to site itself perpendicular to Memorial Avenue, rather than 

parallel.  In that case, it would reduce its ability to act as a high quality 

screen between Memorial Avenue and industrial development within 

the site.  
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3.4 For that reason, this analysis can only be conceptual and involves a 

range of design assumptions.  The purpose of this analysis is to 

consider at a conceptual level whether there are likely to be significant 

design and amenity implications between the two different 

development scenarios.  

3.5 Having said that, however, I consider that it is useful to make 

assumptions which are more likely to be a reflection of what is 

development reality.   

In that regard, I have adopted three aspects which I consider are likely 

to assist:  

(a) The study of typical industrial and business built forms in 

Christchurch “Memorial Business Park landuse and development 

outcome study” August 2014.  Section 4.0 “Business landuse 

case studies” looked at CCB, B3, B4, B4T and B5 land zones 

plus the built forms and public real outcomes.  The study 

mapped, photographed and analysed 16 individual buildings that 

I felt represented a range of possible outcomes from average to 

high quality results.  

(b) I have used the description provided in Mr Salter's rebuttal 

evidence at paragraphs 4.1 - 4.3 that describes the likely built 

form outcome for a 200-room hotel.  Further, I have discussed 

the likely hotel footprint with Mr Salter who advised me that the 

sort of business hotel that is appropriate for the site is similar to 

the Novotel Hotel at Auckland Airport.  I have therefore adopted 

that (amended for height as discussed below) for the purposes 

of my analysis.  

(c) In order to determine a likely retail built form outcome for large 

format and specialty retail, I relied on measuring built examples 

in Christchurch.    

3.6 In considering the City Council's proposed permitted activities, I have 

made the following assumptions about the uses which are likely to 

locate along Memorial Avenue, which I consider to be realistic rather  
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than theoretical: 

(a) 5,000m2 offices; 

(b) 200-bed hotel; 

(c) 1,500m2 'speciality' retail; and 

(d) 1,000m2 food services. 

3.7 In considering MAIL's proposed permitted activities, I have made the 

following assumptions which, again, I consider to be realistic: 

(a) 15,000m2 offices; 

(b) 200-bed hotel; 

(c) 1000m2 food services; and 

(d) 1,500m2 'specialty' retail. 

3.8 My diagram B also shows 6,000m2 of large format retail, but I have not 

located those uses on the Memorial Avenue edge.  While it is possible 

that such uses may locate to this edge, I felt it was unlikely due to the 

lack of access directly off Memorial Avenue, and for the design 

reasons I mention above.  

3.9 For offices I have based my assumptions of height and building 

footprints on the recently built examples from the “Memorial Business 

Park landuse and development outcome study”, and have picked 

recent built examples as typical/likely business office outcomes.  I 

selected four-storey office buildings that comply with the MAIL 

proposed planning rules for height (12m) and which have recently 

been built along Lincoln Road.  I measured their footprint and 

superimposed both the building footprint and the associated 

landscape, and car parking footprint on the MAIL site facing Memorial 

Avenue. 
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3.10 For the 200-room hotel I have used the information provided to me by 

Mr Salter as follows: 

“Novotel Auckland operates at the international terminal at 

Auckland and is the type of Hotel that I expect on the MAIL site. It 

is 4 star with limited function space”… “a similar building in a 20m 

height limit, the footprint is essentially going to be 2x the Novotel, 

that is 18 metres wide by 140m long, or 2520m2. I doubt whether 

just a straight rectangle would be the end result but that gives you 

the footprint”   

3.11 Based on this advice I have drawn the hotel at 20m in height with a 

footprint of 2520m (36m by 70m). 

3.12 If a hotel was to only go to the 12m the hotel, I have assumed it be 

similar to the Commodore Hotel with a footprint of approximately 

4,800m2 (60 x 120).  This would be a conservative footprint because 

the majority of the Commodore Hotel is two storeys not four storeys.  

This would provide an additional 50m of built form to the Memorial 

Avenue edge which I do not consider that a significant enough 

additional footprint to resolve the edge coverage which I consider 

important for Memorial Avenue.   

