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MAY IT PLEASE THE PANEL:  

 
1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 This hearing is about the appropriateness of upzoning various areas 

of land located close to the Key Activity Centres at Papanui, Linwood 

and Hornby (KACs), from either a Residential Suburban (RS) or 

Residential Suburban Density Transition (RSDT) zone to Residential 

Medium Density (RMD).  At each of the three locations, there are two 

categories of land in question:  

 

(a) land notified with a RMD zone through this Proposal 

(notified RMD); and 

(b) land not notified with a RMD zone in this Proposal, yet 

sought to be zoned through a submission (additional RMD).   

 

1.2 The Council, as directed, notified this Proposal to consider and allow 

for public input on the appropriateness of upzoning further land 

around the three KACs to RMD.  In light of submissions received and 

the evidence filed, Council supports on the merits a rezoning to RMD 

for:  

 

(a) some notified RMD land at Papanui;  

(b) the majority of notified RMD land,
1
 as well as the additional 

RMD land owned by Housing New Zealand Corporation 

(HNZC) at Hornby; and 

(c) a limited amount of additional RMD land at Linwood 

(Mackworth Street), which is owned by HNZC, plus three 

further blocks.   

 

1.3 Council wishes to foreshadow that there are scope and natural justice 

issues for the rezoning of additional RMD land.  We return to this in 

more detail, in section 8 of these submissions. 

  

1.4 The land supported by Council on the merits for RMD zoning is 

shown on the planning maps attached to Ms Oliver's evidence in chief 

                                                   
1
  The few exceptions meet the criteria of Policy 14.1.1.2 but are isolated and do not lead to a coherent 

urban form.  Sarah Oliver EIC, paras 17.4, 18.2, 19.4 and 19.5. 
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(for Papanui and Hornby)
2
 and rebuttal (for Linwood)

3
.  For 

convenience, they are annexed as Appendix 4 to these submissions.   

 

1.5 The Council's position will release additional land for intensified 

residential development, which was the purpose of the Panel 

directing notification of further RMD, and will assist in better giving 

effect to the intensification targets in the CRPS and achieving 

Strategic Direction 3.3.4.  It is however the Council's position that 

rezoning all of the notified and additional RMD land is not the most 

appropriate outcome under section 32 of the RMA, and that simply 

rezoning any land surrounding a KAC that meets the Policy 14.1.1.2 

criteria, in order to take a 'prudently generous' approach, is not the 

correct approach to take under the RMA.   

 

2. BACKGROUND TO RMD PROPOSAL 

 

2.1 Decision 10 included a direction to the Council to notify a new 

proposal for additional RMD zoning in proximity to the KACs at 

Papanui, Hornby and Linwood.  The Panel directed that the areas 

notified had to be located within the areas shown on Exhibit 4 (which 

outlined the areas consulted on for possible RMD, prior to notification 

of Stage 1), be within 800m walkable distance of each of the facilities 

identified in Policy 14.1.1.2(a),
4
 and in other respects accord with 

Policy 14.1.1.2.
5
   

 

2.2 Prior to notification, HNZC initiated discussions with the Council 

regarding the possible inclusion of a block immediately to the south-

east of the Linwood KAC in the new proposal and, although the land 

did not meet the Exhibit 4 criteria,
6
 the Panel subsequently invited the 

Council to include this additional land at Linwood in the new proposal.  

HNZC's request at that time, did not relate to the additional RMD land 

it is pursuing at Hornby.  

 

                                                   
2
  In Attachment I. 

3
  In Appendix 1.  

4
  Being a bus route, a KAC or larger suburban commercial centre, a park or public open space with an 

area of at least 4000m
2
, and a public full primary school, or a public primary or intermediate school. 

5
  Avoid establishment of new residential medium density development in (i) high hazard areas, (ii) areas 

where the adverse environmental effects of land mediation outweigh the benefits, or (iii) areas that are 
not able to be efficiently served by Council-owned stormwater, wastewater and water supply networks.  

