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Dear Tim,  

INTRODUCTION 
My full name is Hannah Lea-Ann Bruere. I hold a Bachelor of Landscape Architecture 
(hons) from Lincoln University and am a Director and Registered Landscape Architect at 
DCM Urban Design (NZILA Registered). I have 9 years’ experience as a Landscape 
Architect, during which time I have worked on a variety of projects including large scale 
residential, industrial and commercial developments, from assessment and master 
planning stage down to detailed design and construction. David Compton-Moan has also 
been advising on this project, with 25 years of experience in urban design, landscape 
architecture and master planning. Dave holds a Bachelor of Landscape Architecture, BRS 
in Resource Studies (Planning and Economics) and a Masters of Urban Design and is a 
Director at DCM.   

I have been asked by Carter Group Limited (CGL) to provide a response to the Urban 
Design and Landscape matters contained in written comments on the Ryans Road 
Industrial Development application from persons invited by the Panel to comment under 
section 53 of the Act. In particular, I address: 

a. Appendix 9 Urban Design, Landscape and Visual Effects by William Hemming 
Field, CCC, Dated: 15 September 2025); 

b. Landscape matters identified in the Rural character and amenity section of the 
Christchurch City Council (CCC) Planning Comments by Francis White; and 

c. CIAL Comments on Landscaping  

In addition to the below written comments I have also provided updates to the landscape 
plans with Appendix 2 – Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment Graphic Supplement on 
pages 20-30 in response to comments received from the above parties (CCC and CIAL), 
with input from Pattle Delamore Partners (Ecology and stormwater), Capture Land 
Development (Engineering) and Novo Group (Planning). The amended plans are found 
within Appendix 2 – Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment Graphic Supplement.  

Although this is not an Environment Court proceeding, I confirm that have read the 
Environment Court Code of Conduct for expert witnesses contained in the Environment 
Court Practice Note 2023 and agree to comply with it. I confirm that the opinions 
expressed 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. 

The following letter is provided as a response to Landscape and Urban Design Comments 
by the Christchurch City Council regarding the proposed industrial subdivision proposed at 
104 Ryans Road and 20 Grays Road under the Fast-track Approvals Act 2024. It also 
explains the updates to the attached landscape plans in response to concerns raised by 
CIAL about birdstrike in relation to the tree and plant species chosen.  

Each landscape matter identified in the Rural character and amenity section of the 
planning response and in Appendix 9 (William Hemming Field for Comments, dated: 15 
September 2025) has been listed below and responded to accordingly.  

It is noted that there are no matters of dispute in the Subdivision urban design section of 
the report or in Appendix 9. It is generally considered that the proposed subdivision is 
appropriately sited regarding Christchurch Airport and the nearby Specific Purpose 
(Airport) Zone, with the functional grid layout providing good potential for integrated 
linkages in the context of possible future development.   

A number of discussions have been had prior to this response, with which design changes 
have been made to satisfy some of CCC’s key concerns, including changes to the 
boundary treatments, height limits for buildings, water race planting and tree species.  

CIAL COMMENTS  
Landscape-related Comments 

4.2.2 Landscaping  

CIAL requests that stormwater basins are removed from the application.  

Response: Stormwater basins have now been removed from the application and have 
been replaced with a Filterra Stormwater Biofiltration System by Stormwater 360.  

Plant species within newly created stormwater basins are required under Rule 6.7.4.3.1 of 
the CDP to be limited to those plant species listed under Appendix 6.11.9 of the CDP.  

Response: The proposal now utilises Stormwater360 Filterra Bioscape treatment devices 
instead of stormwater basins to reduce the risk of bird strike by minimising standing water. 
These filtration systems only allow the use of specific plant species as set out within the 
Stormwater360 ‘Filterra Plant Guide’. The only plant that is found in both the Filterra Plant 
Guide and Appendix 6.11.9 is Dianella nigra. Following discussions with the ecologists at 
PDP (Lizzie Civil – Avian Expert) it was concluded that Dianella nigra would not be 
appropriate to mass plant within these areas as the berries this plant grows are more 
attractive to birds than other grasses that are found within the Filterra Plant Guide, despite 
these other species not being one of the listed species in Appendix 6.11.9. Therefore, under 
guidance from Lizzie Civil at PDP we have used Carex flagillifera, Carex testacea and 
Carex virgata to minimise the risk of bird strike on this site.   