3.13 In the case of the large format (6,000m2) and specialty retail (1,500m2) 

I have based my assumptions of height and building footprints on 

existing retail built forms in Christchurch.  The large format retail was 

based on a 30 x 60m footprint (Harvey Norman, Global PC) measure 

in the Tower Junction development.  As I have noted, I consider it 

unlikely that large format retail would be located on the Memorial 

Avenue frontage.  

3.14 The specialty retail footprint depth of 15m was based on typical 

speciality retail areas that I have seen in Christchurch. The length of 

the block is 33m which is the 1,500m2 divided by three.   

3.15 From an urban design perspective, in terms of scale, I would expect 

that the built form outcome would be office and retail mix delivering a 

multi-storey building.  But, to show that outcome on the plan in my 

view would be too subjective as to what the future would deliver so the 
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edge condition design study was completed with all three components; 

visitor accommodation, business office and retail as separate 

components.  I consider that to be a comparative approach in terms of 

footprint size. 

3.16 All the design diagrams for the Memorial Avenue edge followed all the 

proposed planning rules: 

(a) Maximum building height restrictions of 12m for business within 

50m of Memorial Avenue; 

(b) Maximum building height restrictions of 20m for visitor 

accommodation as shown in ODP; 

(c) Minimum building setback from internal road setbacks 6m; 

(d) Minimum building setback from road boundary of Memorial 

Avenue and Russley Road 10m; 

(e) Location Access road as located on the ODP; and 

(f) Maximum building coverage 50%. 

 

Diagram A. Council Option: Shows footprints of land uses as per 

CCC allocation that are likely to deliver a high quality built form. 
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Diagram B. MAIL Option: Shows footprints of land uses as per 

MAIL aspiration that are likely to deliver high quality built form. 

4. SERVICE ROAD IN THE MEMORIAL AVE 10M LANDSCAPE STRIP 

4.1 Mr Compten-Moen states in paragraph 3.3 that: 

 “I consider that a 10m setback as agreed at mediation will achieve 

appropriate design outcomes, provided a slip road or pedestrian 

access is provided along the frontage”  

(a) Slip-road 

4.2 Mr Compten-Moen’s evidence does not describe the physical nature of 

this slip road and whether it is one-way or two-way, the width of the 

lane, where it is located within the setback and if it allows for 

pedestrian or cycle access.   

4.3 I consider that a 'slip-road' would have a negative effect on the 

amenity. 
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4.4 From an urban design perspective, shared spaces that allow vehicles 

and people to mingle freely are becoming more common but, all cases 

that I know of such shared spaces are in densely populated areas 

such as the CBD and have active retail and business uses on two 

sides of the shared space.  The Memorial Avenue 10m setback space 

only has one active edge.  In my opinion, this is an inappropriate 

environment to create a shared space.  

4.5 The 10m setback which I have proposed has integrated pedestrian, 

cycle, planting, and possibly art relating to the memorial function of 

Memorial Avenue.  I believe adding cars to this combination does not 

increase amenity, pedestrian safety or create the desired effect of 

getting built form to engage and face Memorial Avenue (refer to 

diagram C). 

Diagram C. Slip-road option:  A cross section of Mr Compten-Moen's 

proposed slip-road within the Memorial Avenue 10m setback. 
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4.6 In addition, I have taken advice from Mr Andy Carr who has reviewed 

the “CCC Infrastructure Design Standards, Section 8-Roads” on the 

design requirements for creating a slip-road such as that proposed by 

Mr Compten-Moen.  Mr Carr noted the following:   

(a) If the slip road was to carry eastbound traffic, it would need to 

have screening to ensure that car headlights could not be seen 

by westbound vehicles on Memorial Avenue.  This would remove 

all pedestrian connectivity between Memorial Avenue and the 

MAIL site.   

(b) If the slip-road was a single lane it could be 3.5 - 4m wide but 

this would not allow for cycle or pedestrian movement or parking. 

If on-road cycleways were included (1.8m) and pedestrian 

(1.5m), the one-way single lane slip-road would increase to a 

6.8 - 7.3m width. 

(c) MAIL is currently proposing an off-road cycle route and the 

addition of the slip-road within this 10m zone would remove 

MAIL’s ability to develop this. 