6
  That is, affected landowners had not been consulted about possible RMD zoning of that land, prior to 

Stage 1 notification. 
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2.3 The new household target through infill and intensification across the 

greater Christchurch area by 2028, related targets for the proportion 

of intensification growth to total household growth during specified 

phases through to 2028 (as summarised in Appendix 1), and what 

this meant for the provision of RMD zoned land in the RDP, were 

covered in detail in the Stage 1 hearing.  The Council has no intention 

of re-litigating the Panel's decision on the positions advanced by 

Council and Crown at that hearing as to how much intensification 

should be provided for by reference to the intensification targets.  It 

does however wish to highlight the following parts of the Panel's 

decision: 

 

(a) Points of essential agreement between Dr Fairgray (for the 

Council) and Mr Schellekens (for the Crown)
7
 made it 

unnecessary for the Panel to reach any determination of 

which of their ultimate recommendations was preferred.  

Decision 10 is explicit on this conclusion, and the Panel 

instead found that the most appropriate plan approach is 

somewhat in between the respective positions of the Council 

and the Crown; 

(b) Dr Fairgray and Mr Schellekens' agreement that RMD 

zoning is a low-yielding and somewhat unpredictable means 

for delivering on intensification targets;
8
 

(c) The Panel observed that the implications of Mr Schelleken's 

recommendation appeared to have lost sight of an important 

dimension of the directions in the CRPS, in the sense that 

his recommendation would mean a large part of 

Christchurch would have to be rezoned RMD;
9
  

(d) The Panel observed that it was not fair to characterise the 

extent of RMD zoning in the notified version as "just 

enough";
10

 and 

(a) The Panel concluded on the evidence  that it is better to take 

a prudently generous, rather than barely sufficient, approach 

to the provision of RMD zoning.
11

 

                                                   
7
  At paragraph [95] (a) The base model used is a relatively rough tool for the purposes of making decisions 

on the extent of RMD zoning; and (b) even when redevelopment is both plan-enabled and economically 
feasible, there is no guarantee it will occur, and only a small percentage of total zoned land could be 
expected to be developed.   

8
  Decision 10, paragraph [100]. 

9
  Decision 10, paragraph [97]. 

10
  Decision 10, paragraph [99]. 
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2.4 Taking into account that the Panel directed that further land be 

notified with a RMD zoning so that it could be subject to public 

submissions and  a hearing, the Council respectfully submits that the 

task for the Panel is now to decide whether an RMD zoning is more 

appropriate than a RS or RSDT zoning (as notified in Stage 1).  The 

Council's position is that what is most appropriate under the RMA 

cannot rely solely on whether the land achieves the criteria in Policy 

14.1.1.2 and may help achieve intensification targets in a prudently 

generous way.   

 

2.5 Instead the Council respectfully submits that the Panel needs to 

consider whether a RMD zoning achieves other objectives and policies 

of the Replacement District Plan, and that this assessment must include 

the evaluation required through sections 32 and 32AA, including more 

detailed matters of urban form, character and amenity, the likelihood of 

an area to be developed for RMD, and the specific needs of these local 

communities. 

 

2.6 The Panel's attention is drawn to paragraph [128] of Decision 10, 

where it accepted the concerns expressed by residents of Riccarton 

Bush as to how significant additional RMD zoning would impact on 

the amenity values of their neighbourhood.  For Papanui, the Panel 

held at paragraph [153] that the evidence before the Panel about loss 

of amenity concerns was thin.  In this instance, evidence and 

submitter statements filed by landowners oppose the RMD rezonings 

sought.  Although generally not of an expert nature, it is submitted 

that this evidence should be given due weight in terms of the need to 

properly test the RMD rezonings in a process allowing for 

submissions and further submissions.
12

 

 

3. INFRASTRUCTURE  

 

3.1 Before briefly addressing each of the proposed and additional RMD 

areas, it is noted that there are no limitations in the 

                                                                                                                                                
11

  Decision 10, paragraph [100]. 
12

  Decision 10, paragraph [156]. 
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infrastructure/capacity for traffic, water supply, and wastewater in the 

three areas.
13

   

 

3.2 There are however some flooding related limitations at Linwood given 

the Flood Management Area (FMA) overlay, which we address 

further below.  