While the Applicant has submitted a concept landscaping plan, the plan is insufficient in 
detail and does not clearly depict the extent, quantity and species of planting. The 
Applicant has not submitted a detailed landscape plan for approval and there are no 
proposed conditions requiring the future detailed landscape plan to be specifically in 
accordance with Appendix 6.11.9 of the CDP. Avisure has reviewed the concept 
landscaping plan and identified a lack of robust justification for the species selection for 



street and buffer planting, noting several of the proposed species may be attractive as a 
food source or roost for birdlife.  

Response: A more detailed plan has now been provided showing the location of all 
planting, including street tree species, as well as a detailed set out of the landscape buffer 
planting. DCM Urban Design has worked closely with an ecologist from Pattle Delamore 
Partners Ltd to select species that would be suitable in terms of bird strike risk. Species from 
Appendix 6.11.9 have been used where possible, however, most of these species are not 
ideal as street trees, and therefore other species have been selected with approval from 
the PDP ecologist. The species selected for the buffer planting are all selected from 
Appendix 6.11.9 aside from the Green Leyland Cypress (Cupressus x leylandii ‘Ferndown’) 
which was requested by CCC to provide further screening to the development. CCC 
provided us with 3 different tree options, and DCM liaised with PDP to select the most 
appropriate species to minimise bird strike risk.  

To minimise the risk of bird strike, CIAL requests that the Expert Panel requires a detailed 
landscape plan for the stormwater basins, street planting and buffer planting to be 
submitted before any decision on the Application can be reached. The detailed 
landscape plan should clearly identify the species, quantity and extent of proposed 
planting on the Site. It should also justify species selection and how it minimises 
attractiveness to birdlife where any species (regardless of their location across the Site) are 
not in accordance with Appendix 6.11.9 of the CDP. An independent ecologist who is 
familiar with New Zealand plant and bird species should be engaged to review the plant 
species selected for landscaping, with a view to minimising the attraction of birds to the 
Site. 

Response: A more detailed landscape plan has been provided on pages 27-30 of the LVIA 
appendix (Appendix 2) showing tree locations, species, and a detailed set out plan of the 
buffer planting. These species have been selected under the guidance of Lizzie Civil at 
PDP who has assessed them as having low attractancy (minimal flowers, fruit or seeds) for 
birds. Please refer to the ‘104 Ryans Road Wildlife Hazard Management Plan’ by PDP.  

 

COMMENTS BY THE CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL:  APPENDIX 9 (URBAN 
DESIGN AND LANDSCAPE COMMENTS)   
 

Landscape-related Comments 

21. It is noted that a site coverage built-form standard does not apply under this proposal 
and a maximum building height of 20m is proposed. With the potential amalgamation of 
lots, I consider that very large continuous building frontages could potentially be 
constructed along Ryans Road and Grays Road under this proposal. These could 
potentially have a high visual impact. 

Response: It is noted that the potential for lots to be amalgamated exists, which may 
enable the construction of large and continuous building frontages along Grays Road and 
Ryans Road. The proposed landscape strip and height controls over the site should help to 
limit the potential visual impacts of buildings of a larger than normal size. While it is agreed 
that adverse effects are anticipated for residents along Ryans and Grays Road, with the 
proposed mitigation measures it is considered that these effects would be moderate, as 
stated within the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment carried out for this site. The 



area is not a pristine rural landscape, with a large amount of surrounding industrial 
development and the airport, and with the proposed shelter belt buffer planting, the site 
will retain some rural amenity.   

Ryans Road Frontage 

24. I consider the proposed 3m wide planting strips to be minimal in size but just adequate 
for the proposed planting. These would not provide much contingency depth of planting 
should any plantings fail, or if poor maintenance was to occur. 

25. I anticipate that each section of the planting strip is likely to be maintained by 11 
different site owners/operators along Ryans Road and 18 along Grays Road with differing 
degrees of maintenance standards likely to be applied overtime. I consider this to be a risk 
to the effectiveness of the proposed planting which should be addressed through a 
condition of consent requiring a consistent landscape maintenance/management plan 
(coordinated with the adjacent waterway maintenance program along Ryans Road) to be 
a requirement for each property owner/operator to undertake. 