(d) To meet the CCC IDS requirements for intersection spacing 

(which requires a minimum of 40m between adjacent 

intersections), the slip road would have to access the Memorial 

Avenue 10m setback from the collector road running parallel to 

Memorial Avenue.  Due to IDS rules on intersection design it is 

not possible to access the 10 setback strip within the dimensions 

of the ODP development block A which is 150m long (refer to 

diagram D). 

(e) Development block B could have a slip-road for a small portion 

of its length but is unlikely to deliver the outcome Mr Compton-

Moen is looking for (refer to diagram D). 
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Diagram D. Council Slip-Road Option Plan:  This diagram shows 

the access and length of the slip-road that is possible while 

meeting the CCC infrastructure design standards. 

 (b) Pedestrian access 

4.7 In terms of pedestrian access, I agree with Mr Compten-Moen's 

statement in paragraph 3.6 that “In my view, building entrances play 

an important role in improving articulation”. I have been mindful of that 

throughout the process of designing the Memorial Avenue edge.  I 

believe that the MAIL proposal will achieve that outcome for many of 

the buildings along Memorial Avenue.  However, I do not agree that 

making the location of a door in a building is an appropriate planning 

rule.  I believe that it is too restrictive.  

4.8 The proposed planning rules do not allow car parking between any 

building facing Memorial Avenue and the 10m setback.  This limits car 

parking to be developed off the proposed collector road.  Many, but 

not all, buildings only have one visitor door such as banks, retail 

shops, offices, and do not function with more than one visitor door.  By 
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requiring all buildings to have a pedestrian (visitor) door facing 

Memorial Avenue, this would force visitors to park on the collector 

road side of the building and walk around two building faces to get to 

the door.  This is not a typical or desirable outcome.    

4.9 In my opinion, the best outcome is to encourage, but not require, 

buildings to have a door facing Memorial Avenue.  This has been 

considered with the design development that underpins the ODP.  I 

believe the following elements will encourage buildings to develop 

either doors facing onto Memorial Avenue or to the western side of the 

building: 

(a) Buildings facing Memorial Avenue have a north-western aspect 

creating a good morning and afternoon sun microclimate which 

will encourage buildings to create access to the 10m setback; 

(b) Buildings which are most likely to face Memorial Avenue are 

those that have high daily traffic flows from which business gain 

commercial value from engagement with the traffic (high visibility 

branding) and with the pedestrian movement encouraging the 

building to allow assess from this edge. 

(c) The proposed shared pedestrian and cycleway and associated 

users will encourage buildings and associated business to 

engage with this edge.  A bus stop in this area would also help to 

create a walkable non-car base access to the 10m setback and 

associated buildings hence encouraging doors facing this 

direction.   

(d) Any public art, memorial interpretation and high amenity 

landscape (planting, shade trees and seating) will encourage 

buildings to leverage off these aesthetic values by facing 

Memorial Avenue and creating ease of access (doors and open 

facades) for both customers and workers (refer to image 1). 
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Image 1. Memorial Feature:  Artist impression of the 10m 

setback with integrated cycleway, landscape planting, 

community amenity and memorial interpretation. 

4.10 I agree that a pedestrian access directly off the Memorial Avenue 

setback is desirable.  I also consider access off the western edge of 

the buildings equally desirable in terms of both encouraging movement 

between buildings and creating a micro climate with shelter from the 

easterly.   

4.11 Based on the “Memorial Business Park landuse and development 

outcome study” August 2014 that included typical office buildings in 

Christchurch, there is little to no difference in built form quality or the 

street engage with the building if the building entrance door was on the 

front facing the street or to the side.  In many cases the door to the 

side was often associated with a high quality landscape or courtyards 

that added value to the streetscape (refer to the images 2-7). 
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Images 2-7. Christchurch office frontage examples from the "Landuse 

and development outcome study August 2014" showing high quality 

built form with only half 2 of the 6 examples having front entrance 

facing the street. 