 

4. PAPANUI 

 

Notified RMD at Papanui 

 

4.1 The Council supports an RMD zoning for Papanui North, however the 

Council's position is that an RMD zoning is not appropriate for 

Papanui South West and South East due to the high character and 

amenity of those areas.  Many submitters from those areas support 

the Council's position and will be appearing at this hearing in support 

of their filed statements.  We refer back to the Panel's decision in 

Stage 1 where it did not zone Riccarton Bush RMD due to similar 

concerns held by the Council, the Community Board and residents, 

and noted that the evidence on loss of amenity concerns from the 

community, was thin. 

 

4.2 In relation to Papanui South West, it is Ms Schroder's evidence that 

the area around St James Avenue contains "a recognisable character 

and amenity".  Ms Schroder notes that a number of submissions cite 

the amenity of this area and the historic importance of the street trees 

on St James Avenue.
14

  It is also Ms Schroder's evidence that the 

location of this area, being separated from the commercial core in 

Papanui due to the railway line, would not support an efficient and 

legible urban form.
15

  Due to these factors, the Council's position is 

that a residential suburban zoning is most appropriate in this area.  

 

4.3 In relation to Papanui South East, it is Ms Schroder's evidence that an 

RMD zoning would be inappropriate except for the southern side of 

Bligh Road where RMD is supported.  Ms Schroder considers the 

area east of Papanui Road has high character values similar to or 

                                                   
13

  See the evidence of Mr Clarke, Ms O'Brien and Mr Norton.  
14

  Schroder EIC, para 9.2. A late submission from Mr Gerry Brownlee as MP for Ilam, raises a similar 
concern regarding St James Avenue. 

15
  Ibid, para 9.5. 
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greater than those in Riccarton Bush.
16

  While Ms Schroder 

acknowledges that Papanui Road itself could support RMD 

development, in her opinion this would lead to an inappropriately 

fragmented urban form.
17

  It is also Ms Schroder's opinion that RMD 

development on Watford Street would lead to an inappropriate 

intrusion of RMD development into a predominantly residential 

suburban zone, which will not result in an efficient and appropriate 

urban form.
18

  

 

Additional RMD at Papanui 

 

4.4 Ms Fisher (#50) has proposed additional areas in Papanui North as 

potential alternatives to St James Avenue in her submission.  In these 

areas, there is a greater opportunity for comprehensive 

redevelopment
19

 and in Ms Schroder's view they do not have an 

identifiable and coherent character which calls to be maintained 

through less dense development.
20

  Natural justice issues, as 

discussed below, exist for these additional RMD areas. 

 

4.5 Ms Oliver has also identified some additional areas in Papanui North, 

which in her view could be appropriate for RMD zoning in the future 

(these additional areas are not notified nor subject to a submission 

and, accordingly, they cannot be rezoned through this hearing).   

 

5. HORNBY 

 

Notified RMD at Hornby 

 

5.1 The Council generally supports RMD zoning for the notified areas in 

Hornby, with a few small exceptions.
21

  These exceptions relate to 

small areas which fit the criteria of Policy 14.1.1.2 but are isolated 

and would not lead to a coherent urban form.  The exceptions are: 

 

                                                   
16

  Ibid, para 11.2. 
17

  Ibid, 10.8 and 10.9. 
18

  Schroder EIC, para 10.7. 
19

  Oliver EIC, para 7.11; Schroder, EIC, para 12.7. 
20

  Schroder EIC, paras 12.6 & 12.7. 
21

  The Council notes that Mr Blake's evidence is that there are limited numbers of sites suitable for RMD 
development.  See paragraphs 3.2, 7.1 – 7.10 and Table 3 of his EIC. 
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(a) Hornby North West – Moffett Street:  there are five 

properties on Moffett Street which meet the Policy criteria, 

however it is Ms Oliver's opinion that rezoning these 

properties in isolation would lead to an irregular urban 

form;
22

 

 

(b) Hornby West - Parker Street, Foremans Road and Steele 

Street:  this area comprises 20 properties at the edge of the 

RMD zone in this area.  It is Ms Oliver's opinion that, while 

these properties could accommodate RMD development, it 

would lead to a discontinuous urban form and that Parker 

Street makes a logical boundary for the RMD zone;
23

  