Response: A condition that each property owner follows a consistent maintenance/ 
management plan is considered acceptable as noted above, in order to maintain uniform 
and aesthetic screening from Ryans Road and Grays Road. Additionally, there will be a 24 
month establishment period on the planting buffer as per the standard CCC subdivision 
planting conditions.    

26. Effective mitigation would require the quick and healthy establishment of the proposed 
mitigation tree planting. In my opinion, the proposed planting of the evergreen 
tarata/lemonwood (Pittosporum eugenioides) and the semideciduous lowland ribbonwood 
(Plagianthus regius) would not achieve 12m in height in this exposed south-facing situation. 
While the ‘Southern Woods’ (tree nursery) website states that these species can grow to 
12m in height, I consider that this would only be achieved in very sheltered locations (such 
as in native bush), and under ideal conditions. The website estimates that the growth rate 
would be 3-4m after 5 years. To achieve 12m in height (if possible), approximately 15-20 
years of growth would be required on this basis. 

28. Alternative options to further mitigate the visual impact of potentially large buildings 
along the RUF Zone boundaries could be: 

1. Add an evergreen tree species capable of growing to taller heights such as tōtara 
(Podocarpus totara), as well as the proposed tarata/lemonwood (Pittosporum 
eugenioides) and deciduous ribbonwoods (Plagianthus regius). While tōtara is a 
relatively slow growing species (approximately 2m after 5 years), I consider that it 
would achieve a greater degree of visual mitigation in time. The evergreen 
lowland lacebark (Hoheria angustifolia) could also be added to the mix of tree 
species. According to the NZ Plant Conservation Network website, this can reach 
up to 18m in height. 

2. Plant a row of exotic Cupressus x leylandii ‘Ferndown’ along the internal edge of 
the planting strip with native underplanting closer to the water race. This is a fast-
growing tree that can achieve approximately 30m in height at a vertical rate of 
approximately 7m after 5 years and can be trimmed to a desired width and height 
(ie as a 12m high hedge). 

3. Provide visual mitigation of the appearance of the buildings by requiring recessive 
colour controls, signage location and scale controls, and service or storage 



screening, fencing and lighting, car parking, and location controls for unsightly 
structures such as stacked containers. 

Response: We have discussed the possibility of incorporating Podocarpus totara, Hoheria 
angustifolia, and Cupressus x leylandii ‘Ferndown’ with Lizzie Civil, the ecology service 
leader from Pattle Delamore Partners Ltd, regarding their potential to increase the risk of 
bird strike. She advised that Podocarpus totara provides low food but great shelter and 
nesting habitat, and Hoheria angustifolia provides shelter for birds via its dense weeping 
habitat and attracts birds via the large flowers produced over summer. Cupressus x 
leylandii ‘Ferndown’ provides low food, but shelter and nesting habitat. However, due to its 
compact density, this is the best option as only small birds can roost in its dense structure.  

We have adjusted the proposed planting in the landscape strip, as based on the 
guidance provided above. Along the Ryans Road and Grays Road lot boundaries 
neighboured by residential dwellings, Cupressus x leylandii ‘Ferndown’ is proposed as a 
continuous dense shelterbelt, underplanted with Veronica salicifolia and Griselinia littoralis 
(see Buffer Planting B on page 29 of Appendix 2 LVIA Graphic Supplement). Along the 
extents of Ryans Road and Grays Road not shared with residential dwellings, a mixed row 
of Pittosporum eugenioides and Plagianthus regius is proposed, underplanted with 
Veronica salicifolia and Griselinia littoralis (see Buffer Planting A on page 29 of Appendix 2 
LVIA Graphic Supplement).  

This approach will provide dense and fast-growing screening (Cupressus x leylandii 
‘Ferndown’) along the more sensitive boundaries shared with residential neighbours, while 
increasing the presence of indigenous planting (Pittosporum eugenioides and Plagianthus 
regius) along boundary extents where there is greater visual tolerance.  The incorporation 
of Veronica salicifolia and Griselinia littoralis underplanting along the whole length of the 
site’s interface with Ryans Road and Grays Road will function to bring additional planting 
density and cohesion to the overall planting design.  

