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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Mark Sutherland Teesdale.  I hold the position of Principal 

Urban Designer - Development at Christchurch Central Development Unit 

("CCDU") within the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority ("CERA").  

I have been in this position since February 2012. 

1.2 My qualifications and experience are outlined in my joint statement (on 

behalf of the Crown and the Christchurch City Council ("Council")) of 

evidence filed on 11 March 2015. 

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses as 

contained in the Environment Court’s Practice Note 2014.  I have complied 

with the practice note when preparing my written statement of evidence, 

and will do so when I give oral evidence before the hearings panel.   

2.2 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming 

my opinions are set out in my evidence to follow.  The reasons for the 

opinions expressed are also set out in the evidence to follow. 

2.3 Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of expertise and 

I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions that I express. 

3. SCOPE 

3.1 I have been asked by the Crown to provide evidence about the locational 

criteria that should be applied to determine appropriate locations for 

residential intensification in Christchurch.  Joint evidence covering the 

above matter was filed on 11 March 2015.  The purpose of this evidence is 

to build on the content of that joint evidence, which was limited to identifying 

the locational criteria that have been agreed upon between the Crown and 

the Council for the purpose of intensification modelling. In this evidence, I 

go on to discuss the following matters:  

(a) Background to housing in Christchurch with respect to housing 

intensification; 

(b) Changing demand; 
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(c) Future city vision; 

(d) Good practice urban design with respect to housing intensification; 

(e) Perceptions of medium density housing; and 

(f) Further detail on the locational criteria for medium density housing 

intensification. 

3.2 The documents I have referred to in preparing my evidence are set out in 

paragraph 3.4 of my joint statement of evidence.   

3.3 My evidence is limited to the area of my expertise.  I have worked alongside 

experienced planners Stephanie Styles, Maurice Dale, Ken Gimblett and 

Sandra McIntyre, property specialist John Schellekens and GIS 

practitioners at Boffa Miskell to develop a GIS model to provide information 

about the capacity for intensification in Christchurch and appropriate 

locations for intensification to occur.   

3.4 The criteria that inform the GIS model have also been developed and 

refined through workshops that have been held with Council officials and 

advisors and the Crown's expert witnesses, including John Schellekens, 

Sandra McIntyre and myself.   

3.5 In addition to the location criteria, which I addressed in my joint statement of 

evidence, the GIS model also relies on the input of commercial and 

economic criteria to determine the capacity for intensification and the 

locations in which intensification is likely to occur.  Those commercial and 

economic criteria are outside the area of my expertise and so I do not refer 

to them or apply them in this statement.  However, my understanding is that 

substantial agreement has now been reached on those commercial and 

economic criteria and that they will be addressed in the evidence of Dr 

Fairgray for the Council and in the evidence of Mr Schellekens for the 

Crown. 

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 Traditionally new housing development in Christchurch has largely been 

addressed through Greenfield growth, with 82% of the housing stock in 

standalone houses1.   

                                                
1
 John Schellekens' evidence on behalf of the Crown, paragraph 6.5. 
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4.2 As Mr Mitchell outlines2, there will be two key trends over the next 20 years 

- an aging population and declining home ownership/poor affordability. 

These trends will have implications for demand and in my opinion are best 

addressed by housing intensification. 

4.3 Applying good practice urban design principles in Christchurch will provide 

social, economic, transport and environmental benefits, including providing 

increased housing choice through residential intensification.  Applying good 

practice urban design will also assist in achieving the city vision as stated in 

the Recovery Strategy and the LURP; in particular providing housing choice 

and creating more vibrant centres. 

4.4 In my experience, there are varied perceptions and understandings about 

housing densities and, in particular, what constitutes medium density 

housing.  Standalone suburban housing is well understood but medium or 

higher density is not.  Due to the varied outcomes and understanding of 

medium density housing, in my experience it is more difficult for the general 

public to understand what medium density housing is and how it will 

benefit/impact their property, neighbourhood and city.   

4.5 Increasing housing density does not always result in an increased scale of 

housing development, ie taller buildings and less open space.  Density can 

be achieved in many ways, as illustrated in the graphic supplement 

attached as Appendix A to my evidence.  In my experience, the public's 

negative perception of medium density intensification is not based on 

housing intensification per se, but rather on concerns related to potential 

adverse effects on their property, such as reduced privacy, that can arise 

from poor quality housing.  