 

(c) Hornby South East - Brynley Street:  this is an isolated area 

of nine properties which are surrounded by residential 

suburban zoned areas.  Ms Oliver considers rezoning this 

small cluster of houses would result in an anomaly;
24

 and 

 

(d) Hornby South East – Trevor Street, Aymes Road and 

Blankney Street:  Ms Oliver's evidence is that a RMD zoning 

for Trevor Street and Aymes Road would lead to an anomaly 

similar to Brynley Street, but both could be appropriate for 

rezoning as part of a wider proposal.
25

  She also considers 

that RMD development would adversely impact on the street 

quality and uniformity of Blankely Street.
26

 

 

Additional RMD at Hornby 

 

5.2 Subject to the potential natural justice issues discussed in more detail 

below, the Council supports on the merits the inclusion of additional 

RMD HNZC's properties within the RMD zone at Hornby.  Otherwise, 

the Council opposes the requests for additional RMD land in Hornby. 

 

                                                   
22

  Oliver EIC, para 17.4. 
23

  Oliver EIC, paras 18.1 – 18.3. 
24

  Oliver EIC, para 19.4. 
25

  Ibid, para 19.5. 
26

  Ibid, para 19.6. 
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6. LINWOOD 

 

Notified RMD at Linwood 

 

6.1 Linwood has two defining features which affect the appropriateness of 

upzoning parts of Linwood as RMD: 

 

(a) the area suffers from social and economic difficulties;
27

 and 

 

(b) much of Linwood is covered by a FMA (as decided on in 

Decision 6).
28

 

 

6.2 Mr Norton describes in his supplementary evidence in particular the 

difficulties developers would face in creating RMD developments that 

would not displace flood waters onto other properties.
29

  It is his 

evidence that there is a significant risk that many developments may 

not be able to realise the additional development benefits of the RMD 

zoning rules, due to the difficulties of mitigating an increase in flood 

hazard risk for medium density developments in the FMA.
30

  On this 

basis, Mr Norton opposes upzoning areas of Linwood.
31

   

 

6.3 In response to the social and economic characteristics of Linwood, 

Ms Oliver in her evidence in chief recommended that RMD zoning 

should not apply to Linwood, and considers a social impact 

assessment should be carried out in advance of a significant rezoning 

in Linwood in order to ensure that the best type of housing is enabled 

in Linwood.  After considering Ms Styles' evidence, Ms Oliver through 

her rebuttal now recommends that some of the notified RMD land at 

Linwood be rezoned RMD, in addition to the additional RMD HNZC 

sites mentioned in paragraph 6.4 below.
32

   

 

                                                   
27

  Oliver EIC, paras 8.3 – 8.4. 
28

  Norton supplementary evidence.  
29

  Norton supplementary evidence, paras 3.1 – 3.10. 
30

  Ibid, para 3.6. 
31

  Ibid, para 3.6; Norton EIC, para 4.12. 
32

  Oliver rebuttal, paras 3.13 -3.18. 
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Additional RMD at Linwood 

 

6.4 Subject to the potential natural justice issues discussed below, on the 

merits the Council supports including the six HNZC properties at 

Mackworth Street in Linwood within the RMD zone for this area.  

 

7. HEIGHT OVERLAY 

 

7.1 The Council's position on a 8m versus 11m overlay for land zoned 

Living 1 or 2 in the existing City Plan and rezoned to RMD through 

this process, is that it should have a 8m height overlay.  The Council 

is comfortable with a 11m height limit for land that was Living 3 in the 

existing City Plan and zoned RMD in the RDP, given it is already 

zoned for medium density purposes in the existing Plan.  This was 

the Council's position in Stage 1, which is outlined in detail in the 

Council's Memorandum of Counsel in response to the Panel's Minute 

of 9 June -  Decision 10, dated 22 June. 

 

7.2 Neither HNZC nor the Crown submitted against the 8m height limit 

overlay applying to the Living 1/Living 2 areas in Stage 1.  They did 

not make a further submission nor bring any evidence opposing the 

Council's submission on that point.  The first time HNZC has clearly 

advanced support for the 11m limit is in this hearing.   