A response to point 3 above is provided in the replies to comments above and responded 
to again under the conditions outlined above.  

30. Further application information I consider that should be provided by the applicant, or 
addressed through conditions of consent, is: 

• A typical buffer strip planting plan (i.e. 10m length) showing the density, locations 
and proportions of proposed tree to shrub species at the proposed 1m spacings to 
ensure that an adequate proportional number and spacings of trees would 
effectively screen the industrial sites in time. 

• Confirmation of irrigation to street trees and establishing plants to ensure the 
successful establishment of young plants through drought periods. 

Response: A detailed planting layout of the landscape strip (for a 20m length) has been 
provided on page 29 of our updated LVIA graphic supplement (Revision L) attached as 
appendix 2. Further information regarding the proposed plant quantities (per 20m length) 
and grades have also been included.  

An Irrigation system is not considered necessary for the successful establishing of plants and 
street trees, as this would have the same effect as sufficient watering by the landscape 
contractor during the maintenance period. The health of trees and planting will be 
monitored during the standard 24-month establishment period for planting within a 



subdivision. If any tree species fail within this period they will be replaced in accordance 
with the proposed conditions 

31. The layout of the proposed industrial subdivision would present the lots along Ryans 
Road and Grays Road as industrial/commercial frontages to the roads (except for Lots 55 
and 56 which could alternatively front onto the internal cul-de-sac). I have concern that 
the impact of the cumulative appearance of industrial buildings (including potential 
impacts of any brightly coloured buildings or stacked containers), signage, lighting glare, 
fencing, services and storage areas, car parking locations and treatments, and 
accessways, on the rural character and amenity along the boundaries has not been fully 
addressed through mitigation controls, particularly while proposed mitigation planting 
establishes. To address this, I recommend the following conditions of consent. 

Appearance of industrial buildings 

• All building located within lots fronting onto Grays Road and Ryans Road shall be 
painted an earth-toned, recessive colour with a reflectance value of not greater 
than 30%. 

32. This recommended condition would reduce the risk of buildings, or parts of, being 
visually intrusive with brightly coloured or toned finishes. 

Response: As discussed previously, this condition is not considered necessary and is not 
accepted by the applicant. Traditionally in industrial areas, concrete or steel grey along 
with other darker colours are typically used, with bright colours being less likely to be used.  

Signage (for individual buildings and lots) 

• Signs shall not be located within the 3m wide landscape strip or adjacent to the 
proposed accessways off Ryans Road or Grays Road. 

• Signs on buildings should be limited to a maximum total area of per building of 4m² 
and positioned at a maximum height above ground level at top of sign of 4 metres 
or façade height, whichever is lower. 

• Any signs along the Ryans Road or Grays Road frontages shall not be illuminated. 

33. These recommended conditions would reduce the risk of the Ryans and Grays Road 
frontages appearing commercialised with signage visible along the entire site boundary 
lengths. 

Response: It is accepted that signage shall not be placed within the 3m wide landscape 
strip along Ryans or Grays Road however, as discussed previously it is considered 
acceptable to allow signage within / immediately adjoining the proposed vehicle and 
pedestrian accessways (within the area from the lot boundary to 3m within the site). 
Without any signage at the access points, site identification may not be possible for visitors 
to the site resulting in poor legibility.  

This will be an industrial development and the interface between the IG zone and RuFU 
zone is a common boundary in the District Plan, where IG signage rules apply with no 
restrictions opposite a rural zone. The area currently contains a number of industrial type 
activities and is not a pristine rural environment, with the airport and surrounding industrial 
buildings being highly visible.  

Control of Light Spill and Glare 



• All fixed exterior lighting shall be aimed, adjusted and/or screened to direct lighting 
away from the residential properties in the adjacent Rural Urban Fringe Zone so that the 
obtrusive effects of glare on residents are minimised. 

34. This recommended condition would reduce the risk of glare from direct light sources 
affecting the night amenity of the adjacent rural residential properties. 

Response: This condition is considered acceptable in order to maintain a pleasant night-
time environment for neighbouring residential properties. It is also noted that exterior 
lighting within this development will be very limited due to the strict regulations placed 
over the development by the airport restrictions. There are a number of lighting controls this 
development will need to meet, making any effects from lighting very unlikely.  