4.6 An appropriate level of design standards and design discretion for site 

specific responses should be provided to ensure medium density 

development achieves an appropriate level of outcome. 

4.7 Christchurch has a significant opportunity through the Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan ("Replacement Plan") process to address and 

plan for the city we all want and need.  We must ensure that housing choice 

through residential intensification is realistically achievable.   

                                                
2
 Ian Mitchell’s evidence on behalf of the Crown for the Residential Proposal, section 5. 
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5. BACKGROUND TO HOUSING INTENSIFICATION 

Background - intensification in the Christchurch housing context  

5.1 The existing Christchurch urban area has a relatively low density housing 

provision – approximately 1 resident per 1620m23 of land – when compared 

to many other cities.  By comparison Auckland is more than twice as dense, 

with approximately 1 resident per 780m24 of land.  In my opinion this has 

largely occurred because Christchurch is relatively unconstrained in a 

physical sense for growth, particularly to the north and west. This has 

resulted in progressive Greenfield developments on the fringes and has 

contributed to the ‘urban sprawl’ of Christchurch.    

5.2 This Greenfield growth has also aligned with people's preference for 

standalone housing.  As outlined by Mr Schellekens, 82% of the total 

housing stock in Christchurch City is standalone housing5.  Urban growth 

through standalone housing, such as has been occurring in Christchurch, is 

a relatively common phenomenon across New Zealand cities, with the 

exception of Wellington where for a large part the environmental and 

geographical constraints and transport infrastructure have led to a more 

compact residential environment. 

Earthquakes 

5.3 Christchurch’s housing market is recovering from the impacts of the 

Canterbury earthquakes.  Demand for housing will continue to increase.  

Combined with the underlying demographic trends, there will be increased 

demand for a range of different dwelling typologies6.  Providing for realistic 

housing choice is essential to address the range of different typologies 

identified by Mr Mitchell.  The earthquakes have forced a change in the 

urban form of the city, particularly in the east, through the red zone which 

has in effect created lower density eastern suburbs.  In addition the priority 

Greenfield areas have started to grow the city further north and west.   

                                                
3
 "Subnational Population Estimates: At 30 June 2014 (provisional)". Statistics New Zealand. 22 October 2014. 

Retrieved 2 November 2014. Also "Infoshare; Group: Population Estimates - DPE; Table: Estimated Resident 
Population for Urban Areas, at 30 June (1996+) (Annual-Jun)". Statistics New Zealand. 22 October 2014. 
Retrieved 2 November 2014 and ^ "2013 Census Usually Resident Population Counts – Statistics New Zealand". 
Stats.govt.nz. Retrieved 4 November 2013.  Calculated by population over urban land area. 
4
 "Subnational Population Estimates: At 30 June 2014 (provisional)". Statistics New Zealand. 22 October 2014. 

Retrieved 2 November 2014. Also "Infoshare; Group: Population Estimates - DPE; Table: Estimated Resident 
Population for Urban Areas, at 30 June (1996+) (Annual-Jun)". Statistics New Zealand. 22 October 2014. 
Retrieved 2 November 2014 and Monitoring Research Quarterly, March 2011 Volume 4 Issue 1, page 4.  
Calculated by population over urban land area. 
5
 Mr Schellekens evidence, page 13, 6.5. 