4.12 The ODP was developed to encourage movement from Avonhead 

Road and internally within MAIL to Memorial Avenue via pedestrian 

paths and cycleway (refer to diagram E).  The proposed road 

alignments, location of open spaces aligning with views of the 

mountains and Port Hills, and a narrow 70m block on the edge of 

Memorial Avenue were designed to encourage conductivity to the 

Memorial Avenue 10m setback shared path.  This ease of pedestrian 

flow between buildings is key to creating a pedestrian friendly zone 

that will encourage buildings to create access to these pedestrian 

routes, especially the one facing Memorial Avenue. 



19 

SDH-817541-9-1915-V1  

Diagram E. Planned edestrian movement on the MAIL site. 

4.13 Mr Compton Moen (paragraph 3.16) and I agree that there should not 

be a restriction on outdoor amenity because outdoor amenity will 

encourage the creation of high amenity landscape, courtyards and 

cafes to occupy the edge facing the 10m setback, and hence 

encourage buildings to not only face but also provide pedestrian 

access off Memorial Avenue.    

 

Craig Lyndon Pocock 

10 September 2015 
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APPENDIX A – LARGER VERSIONS OF DIAGRAMS CONTAINED IN THE 

EVIDENCE ABOVE 

 

Diagram A. Council Option: Shows footprints of land uses as per CCC 

allocation that are likely to deliver a high quality built form. 
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Diagram B. MAIL Option: Shows footprints of land uses as per MAIL 

aspiration that are likely to deliver high quality built form. 
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Diagram C. Slip-road option:  A cross section of Mr Compten-Moen's 

proposed slip-road within the Memorial Avenue 10m setback. 
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Diagram D. Council Slip-Road Option Plan:  This diagram shows the access 

and length of the slip-road that is possible while meeting the CCC 

infrastructure design standards. 
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Image 1. Memorial Feature:  Artist impression of the 10m setback with 

integrated cycleway, landscape planting, community amenity and memorial 

interpretation. 
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Images 2-7. Christchurch office frontage examples from the "Landuse and 

development outcome study August 2014" showing high quality built form with 

only half 2 of the 6 examples having front entrance facing the street. 
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Diagram E. Planned pedestrian movement on the MAIL site. 
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	1.9 Both Mr Compton Moen’s and my analysis on built form and footprint outcomes along Memorial Ave are conservative and assume that each of the uses such as retail, offices, food and beverage outlets will develop independently of each other meaning th...
	1.10 Mr Compton Moen's suggestion of a slip-road within the 10m setback adjacent to Memorial Avenue is inconsistent with the City Council's infrastructure design standards and, in my opinion, would reduce public amenity, a possible memorial function f...