Fencing 

• All fencing shall be located on the internal boundary of the 3m wide landscape 
strip with an access gate provided for maintenance if not otherwise accessible. 

35. This recommended condition would avoid fences being installed in front of the frontage 
proposed 3m wide landscape reducing the amenity benefits of the planting. 

Response: A 1.2m high post and rail fence (with removable rails for maintenance access) is 
proposed along the Ryans Road boundary, in between the water race and proposed 
footpath. This fence is considered appropriate within the site’s context and will maintain 
open views to the planting behind. A condition that no fencing, other than the proposed 
1.2m high post and rail fencing, is permitted along the external boundary of the landscape 
strip is considered acceptable, as it is agreed that additional fencing could adversely 
affect amenity.  

Services and Storage 

• Any services and storage areas shall be fully screened by landscaping, fencing or other 
screening to a minimum of 1.8 metres in height from Ryans Road or Grays Road. 

• Any stacked containers shall not be located within 20m of Ryans Road or Grays Road 
road boundaries. 

36. These recommended conditions would help to avoid unsightly storage being 
obtrusively visible from neighbouring rural residential properties and the public realm of the 
roads. 

Response: It is agreed that any potentially unsightly service or storage areas should be 
screened from Ryans Road and Grays Road, however it is considered that the dense 3m 
landscape strip will provide sufficient screening for this. No additional screening methods 
are considered necessary as long as the 3m landscape buffer is maintained. 

It is anticipated that any stacked containers will comply with the proposed height 
restrictions along Ryans and Grays Road, with additional restrictions not considered 
necessary.  

Car Parking Treatment 

• Where car parking is located along the Ryans Road and Grays Road lot frontages 
of a site, 1 tree shall be planted for every 5 car parking spaces (or part thereof) 



within any car parking area, in accordance with the provisions in Appendix 6.11.6 
of Chapter 6. 

37. This recommended condition would help to enhance the appearance of any car 
parking areas visible from neighbouring rural residential properties and the public realm of 
the boundary roads while the proposed planting strips were established, and then 
potentially visible through vehicle accessways. 

Response: Although the provision for 1 tree to be planted per every five parking spaces 
would with time increase the internal amenity of the site, this condition is unlikely to greatly 
enhance visual amenity along Ryans and Grays Road. If carpark trees are planted at the 
same time (or after) the landscape strip, they are unlikely to be of a size that would 
markedly improve outlooks, and although they will establish with time to have a greater 
visual impact, by this time it would also be expected that the landscape strip will have 
established to screen the lots and any associated carparking areas. The inclusion of 
additional tree planting requirements may also introduce additional complexities 
regarding potentially increasing bird strike risk, so would require input from an ecological 
advisor regarding species selection and layout.  

It is noted that internal tree planting would provide opportunities to enhance views along 
accessways, but only a few trees (at most) would be expected to be visible via a brief 
glimpse while moving past the site. The inclusion of additional trees associated with parking 
is thereby seen to have limited benefits regarding amenity from external locations and is 
not accepted.  

Vehicle accessways onto Ryans Road and Grays Road 

• Vehicle accessways from lots facing onto Ryans Road and Grays Road shall be 
limited to one. 

38. This recommended condition would reduce adverse visual impacts on; the proposed 
planting strip, visibility to industrial activities on the lots and vehicle coming and going from 
the lots, and the cumulative open appearance and sightlines created by potentially 
adjacent accessways. 

Response: CGL propose no additional restrictions are required for driveways/accessways 
other than the existing rules set out within the District Plan within the Industrial General zone, 
which permits up to two vehicle crossings on the larger lots, and one vehicle crossing on 
the smaller lots. 

Grays Road Frontage 

40. At 60 Grays Road is an existing dwelling setback approximately 20m from the road 
boundary on a long rectangular 20,973m2 lot that extends for the northern half the frontage 
of the application site. 

41. Along Grays Road, the application proposes a 3m wide planting strip and 5m wide 
setback to 20m high industrial buildings. In my opinion, this level of landscape mitigation is 
not adequate to mitigate a potentially high magnitude of adverse visual effects from 
potentially dominating industrial buildings and activities on this rural residential property. 