6
 Ian Mitchell’s evidence on behalf of the Crown for the Residential Proposal, paragraph 5.5. 

http://www.stats.govt.nz/browse_for_stats/population/estimates_and_projections/SubnationalPopulationEstimates_HOTPAt30Jun14.aspx
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Statistics_New_Zealand
http://www.stats.govt.nz/infoshare/SelectVariables.aspx?pxID=2f5a6aa2-7aeb-4792-a34a-d5567eb8082f
http://www.stats.govt.nz/infoshare/SelectVariables.aspx?pxID=2f5a6aa2-7aeb-4792-a34a-d5567eb8082f
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Statistics_New_Zealand
http://www.stats.govt.nz/browse_for_stats/population/census_counts/2013CensusUsuallyResidentPopulationCounts_HOTP2013Census.aspx
http://www.stats.govt.nz/browse_for_stats/population/estimates_and_projections/SubnationalPopulationEstimates_HOTPAt30Jun14.aspx
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Statistics_New_Zealand
http://www.stats.govt.nz/infoshare/SelectVariables.aspx?pxID=2f5a6aa2-7aeb-4792-a34a-d5567eb8082f
http://www.stats.govt.nz/infoshare/SelectVariables.aspx?pxID=2f5a6aa2-7aeb-4792-a34a-d5567eb8082f
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Statistics_New_Zealand
http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/EN/planspoliciesprojects/reports/technicalpublications/Documents/mrq20110303.pdf
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Changing demand 

5.4 As Dr Mitchell outlines7, there will be two key trends in housing between 

2011 and 2031 - an aging population and declining home ownership (linked 

to affordability).   

5.5 As I understand it, the changing demand for the aging population is for 

smaller8 housing.  In my opinion, the most desirable locations for aging 

population will be those with established amenity, such as local shops, 

public transport and medical facilities.  If this trend occurs in Christchurch 

then there will be a closer alignment between best practice urban design 

and housing demand.  In my observation this is a trend that is increasing 

across many cities in the world, not just New Zealand.  For example in 

Melbourne, ‘Postcode 3000’ (a residential programme established in the 

early 1990’s) pushed for more inner city housing intensification.  Since 1991 

the City of Melbourne (CBD and some surrounding areas) population has 

grown from 34,659 to approximately 86,162 by 2011.  In recent years there 

has been significant growth in the number of people aged over 40 living in 

the City of Melbourne9. This is a result of more people aging in place and 

recognising the benefits of inner city living and reflecting the demographics 

of Australia in general10.   Aging in place is a concept whereby people can 

grow older in the same house, rather than having to move to another house 

as their needs change.   The full amenity of living in commercial centres 

allows older people to continue to have some independence, by shopping 

and using public transport easily. 

5.6 As Mr Mitchell outlines, multi-unit dwellings can be developed at lower cost 

than standalone dwellings and make more efficient use of the available 

land11.  This supports the demand trend towards housing intensification. 

Summary 

5.7 Although traditionally new housing development in Christchurch has largely 

been addressed through Greenfield growth, I consider that as a result of 

                                                
7
 Ian Mitchell’s evidence on behalf of the Crown for the Residential Proposal, section 5. 

8
 Ian Mitchell’s evidence on behalf of the Crown for the Residential Proposal, paragraph 5.5. 

9
 City of Melbourne – Facts, figures and projections (City of Melbourne Research) 

http://www.futuremelbourne.com.au/wiki/pub/FMPlan/S3Resources/City_of_Melbourne_Facts_Figures_and_Proje
ctions.pdf 
10

 City of Melbourne – Facts, figures and projections (City of Melbourne Research) 
http://www.futuremelbourne.com.au/wiki/pub/FMPlan/S3Resources/City_of_Melbourne_Facts_Figures_and_Proje
ctions.pdf 
11

 Ian Mitchell’s evidence on behalf of the Crown for the Strategic Directions Proposal, paragraph 9.6 (c).  This 
statement of evidence is available for download at 
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/Hearings/Hearing1/Pages/default.aspx under the heading "Submitter Evidence 
and Written Statements". 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/Hearings/Hearing1/Pages/default.aspx
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earthquakes and changing demands, particularly the need for more 

affordable housing and an aging population, there is a stronger need for 

adequate realistic residential intensification capacity.  This position is further 

supported when the ‘vision’ for the city and good practice urban design 

(below) are addressed. 

6.  FUTURE CHRISTCHURCH 

The ‘Vision’ for Christchurch  

6.1 The future of Christchurch post-earthquakes, in urban design terms, has 

been derived from the ‘share an idea’ initiative, Land Use Recovery Plan – 

Te Mahere Whakahaumanu Taone ("LURP"), Christchurch Central 

Recovery Plan - Te Mahere ‘Maraka Otautahi, including the ‘Liveable City’ 

chapter, and suburban centres master plans.  In my opinion these 

documents cover both recovery and betterment of the city.    

