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INTRODUCTION 

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.  

2. My qualifications and experience are as set out in paragraphs 1.2 

and 1.3 of my Statement of Evidence dated 26 August 2015 (on 

behalf of the Christchurch City Council). 

3. I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in 

the Environment Court Practice Note 2014. I have complied with it 

in preparing this evidence and I agree to comply with it in 

presenting evidence at this hearing. The evidence that I give is 

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

is given in reliance on another person’s evidence. I have 

considered all material facts that are known to me that might alter 

or detract from the opinions that I express in this evidence. 

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 

4. I have been engaged by the Carter Group Limited (CGL) to give 

urban design evidence in response to the Central City Chapter of 

Stage 3 of the Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan, 

being Central City business (CCB), Central City Mixed Use 

(CCMU), and Central City Residential (CCR) zones. 

5. My evidence addresses the following key issues: 

(a) Certification of Urban Designers as an alternative 

Approval Process; 

(b) Active Frontages and Permitted Active Uses on the 

Ground Floor; 

(c) Modification of the Minimum Ground Floor height; 

(d) Removal of minimum outdoor living areas; 

(e) Removal of minimum unit sizes; and 
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(f) Central City Residential and Guest Accommodation - No 

Minimum Lot Sizes. 

CERTIFICATION OF URBAN DESIGNERS AS AN ALTERNATIVE 

APPROVAL PROCESS 

6. I consider that the utilisation of a certification process (by a 

suitability qualified Urban Designer, registered Architect or 

registered Landscape Architect) has merit to provide certainty 

during the consenting process and to ensure appropriate urban 

design outcomes are achieved without the need for a restricted 

discretionary urban design assessment.  

7. The detail of the process would need to be well-considered but my 

thoughts are that such a process would need to be similar to the 

‘Producer Statement’ method used by Engineers and Architects to 

sign off projects at particular stages.  It is important that urban 

designers are involved at the start of a project and at regular 

intervals through its development.  The final design is often the 

result of a series of compromises as the design develops and 

having the input of an urban designer throughout this process 

would be beneficial. 

8. The benefits of this process are that abortive design work is 

avoided if a significant change is forced at a later date or there is 

a change in council personnel processing an application who have 

differing views on a proposed design. 

ACTIVE FRONTAGES AND PERMITTED ACTIVE USES ON THE 

GROUND FLOOR 

9. I am supportive of active frontages but not of the restriction of 

activities within the frontage.  I am of the view that the activity 

within the building is not the key criteria to achieving a good 

design outcome but rather that the bulk and location of a building 

within the central city business zone is a key determinant to 

achieving streetscapes with well-defined, built edges.   

10. In some of my previous work for the council looking at commercial 

and industrial areas of the city (2013) and in undertaking 

modelling work of the Central City South area (2008) it was clear 
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to me that the largest visual detractor was the positioning of 

carparking along the street frontage rather than the activity taking 

place in the building.  I should add that I do not consider 

‘carparking’ an activity in this context. 

11. In my view, the market should be able to determine what 

activities happen in both new and existing buildings, with the 

simple principle of providing a strong, well-defined built edge with 

pedestrian accessibility implemented.  Pedestrian accessibility is a 

key urban design principle which is provided for in Policy 

13.2.1.1.5 (now 15.1.6.5).  In my view, ensuring that movement 

in and out of a building is along a street frontage rather than from 

a rear or side facing carpark or accessway as provided for in this 

policy adds more to creating an active frontage than the type of 

activity which occurs inside  

12. For this reason I do not consider that the activity within the 

building is an urban design concern and as such the rules should 

allow for the greatest flexibility in the use of new buildings and the 

re-use of existing buildings.   

13. I am in agreement therefore with the planning evidence of Mr 

Jeremy Phillips’ where he states: 

 “Whilst I accept that ground floor frontages would ideally 

be predominated by retail tenancies, with a good visual 

interface with the street and strong pedestrian flows, I 

consider that the Plan’s strategic and commercial 

objectives for business activities to establish and prosper, 

and the Central City to be the primary focal point for the 

city provide justification for relaxing this particular 

standard and providing greater flexibility to building 

owners or developers to secure tenants from the widest 

pool possible.” 

14. I remain supportive of the Built Form Standards outlined in 

13.2.2.3.1 (now 15.8.3.1) which require buildings to be built up to 

the road boundary. 
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MODIFICATION OF THE MINIMUM GROUND FLOOR HEIGHT 

15. From a design point of view it is important to ensure that future 

flexibility of building use is provided for.  As such, I understand 

the rationale for the proposed Minimum Ground Floor Height 

requirement in the Central City.  

16. Future flexibility of use is a key element to allow the central city to 

develop in an efficient and effective manner. However, I am 

mindful of the Panel’s decision in the Commercial Proposal and 

agree that “developers generally build developments with an 

adequate floor to ceiling height”1. 