42. The outdoor living area of this property is located on the west side facing directly 
towards the site. The garden is well-vegetated which would provide some screening of the 
proposal however some views through this to 20m high buildings are likely to be able to be 



seen. Furthermore, it is likely that buildings of this scale would reduce access on the 
residential property to late afternoon western sunlight. To address these adverse effects, I 
consider that Lots 68-70 should be required to provide the same building height and 
setback built-form standards as the Ryans Road fronting lots, and recommended mitigation 
conditions above for buildings along Grays Road. 

Response: This condition is considered acceptable and will apply the building height 
restriction (a maximum building height of 12m for the first 10m adjacent to Grays Road) 
and minimum 5m building setback requirement, to lots 68-70. This will limit potential visual 
bulk and shading concerns for the property at 60 Grays Road.  

 

Internal Site Street Tree Planting 

43. I have some concern that the proposed street tree species within the site may struggle 
to survive well on this initially exposed site. The proposed species are: 

− Upright Red Maple (Acer rubrum ‘bowhall’) 
− Snakebark Maple (Acer davidii) 
− Scarlet Oak (Quercus coccinea) 

44. While the above trees would be attractive species from a design aesthetic perspective, 
I consider that tree species that are more resilient to wind and drought exposure would be 
more appropriate on this site and recommend that an arborist review these proposed trees 
especially if the trees are being vested with the Council as a part of the streets. I 
recommend a condition of consent requiring that the location and number of trees shown 
on ‘Proposed Landscape Concept Plan’, dated 07/03/2025, in the ‘Landscape and Visual 
Impact Assessment’ be provided and the species to be approved by the CCC Arborist. 

Response: The proposed street tree species have been updated to:  

− Upright Red Maple (Acer rubrum ‘Bowhall’) 
− Frontier Elm (Ulmus parvifolia ‘Frontier’) 
− Scarlet Oak (Quercus coccinea) 

It is considered that the proposed species are appropriate and, in our experience, have 
previously been successfully used in the development of exposed greenfield sites. These 
species have also been checked by an ecologist to ensure they are in line with the bird 
strike management required on this site. Additionally, a standard two-year maintenance 
period will be provided for the street trees, during which the health of trees will be 
monitored, with the trees expected to be well-established prior to handover to council. 
Although the exact number of trees and their positioning cannot be determined at this 
stage (due to the unknown locations of services and driveways), it is considered 
appropriate for a condition to be included that the final numbers and streets trees to be in 
general accordance with the proposed landscape concept plan provided in the 
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment Graphic Supplement (updated revision L, dated 
18/11/2025), unless otherwise agreed. 

 
RESPONSE TO PLANNING COMMENTS BY THE CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL:  
RURAL CHARACTER AND AMENITY  
 



123. The following matters are not agreed or unclear: 

a. Reduced building height for lots on Grays Road (Lots 68-70) opposite the existing 
dwelling at 60 Grays Road. 

b. Limitations on colours of buildings fronting Ryans Road and Grays Road. 
c. Requirements for the screening of outdoor service and storage areas along the 

Ryans Road and Grays Road frontages. 
d. Limitations on the location of fencing behind the 3m landscaped strip. 
e. Precluding the establishment of signage within the 3m landscaped strip. 
f. Limiting the size of signs attached to buildings facing Ryans Road and Grays Road 

to align with the permitted standard in the Rural Urban Fringe zone. 
g. Provision of landscaping in relation to the number of car parks between buildings 

and the Ryans and Grays Road frontages. 
h. Limiting the number of vehicle accesses to the Ryans and Grays Road frontages to 

one. 

Response:  

a. The building height and setback restrictions that have been proposed along Ryans 
Road (Building height of maximum 12m for the first 10m adjacent to Ryans Road, 
and minimum 5m boundary setback) are now proposed by CGL to be introduced 
to Lots 68-70 regarding Grays Road, to limit potential visual bulk and shading 
concerns for the property at 60 Grays Road. This is as per the Council comments 
and requested conditions, and is now agreed with CCC.  

b. Limitations on building colour are not considered necessary given the interface 
between industrial developments and urban fringe are common, and the District 
Plan does not impose restrictions of this nature on industrial buildings, even when 
industrial developments are placed near residential zones. This condition is not 
accepted by the applicant as necessary to mitigate effects of the proposal.  