6.2 The LURP outlines ‘A Plan to Lead Recovery’12. Section 4.1.1 (“Provide 

housing choice - Infill and intensification”), addresses the change that is 

needed to change from stand-alone homes to offer greater housing choice 

and meet housing needs.  The LURP also encourages more intensive 

housing types, such as terrace and townhouse development, within existing 

urban areas.  As well as providing smaller and more affordable housing 

options, this will: 

(a) Allow people to live close to existing communities and facilities; 

(b) Support the recovery of suburban centres and Christchurch central 

city; and 

(c) Make best use of existing infrastructure networks13. 

6.3 In addition, many of the LURP Actions (such as Action 714) address housing 

intensification.  

6.4 My experience of working on medium density housing projects is that there 

is a general trend towards people wanting to live within easy access of a 

range of amenities, such as cafés and hospitality places, shops, public 

transport and parks.  This supports the vision identified above. 

                                                
12

 Land Use Recovery Plan, page 17 
13

 Land Use Recovery Plan, page 17/18 
14

 Land Use Recovery Plan, page 21 
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Good practice urban design - intensification 

6.5 Urban design is about making connections between people and places, 

movement and urban form, nature and the built fabric15.  For clarity, I refer 

to good urban form in both my statements as it is an outcome of a good 

urban design process. When I refer to urban design it is more about a 

thought process or applying a set of principles; not a specific outcome. 

6.6 Good practice urban design principles applied to Christchurch residential 

intensification will deliver the following outcomes:16  

(a) Social – Provide increased housing choice, increase opportunities 

for access to existing community facilities (because more people will 

live in closer proximity), and enable more integrated social housing. 

(b) Economic - Make better use of existing community assets, parks, 

and infrastructure thus reducing the cost to city’s residents. 

(c) Transport - Provide for opportunities to increase the efficiency and 

patronage of public transport, reduce dependency on private car 

travel, and increase cycling and walking opportunities. 

(d) Environmental – Increase energy efficiency, decreases resource 

consumption, reduce overall demand for land therefore reducing 

consumption of productive farmland. 

Alignment between vision and good practise urban design 

6.7 The city vision referred to above is, in my opinion, closely aligned to these 

good practice urban design principles.  I consider providing realistic 

capacity for a range of housing choice in existing urban areas is critical to 

achieving both the vision and good practice urban form.   

The constraint to achieving the ‘Vision’ and good practice urban form 

6.8 As outlined in his evidence, Mr Schellekens has identified an issue with 

respect to realistically achieving the target housing intensification capacity 

through Proposal 14 (Residential) ("Proposal 14") to the Replacement 

Plan. 

6.9 In my opinion, if housing supply cannot be adequately met by intensification 

of existing urban areas, as outlined in Mr Schellekens’ evidence, it will drive 

                                                
15

 Wikipedia definition 
16

 Principles derived from the Urban Design Compendium – UK May 2000, page 46 table 3.2. 
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a solution where the majority of residential development and intensification 

occurs in Greenfield development (as outlined in Mr Mitchell's evidence).  I 

do not consider that is a desirable or acceptable outcome as it reduces the 

ability to achieve sustainable commercial centres, community facilities and 

objectives of the LURP. I consider that there needs to be realistic provision 

for intensification provided for in Proposal 14.   

6.10 The key question is how and where it shall occur.  I have addressed that 

aspect in my joint statement of evidence. 

7. RESIDENTIAL INTENSIFICATION - MEDIUM DENSITY HOUSING 

PERCEPTIONS  

Perceptions of density 

7.1 In my experience, there are varied perceptions and understanding about 

housing densities and in particular what constitutes medium density 

housing.  The standalone suburban house is well understood but medium 

or higher density housing is not.   

7.2 The varied outcomes and level of understanding of medium density housing 

makes it more difficult, in my experience, for the general public to 

understand how it will benefit/impact their property, neighbourhood and city.  

This can cause a negative response to proposals to increase housing 

intensification within a neighbourhood.  In general, potential occupiers of 

medium density housing want to wait until viewing the completed property 

before purchasing.  Homebuilding companies often have to build them on 

specification then sell once completed.  This is because purchasers are 

relatively unfamiliar with this product when compared to traditional 

standalone house which people readily buy ‘off the plan’.  This is starting to 

change as people become more familiar with medium density housing 

product. 