	2. EVIDENCE OF MS JANICE CARTER AND MR DAVID COMPTEN-MOEN ON BUILT FORM ON MEMORIAL AVE EDGE
	2.1 In paragraph 10.12 of her evidence, Ms Carter states:
	"Notwithstanding similar provision being made for offices in the Industrial Park zones at Tait and Awatea, the MAIL site's location requires a site-specific response. Provision for office activity up to 5,000 m2 enables a high quality interface to be ...
	2.2 In paragraph 3.9 of his evidence, Mr Compten-Moen states that he is:
	… of the view that there are sufficient “high quality” building types (such as those associated with food and beverage, gyms, commercial services etc) which are permitted in an industrial zone that could be located along the Memorial Ave frontage with...
	2.3 Mr Compten-Moen and I agree that there should be a high quality visual outcome for the Memorial Avenue edge and that the quality of built form is important to achieving this outcome.  However, we differ on what constitutes or is likely to constitu...
	2.4 In response to this evidence, I have been asked to consider the extent to which the permitted activities proposed by the city council would be likely to provide high quality active frontage to Memorial Avenue and to compare that outcome with the p...
	2.5 Mr Compten-Moen's evidence does not supply the methodology on how he decides on architectural quality, likely built form or the size of architectural footprint
	2.6 I have based my evidence on the study of 42 office and industrial buildings in Christchurch as documented in the “Memorial Business Park landuse and development outcome study” August 2014.
	2.7 However, it is not possible to predict in advance exactly what uses might or would go in particular locations on the site, if they would be located at the MAIL site at all (e.g. a gym).  As a consequence, it is my opinion that any analysis of this...
	2.8 In my opinion, all buildings sit on a continuum of built form quality from a high quality built form such as a 5-star hotel that gains benefit of its appearance to that of an industrial building at the low end of the continuum that focuses on func...
	2.9 For example, based on my research mentioned above, I believe that it is likely that a hotel, office and retail all will deliver average to high street engagement and built form quality because these building types gain from a high quality public p...
	2.10 It is unclear how Mr Compten-Moen has decided on the likely architectural aesthetic outcomes or the footprint of these buildings proposed in his Figure A along Memorial Avenue.  For example, it is unclear from his evidence why he believes a gymna...
	2.11 My evidence references existing built examples of office, hotel and retail to ensure that the dimensions, footprints and quality of built form that are shown on the plans (diagrams A and B) are based in reality and reflect possible outcomes (plea...
	2.12 My plans and cross sections within this evidence have been drawn to scale and are based on the proposed planning rules such as setback, site coverage and height restrictions.  It is unclear whether Mr Compton-Moen's diagrams are to scale, accurat...
	2.13 I believe the hotel, food and beverages and gymnasium footprint which are shown on his Figure A.  Based on the above observations, I am unable to agree that Mr Compton-Moen's Figure A diagram is a likely outcome in terms of size and scale, and ar...
	2.14 It is not possible to define what uses would go where or even if they end up being located on the MAIL site.  So, as I have noted above, any analysis on building location along Memorial Ave has been based on assumed contextual values.  For exampl...
	2.15 There is, of course, nothing in the rules to prevent food and beverage outlets, gyms, commercial services etc. seeking to locate on the Memorial Avenue boundary.  If they did that, those developments would be subject to controlled activity assess...
	2.16 I do not agree with Mr Compton-Moen's analysis on built form quality that the built forms of a gymnasium, commercial services and ancillary offices would deliver a high quality architectural built form.  It is likely that a gymnasium would not ha...
	2.17 Overall, it is my opinion that the inclusion of a range of activities as shown in Mr Compton-Moen’s Figure A will not result in the Council's or MAIL's desire to create a high quality built form edge along Memorial Avenue being realised.  That is...
	2.18 My “Memorial Business Park landuse and development outcome study” August 2014 illustrated that the built form and how that built form engages with the street was mainly driven by two aspects; function (office verse industrial), and whether the bu...

	3. METHODOLOGY AND SCOPE OF STUDY FOR BUILT FORM ON MEMORIAL AVE EDGE STUDY
	3.1 I have prepared two plans which I consider are more realistic than Mr Compton-Moen's Figure A in terms of the likely outcome from a design and amenity perspective:
	(a) Plan A represents the City Council's permitted activities; and
	(b) Plan B represents the permitted activities sought by MAIL.

	3.2 As I have noted, this assessment requires making assumptions on the likely built form, heights and footprints of future buildings.  That is necessarily subjective.  The assumptions made at this point of the study have a significant impact on the e...
	3.3 For example, the assumption of the future height of a 200-room hotel would have a significant impact on how much of the edge would be taken up.  A two-storey hotel running parallel to Memorial Avenue would resemble a longer building, whereas a fiv...
	3.4 For that reason, this analysis can only be conceptual and involves a range of design assumptions.  The purpose of this analysis is to consider at a conceptual level whether there are likely to be significant design and amenity implications between...
	3.5 Having said that, however, I consider that it is useful to make assumptions which are more likely to be a reflection of what is development reality.
	In that regard, I have adopted three aspects which I consider are likely to assist:
	(a) The study of typical industrial and business built forms in Christchurch “Memorial Business Park landuse and development outcome study” August 2014.  Section 4.0 “Business landuse case studies” looked at CCB, B3, B4, B4T and B5 land zones plus the...
	(b) I have used the description provided in Mr Salter's rebuttal evidence at paragraphs 4.1 - 4.3 that describes the likely built form outcome for a 200-room hotel.  Further, I have discussed the likely hotel footprint with Mr Salter who advised me th...
	(c) In order to determine a likely retail built form outcome for large format and specialty retail, I relied on measuring built examples in Christchurch.