c. The proposed 3m wide landscape strip proposed along Ryans Road and Grays 
Road will contain dense plantings (at 1m spacings for all species other than 
Cupressus which will be at 1.5m spacing) with a mix of tree (Cupressus x leylandii 
‘Ferndown’, Pittosporum eugenioides, Plagianthus regius), hedge (Griselinia 
littoralis) and large shrub species (Veronica salicifolia) proposed (see updated 
plans in Appendix 2). The proposed landscape strip is considered a sufficient 
screening method to conceal the bulk of potential outdoor service and storage 
areas along Ryans Road and Grays Road frontages. No additional screening 
measures as suggested by CCC are considered necessary. 

d. As noted in the response above, the proposed landscape strip is anticipated to 
screen much of the adjoining lots including any outdoor storage areas from Ryans 
Road and Grays Road, including any fencing that is implemented behind the 
landscape strip. Therefore, no limitations on the location of additional fencing 
behind the landscape strip are proposed. No fencing will be permitted in front of 
the landscape strip (along the road boundaries) apart from the 1.2m post and rail 
fence (with removable rails for maintenance) along the Ryans Road water race as 
is currently proposed. A 1.2m high post and rail fence is considered appropriate, 
given the rural-urban fringe location of the site and retained visibility of the 
plantings behind.   

e. As it is intended for the landscape strip to provide a uniform green frontage along 
Ryans and Grays Road (apart from where intercepted by driveways) and it is 
accepted by CGL that that no signage shall be located within the landscape 
strip, so as to not detract from the continuity of the landscape strip. It is however 

Clare Dale
Or words to this effect. 
I think each time we reach agreement with comments made by another party it would be good note this and therefore take it off the table. This makes it nice and clear to the panel. 



considered acceptable to have signage where vehicle and pedestrian 
accessways are located, within the driveway areas along Ryans and Grays Road.  
CGL proposed no additional restrictions are required within these driveway spaces 
other than the existing District Plan signage rules within the Industrial General zone 
(IG). Signage can be an important legibility and wayfinding feature within a 
development.  

f. Limitations on signage above and beyond the limitations provided for within an IG 
zoned development are not considered necessary, with the interface between 
industrial and rural urban fringe zones being common. CGL proposed no 
additional restrictions are required within these driveway spaces other than the 
existing District Plan signage rules within the Industrial General zone (IG). 

g. The provision of additional landscaping in relation to carparking between future 
buildings and Ryans Road/ Grays Road is expected to create benefits regarding 
the internal amenity of the site. However, as a tall and dense landscape strip is 
already proposed along the Ryans Road and Grays Road boundary, additional 
landscaping is considered to have little added benefit to visual amenity along the 
adjoining external roads, with any internal landscaping expected to be largely 
screened from external viewpoints. Within the IG zone rules in the District Plan no 
tree planting is required within parking areas.  
Further, additional trees within carpark areas would require further consideration in 
terms of creating additional bird habitat and birdstrike risk. Therefore, further 
conditions regarding this aspect are not considered necessary. 

h. CGL proposed no additional restrictions are required for driveways other than the 
existing rules set out within the District Plan within the Industrial General zone, which 
permits up to two vehicle crossings on the larger lots, and one vehicle crossing on 
the smaller lots.  

128. With respect to the Ryans Road frontage, William Field notes four residential properties 
and considers the magnitude of adverse effects on persons occupying these properties is 
likely to be moderate once planting is established, though highlights the planting proposed 
is minimal and highly dependent on the owners of each property containing the 3m 
landscape strip. To ensure effective mitigation on an ongoing basis, William Field considers 
that a condition requiring a consistent landscape maintenance/management plan for 
each property owner would be appropriate. 

Response: As visual mitigation of the proposed development is greatly dependent on 
effective screening by the proposed landscape strip, a condition that each property 
owner follows a consistent maintenance / management plan is appropriate. This is 
important to maintain uniform views and screening from Ryans Road and Grays Road, 
ensuring that any dead vegetation is replaced and that the landscape strip is generally 
maintained in a tidy condition. Council’s standard subdivision conditions will be accepted 
which include a 24 month establishment period. It is also noted that CGL intend to 
implement the landscaping strip as soon as possible, before individual sites are developed.   