7.3 The implications of these perceptions is that developers assume a greater 

risk by having to bear the upfront costs of constructing the houses, 

potentially with limited pre-sales.  That has traditionally resulted in medium 

density housing being less attractive to developers than 

greenfield/standalone housing, unless they are integrated with construction 

(often referred to as ‘vertically integrated’).  Whilst ‘vertically integrated’ 

developers exist overseas they are not common in Christchurch. 
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Density measure 

7.4 Using the density measure of households per hectare (hph) is in my view 

quite a ‘simplistic’ measure and does not always paint the full picture.  It has 

become a common way to articulate urban form with respect to housing 

because it is simple to calculate and represent.  For the purposes of my 

evidence the ‘hph’ I refer to is ‘net density’; this is calculated by the 

household number over land parcel area (not including roads and open 

spaces).  This is the same measure as Mr Schellekens uses17. ‘One of the 

key reasons it is a ‘simplistic’ measure is that it does not take into account 

the type of house, i.e. a 1bedroom or 4bedroom, is just counted as one 

house.  To address this issue in the UK, both households per hectare (hph) 

and habitable rooms per hectare (hrph) tend to be used; the latter taking 

into account the number of rooms.  For the sake of consistency and 

simplicity, I have referred to hph throughout my statement but this example 

does highlight the point that the density measure does not necessary tell 

the real story or provide an accurate outcome.  

7.5 Increasing housing density does not always result in increased scale of 

housing development, ie a taller building.  Housing density can be achieved 

in many ways, as illustrated in my graphic supplement.  The examples in 

the graphic supplement are all New Zealand-based projects.  The 10 to 30 

hph in the graphic supplement are ‘typical’ Christchurch suburban densities, 

whereas the 30 to 50+ are the outcomes expected in the proposed RMD 

zone.  Some of the 30 to 50+ examples are in the existing Living 3 zone. 

7.6 In my experience the change through medium density intensification is 

often less dramatic and slower than people expect.  Just because an area 

is zoned for more intensive development does not result in new residential 

intensification. That process takes time.  

7.7 In my experience, the public's negative perception of medium density 

intensification, is not based on housing intensification per se, but rather on 

concerns related to potential adverse effects, such as reduced privacy, on 

their property that can arise from poor quality housing. 

Ensuring quality 

7.8 To ensure that medium density intensification does not overly adversely 

affect the amenity of existing neighbourhoods requires good practice urban 

                                                
17

 Mr Schellekens evidence, page 8, 3.10 
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design.  An appropriate level of planning standards and design discretion 

for site specific responses should be provided to ensure medium density 

development achieve an appropriate level of outcome.  In my opinion it 

cannot be left solely to the market with minimal controls, an overarching 

view supported by Mr McIndoe in his evidence.   

Balanced outcome 

7.9 Private homeowners' concerns around the extent, quality and scale of 

change, need to be appropriately balanced with the wider public benefit or 

the ‘cost’ if residential intensification is not provided for.   

8. HOUSING INTENSIFICATION – WHERE SHALL IT BE PROVIDED FOR? 

8.1 My joint statement of evidence covers the main discussion and 

recommendations on the locational criteria for medium density housing 

intensification in Christchurch.  The following comments are made in 

addition to that evidence. 

Special amenity areas (SAMs) 

8.2 Because of the earthquakes, there have been significant changes to SAMs 

which, in my opinion, require them to be reviewed.  I understand that this is 

being undertaken as part of the content of future phases of the 

Replacement Plan.  Re-appraisal of the implications of SAMs for location of 

intensification should occur once the direction of any changes is decided.  

Therefore, the criteria I discussed in my joint evidence did not include 

criteria relating to SAMs.  For the purpose of the modelling, we assumed 

that existing SAMs are excluded from potential RMD areas.  I do consider it 

important that once the SAMs are appropriately redefined that, where 

relevant, they form a criteria in deciding on appropriate locations for 

medium density housing. 

 

Mark Sutherland Teesdale 

20 March 2015 