	3.6 In considering the City Council's proposed permitted activities, I have made the following assumptions about the uses which are likely to locate along Memorial Avenue, which I consider to be realistic rather
	than theoretical:
	(a) 5,000m2 offices;
	(b) 200-bed hotel;
	(c) 1,500m2 'speciality' retail; and
	(d) 1,000m2 food services.

	3.7 In considering MAIL's proposed permitted activities, I have made the following assumptions which, again, I consider to be realistic:
	(a) 15,000m2 offices;
	(b) 200-bed hotel;
	(c) 1000m2 food services; and
	(d) 1,500m2 'specialty' retail.

	3.8 My diagram B also shows 6,000m2 of large format retail, but I have not located those uses on the Memorial Avenue edge.  While it is possible that such uses may locate to this edge, I felt it was unlikely due to the lack of access directly off Memo...
	3.9 For offices I have based my assumptions of height and building footprints on the recently built examples from the “Memorial Business Park landuse and development outcome study”, and have picked recent built examples as typical/likely business offi...
	3.10 For the 200-room hotel I have used the information provided to me by Mr Salter as follows:
	“Novotel Auckland operates at the international terminal at Auckland and is the type of Hotel that I expect on the MAIL site. It is 4 star with limited function space”… “a similar building in a 20m height limit, the footprint is essentially going to b...
	3.11 Based on this advice I have drawn the hotel at 20m in height with a footprint of 2520m (36m by 70m).
	3.12 If a hotel was to only go to the 12m the hotel, I have assumed it be similar to the Commodore Hotel with a footprint of approximately 4,800m2 (60 x 120).  This would be a conservative footprint because the majority of the Commodore Hotel is two s...
	3.13 In the case of the large format (6,000m2) and specialty retail (1,500m2) I have based my assumptions of height and building footprints on existing retail built forms in Christchurch.  The large format retail was based on a 30 x 60m footprint (Har...
	3.14 The specialty retail footprint depth of 15m was based on typical speciality retail areas that I have seen in Christchurch. The length of the block is 33m which is the 1,500m2 divided by three.
	3.15 From an urban design perspective, in terms of scale, I would expect that the built form outcome would be office and retail mix delivering a multi-storey building.  But, to show that outcome on the plan in my view would be too subjective as to wha...
	3.16 All the design diagrams for the Memorial Avenue edge followed all the proposed planning rules:
	(a) Maximum building height restrictions of 12m for business within 50m of Memorial Avenue;
	(b) Maximum building height restrictions of 20m for visitor accommodation as shown in ODP;
	(c) Minimum building setback from internal road setbacks 6m;
	(d) Minimum building setback from road boundary of Memorial Avenue and Russley Road 10m;
	(e) Location Access road as located on the ODP; and
	(f) Maximum building coverage 50%.
	Diagram A. Council Option: Shows footprints of land uses as per CCC allocation that are likely to deliver a high quality built form.
	Diagram B. MAIL Option: Shows footprints of land uses as per MAIL aspiration that are likely to deliver high quality built form.