131. In terms of the Grays Road Frontage, William Field notes that a single dwelling is 
established to the east of the proposed Lots 68-70. Along this frontage, the blanket height 
limit specified in Condition 5 C., of 20m, is proposed to apply with no lower height limit 
proposed in proximity to the road frontage. The built form standards of the Industrial 
General zone, as proposed to apply, do not include a maximum site coverage potentially 
resulting in a large and dominating built form, including reducing access to sunlight. 
William Field considers that the mitigation proposed is unlikely to mitigate a potential high 
magnitude of effects on the occupiers of this property. 



132. To address these effects, William Field has recommended that the building height and 
setback standards applying along the Ryans Road frontage, and conditions additionally 
recommended by William Field, be applied to the Grays Road frontage of Lots 68-70. 

Response: As noted above, the building height restriction that has been proposed along 
Ryans Road (Building height of maximum 12m for the first 10m adjacent to Ryans Road) 
can be introduced to Lots 68-70 regarding Grays Road also, to limit potential visual bulk 
and shading concerns for the property at 60 Grays Road. This point is agreed with CCC.  

133. William Field has noted that while aesthetically pleasing, the street tree species 
proposed may not be tolerant to wind and drought exposure. Accordingly, William Field 
has recommended that an arborist review the trees species proposed to ensure that they 
are appropriate and will thrive. 

Response: It is considered that the proposed species are appropriate and, in our 
experience, have been used successfully in exposed sites. While maintenance 
requirements may be greater when species are first planted (greater watering needs and 
staking while the root ball establishes), resistance to drought and wind is expected to 
increase as species establish. As noted above, if a comprehensive maintenance/ 
management plan is implemented, this will also protect against compromised visual 
screening/ adverse amenity effects if species are lost due to drought/ wind damage 
(through species replacement). Additionally, as the proposed landscape strip establishes 
and as building on site progresses, greater shelter will become available, lessening 
potential impacts from the current open nature of the site. A 24-month establishment 
period will be required as part of the development and if any species are found to be 
struggling they can be replaced with an alternative species.  Further, the potential range 
of street trees species that can be used at the site is significantly reduced because of 
CIAL’s need to exclude species that attract large number of birds.     

134. A recent Environment Court declaration determined that stacks of shipping containers 
on a site in the Industrial General zone where each container was stored on a temporary 
basis were not ‘structures’ as defined in the RMA, or ‘buildings’ as defined in the 
Christchurch District Plan, not being affixed to the ground or each other. While that 
declaration is limited to the site identified, as it deals with the interpretation of legislation 
and plan provisions in the context of permitted industrial activities, I consider that a similar 
interpretation could apply in relation to the activities sought to be enabled by this 
application. 

135. For clarity and highlighting the potential visual amenity effects if containers were 
excluded from controls relating to height, I recommend that any conditions relating to 
building height also refer to stacked containers and materials. 

Response: As the proposed mitigation planting has been designed in accordance with the 
proposed building height restrictions, it is considered that the same height restrictions 
should apply to stacked containers or other materials, so that sufficient visual screening 
can be maintained from Grays Road and Ryans Road. The height restrictions within this 
development are also essential to meeting height restrictions in place for the airport and 
surrounding area, so will need to be strictly adhered to. This condition is agreed with the 
Council.  

138. If the recommended conditions are not included in the decision, it is my view that the 
rural character and amenity effects of the proposal will be significant on the environment 



and persons occupying 83, 95, 111, 191, and 211 Ryans Road and 60 Grays Road, taking 
into account: 

a. The potential establishment of large areas of signage not consistent with the 
amenity of the rural environment. 

b. Visual effects with an industrial character, including temporary visual effects while 
the proposed landscape mitigation establishes, with an identified ‘high’ magnitude 
by William Field. 

c. The potential loss of sunlight and visual dominance effects on persons occupying 
60 Grays Road. 

d. The change in character and intensity of use from a pastoral farming operation to 
an industrial subdivision. 

Response: Please refer to the responses provided to William Field’s proposed conditions. 
Residents at these properties were invited by the Panel to comment, and no comments 
were made by these residents regarding visual amenity or landscape concerns.  

 

Please don’t hesitate to get in touch if you require further clarification. 

Yours sincerely, 

Hannah Bruere 

Registered Landscape Architect 

DCM Urban Design Limited 
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