 

7.3 Council's witnesses, Mr Jolly and Ms Schroder (urban design) and Ms 

Oliver (planning) all support an increased height limit from the notified 

8m to 11m but only when intensification is undertaken in a 

comprehensive and efficient manner.
33

  Mr Jolly is concerned that if 

the 11m height limit was applied to small or narrow sites, with 

development undertaken in a piecemeal manner, then potential 

negative amenity effects will occur for existing and future residential 

housing where there is an abrupt change in built form.
34

  

 

                                                   
33

  The rule proposed is included in Attachment I of Ms Oliver's EIC. 
34

  Jolly EIC, paras 5.1 – 5.4; Schroder EIC, paras 18.11 – 18.14; Schroder rebuttal, paras 3.7 – 3.15; Oliver 
EIC 7.36 – 7.39; Oliver rebuttal, paras 3.19 – 3.25. 
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7.4 Ms Schroder's evidence is that the proposed height and setback rule 

will better address the transition from the existing context to RMD as 

well as encourage comprehensive redevelopment.
35

    

 

7.5 This is where other policies, rather than simply Policy 14.1.1.2 and 

meeting intensification targets becomes of particular relevance.  

Policy 14.1.4.2 in particular  directs high quality, medium density 

residential development: 

 
Encourage innovative approaches to comprehensively designed, 

high quality, medium density residential development, which is 

attractive to residents, responsive to housing demands, and 

provides a positive contribution to its environment (while 

acknowledging the need for increased densities and changes in 

residential character), through: 

 

i.  consultative planning approaches to identifying particular 

areas for residential intensification and to defining high 

quality, built and urban design outcomes for those areas; 

 

ii.  encouraging and incentivising amalgamation and 

redevelopment across large-scale residential 

intensification areas; 

 
7.6 HNZC's urban designer, Ms Rennie, has not visited the Papanui RMD 

areas, yet HNZC rely on her evidence in support of a blanket 11m 

height limit across that area of land.  Ms Rennie's evidence also 

appears to have given little consideration to what is actually on the 

ground in terms of the existing character and amenity within the three 

respective areas, and the actual effects on the affected residents of 

an 8m versus 11m height limit.  Mr Osborne's evidence for HNZC has 

not considered in any detail the impact on yield, in terms of an 8 

versus 11m height limit.  

 

8. "ADDITIONAL RMD AREAS" - SCOPE / NATURAL JUSTICE  

 

8.1 A number of submitters have requested that properties not notified as 

RMD in this proposal, be rezoned RMD (the "additional RMD" 

                                                   
35

  Schorder EIC, paras 18.1 – 18.14; rebuttal, paras 3.7 – 3.15.  



 

28023299_1.docx 12 

properties).  A decision as to their appropriate zoning was made in 

Decision 10.  It is submitted that these requests give rise to natural 

justice considerations, because the "me too" properties are not 

expressly within the scope of proposal, and therefore potentially 

affected neighbouring properties may not have had a fair opportunity 

to be heard on the submitters' requests.  

 

8.2 Under the Order in Council, the Panel's powers are not limited to the 

scope of submissions.  If however the Panel considers that changes 

are needed which are, in a material way, outside the scope of the 

proposal, the Panel is required to direct the Council to notify a new 

proposal (which is, in essence, why the notified RMD land was not 

rezoned to RMD through Decision 10).
36

   

 

8.3 As the Panel is also familiar with the case law on whether a 

submission falls "within the ambit" of a plan change (in this case, a 

proposal).  We do not address that case law in detail in the body of 

these submissions but have set out the relevant principles from the 

High Court's decision in Palmerston North City Council v Motor 

Machinists Ltd [2014] NZRMA 519 in Appendix 2 to these 

submissions for the Panel's reference.  

 

8.4 One key question from the Motor Machinists decision is whether the 

submission can "reasonably be said to fall within the ambit of the plan 

change".
37

  In this respect, the present proposal is distinct from a 

district or area wide proposal / plan review (or plan change) which 

addresses residential zones more generally.  The Panel's directions 

in paragraph [454] of the Stage 1 Residential Decision set a clear 

boundary for potential additional RMD areas in Linwood, Papanui and 

Hornby.  The directions did not invite a broader inquiry in to whether 

other adjacent areas should be RMD. 