	4. SERVICE ROAD IN THE MEMORIAL AVE 10M LANDSCAPE STRIP
	4.1 Mr Compten-Moen states in paragraph 3.3 that:
	“I consider that a 10m setback as agreed at mediation will achieve appropriate design outcomes, provided a slip road or pedestrian access is provided along the frontage”
	(a) Slip-road
	4.2 Mr Compten-Moen’s evidence does not describe the physical nature of this slip road and whether it is one-way or two-way, the width of the lane, where it is located within the setback and if it allows for pedestrian or cycle access.
	4.3 I consider that a 'slip-road' would have a negative effect on the amenity.
	4.4 From an urban design perspective, shared spaces that allow vehicles and people to mingle freely are becoming more common but, all cases that I know of such shared spaces are in densely populated areas such as the CBD and have active retail and bus...
	4.5 The 10m setback which I have proposed has integrated pedestrian, cycle, planting, and possibly art relating to the memorial function of Memorial Avenue.  I believe adding cars to this combination does not increase amenity, pedestrian safety or cre...
	Diagram C. Slip-road option:  A cross section of Mr Compten-Moen's proposed slip-road within the Memorial Avenue 10m setback.
	4.6 In addition, I have taken advice from Mr Andy Carr who has reviewed the “CCC Infrastructure Design Standards, Section 8-Roads” on the design requirements for creating a slip-road such as that proposed by Mr Compten-Moen.  Mr Carr noted the followi...
	(a) If the slip road was to carry eastbound traffic, it would need to have screening to ensure that car headlights could not be seen by westbound vehicles on Memorial Avenue.  This would remove all pedestrian connectivity between Memorial Avenue and t...
	(b) If the slip-road was a single lane it could be 3.5 - 4m wide but this would not allow for cycle or pedestrian movement or parking. If on-road cycleways were included (1.8m) and pedestrian (1.5m), the one-way single lane slip-road would increase to...
	(c) MAIL is currently proposing an off-road cycle route and the addition of the slip-road within this 10m zone would remove MAIL’s ability to develop this.
	(d) To meet the CCC IDS requirements for intersection spacing (which requires a minimum of 40m between adjacent intersections), the slip road would have to access the Memorial Avenue 10m setback from the collector road running parallel to Memorial Ave...
	(e) Development block B could have a slip-road for a small portion of its length but is unlikely to deliver the outcome Mr Compton-Moen is looking for (refer to diagram D).
	Diagram D. Council Slip-Road Option Plan:  This diagram shows the access and length of the slip-road that is possible while meeting the CCC infrastructure design standards.

	(b) Pedestrian access
	4.7 In terms of pedestrian access, I agree with Mr Compten-Moen's statement in paragraph 3.6 that “In my view, building entrances play an important role in improving articulation”. I have been mindful of that throughout the process of designing the Me...
	4.8 The proposed planning rules do not allow car parking between any building facing Memorial Avenue and the 10m setback.  This limits car parking to be developed off the proposed collector road.  Many, but not all, buildings only have one visitor doo...
	4.9 In my opinion, the best outcome is to encourage, but not require, buildings to have a door facing Memorial Avenue.  This has been considered with the design development that underpins the ODP.  I believe the following elements will encourage build...
	(a) Buildings facing Memorial Avenue have a north-western aspect creating a good morning and afternoon sun microclimate which will encourage buildings to create access to the 10m setback;
	(b) Buildings which are most likely to face Memorial Avenue are those that have high daily traffic flows from which business gain commercial value from engagement with the traffic (high visibility branding) and with the pedestrian movement encouraging...
	(c) The proposed shared pedestrian and cycleway and associated users will encourage buildings and associated business to engage with this edge.  A bus stop in this area would also help to create a walkable non-car base access to the 10m setback and as...
	(d) Any public art, memorial interpretation and high amenity landscape (planting, shade trees and seating) will encourage buildings to leverage off these aesthetic values by facing Memorial Avenue and creating ease of access (doors and open facades) f...
	Image 1. Memorial Feature:  Artist impression of the 10m setback with integrated cycleway, landscape planting, community amenity and memorial interpretation.

	4.10 I agree that a pedestrian access directly off the Memorial Avenue setback is desirable.  I also consider access off the western edge of the buildings equally desirable in terms of both encouraging movement between buildings and creating a micro c...
	4.11 Based on the “Memorial Business Park landuse and development outcome study” August 2014 that included typical office buildings in Christchurch, there is little to no difference in built form quality or the street engage with the building if the b...
	Images 2-7. Christchurch office frontage examples from the "Landuse and development outcome study August 2014" showing high quality built form with only half 2 of the 6 examples having front entrance facing the street.
	4.12 The ODP was developed to encourage movement from Avonhead Road and internally within MAIL to Memorial Avenue via pedestrian paths and cycleway (refer to diagram E).  The proposed road alignments, location of open spaces aligning with views of the...
	Diagram E. Planned edestrian movement on the MAIL site.
	4.13 Mr Compton Moen (paragraph 3.16) and I agree that there should not be a restriction on outdoor amenity because outdoor amenity will encourage the creation of high amenity landscape, courtyards and cafes to occupy the edge facing the 10m setback, ...
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