REMOVAL OF MINIMUM OUTDOOR LIVING AREAS (POLICY 

13.2.1.1.4 (NOW PROPOSED POLICY 15.1.6.4) 

17. I consider that the provision of outdoor living space for residential 

activities within the Central City Business zone reduces the 

flexibility of building use, including retrofitting existing buildings, 

and will not encourage residential intensification within the zone. 

18. In my view, inner city purchasers and tenants should have the 

option to select an apartment with a balcony or not.  Moving into 

the central city, people often anticipate that they will live a 

different lifestyle than they may in the suburbs.  They may choose 

not to have a car and to rely on public transport or walk and cycle.  

Similarly, it is a choice as to whether the benefits of living close to 

work and public amenities is offset by the reduction in private 

amenity.   

19. Requiring developments within a relatively small area (of the city) 

to have private outdoor living space reduces ‘building flexibility’ 

with marginal benefits in terms of resident amenity. 

20. The central city is bordered by the Avon River Park and Victoria 

Square, includes Cathedral Square, and is in close proximity to 

Hagley Park and the Arts Centre.  All of these spaces are of high 

amenity and provide areas which would benefit from being used 

more by nearby residents.  Where people do not have their own 

                                                   
1 Commercial Decision, paragraph 210 
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outdoor space they typically use public spaces to catch up with 

friends, socialise and exercise. 

21. I therefore agree with Mr Jeremy Phillips’ evidence, where he 

refers to the Productivity Commission Report (NZ Productivity 

Commission, Using Land for Housing, September 2015, pages 

103-106) which states: 

 “Balcony requirements for apartments create costs that 

appear to outweigh any likely benefits’ and therefore 

‘Councils should remove District Plan balcony 

requirements for apartments.” 

22. I consider that providing a lifestyle which is different from 

surrounding suburban areas is critical to achieving an 

intensification of the Central City Business Zone.  Future buildings 

should have the ability to be mixed use, fully flexible within the 

requirements of the building code and change as the market 

requires.  

REMOVAL OF MINIMUM UNIT SIZES (POLICY 13.2.1.1.4 (NOW 

PROPOSED POLICY 15.1.6.4) 

23. I consider that the provision of minimum lot sizes for residential 

activities within the Central City Business zone also reduces the 

flexibility of building use, including retrofitting existing buildings, 

and will not encourage residential intensification within the zone.  

24. Size is not the only measure of amenity and good design 

outcomes can occur without prescriptive controls on unit size. As 

outlined above with regard to outdoor living areas within the 

Central City Business zone, future residents should have the 

choice of the size and style of the apartment in which they choice 

to live. 

25. For most future residents price affordability will be a key aspect of 

where people chose to live, either as purchasers or renting, and 

any element which can reduce build costs is considered beneficial.  

The key aspect is trying to encourage residential intensification of 

the central city and all elements/restrictions should be weighed 

against this overarching policy (13.2.1.1.4).  
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CENTRAL CITY RESIDENTIAL AND GUEST ACCOMMODATION - NO 

MINIMUM LOT SIZES 

26. In terms of the subdivision provisions, I am supportive of these 

rules being simplified with the removal of minimum lot sizes in the 

central city residential and guest accommodation zones, as some 

housing typologies could fit on a smaller site.  Other urban design 

rules will control the level of density including height, site 

coverage and recession planes without the need to create an 

arbitrary minimum lot size. 

27. I consider a 200m² average lot size too large for a central city 

situation where the highest residential densities are expected 

(close to transport links, civic buildings and work opportunities 

etc.) and its removal would allow for finer grain developments 

which add to the character and diversity of a city. It also allows 

for greater flexibility to efficiently use inner city land. 

28. The 200m² lot size average is typical of a number of greenfield 

developments surrounding Christchurch which are not close to 

work opportunities or town centres.  Two examples are 

Silverstream Estates and Beach Grove in the Waimakariri District 

near Kaiapoi, approximately 17km from the central city or a 

30minute drive.  I have worked with both the council and the 

developer in both examples and consider that the 200m² average 

requirement is appropriate for this location, too large in some 

instances, but is a good guide.   

29. However, I consider that the densities for the central city should 

be much higher to achieve a significant inner city residential 

population and for this reason I am supportive of no minimum net 

area for the Central City Residential zone.   

30. I consider that the ‘no minimum net area’ should also apply for 

the Guest Accommodation Zone within the central city.  The built 

form, bulk and location of guest accommodation is generally 

similar to those of a residential buildings, and for consistency 

should have the same minimum allotment size outlined in Table 1 

under 13.10.5.2 (now 8.2.3.1 Table 1).  From an urban design 
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perspective I do not consider there to be any difference between 

the two activities.  

 

 

David Compton-Moen 

14 January 2016 