 

8.5 It is submitted that, in the present circumstances, there is a real risk 

that people potentially affected by the proposal, if modified in 

response to the additional RMD submissions, would be denied an 

effective opportunity to participate in the plan change process.  Those 

properties would have been notified of their proposed zonings 

                                                   
36

  Order in Council, clause 13. 
37

  At [81]. 
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through the Stage 1 Proposal and then had the opportunity to make 

submissions.  They subsequently would have been notified of the 

Panel's Stage 1 Residential Decision, which gave no indication that 

areas other than those in the Panel's directions for this proposal 

would be reconsidered.  If a submitter sought the retention of a 

residential zoning in their area and that was confirmed in the Stage 1 

Decision, they could quite reasonably expect that there is no prospect 

of a change to an RMD zoning in their area, unless their property was 

included within the scope of the Panel's directions for this proposal.  

 

8.6 Also of relevance, is the possible effects on those landowners 

adjacent to an additional RMD area.  There is a real risk that people 

affected by a confirmed additional RMD rezoning request, such as 

adjacent landowners, may have been denied an effective opportunity 

to participate in this hearing. 

 

8.7 In light of this risk, the Council respectfully submits that, unless a 

particular "additional RMD" submitter can demonstrate that their 

submission is within the scope of the Proposal and there are no 

prejudice / natural justice issues, the Panel should err on the side of 

caution and decline that relief.   

 

8.8 In this respect, Council invites submitters, in particular HNZC given its 

evidence supporting the zoning of the entire Proposal, to advance 

legal submissions demonstrating that such submissions are "on" the 

notified Proposal, and that satisfy the Panel that no natural justice 

issues exist for affected landowners.    

 

8.9 Finally, Counsel wish to record that if the Panel confirms the RMD 

zoning of any of the additional RMD land, it will need to revisit its 

Decision 10, where that same land was confirmed as being 

appropriately zoned RS or RSDT.   

 

9. ACCEPT / REJECT TABLE 

 

9.1 Since filing rebuttal evidence, the Panel has accepted late primary 

(the Crown) and further submissions (various).  Attached to these 
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submissions in Appendix 3 is an updated table, setting out the 

Council's position on those additional submission points.  

 

10. COUNCIL WITNESSES 

 

10.1 The Council has filed the following evidence in support of its position 

(noting that the Panel has granted leave for Mr Wright and Ms O'Brien 

to be excused from appearing at the hearing): 

 

(a) Tim Wright (transport); 

(b) Bridget O'Brien (wastewater and water supply); 

(c) Brian Norton (stormwater); 

(d) Edward Jolly (urban design – focused on HNZ's interests); 

(e) Josephine Schroder (urban design); 

(f) William Blake (feasibility/likelihood of development); and 

(g) Sarah-Jane Oliver (planning). 

 

 
 
DATED this 3

rd
 day of July 2016 

 
 

 

   
___________________________________ 

J G A Winchester / S J Scott  
Counsel for Christchurch City Council 
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APPENDIX 1 

SUMMARY OF INTENSIFICATION TARGETS 

1. The LURP specifies an overall target of 20,742 new households to be provided 

through infill and intensification across the greater Christchurch area by 2028.  

It also specifies related targets for the proportion of intensification growth to 

total household growth during specified phases through to 2028. 

 

2. The CRPS, as modified by the LURP, gives related directions as summarised 

at paragraphs [17] to [22] and [88] of Decision 10.  Paragraph 88 states: 

 

Related CRPS directions 

 

[88] On the topic of residential intensification, we observe that, in summary:  

 

(a) The CRPS specifies intensification development targets for 

Greater Christchurch as percentages of overall growth, and 

also Christchurch City (50 households per hectare within the 

Central City and 30 households per hectare elsewhere) but not 

for either Selwyn or Waimakariri districts (other than for 

greenfield areas); however,  

 

(b) The CRPS is silent as to the proportion of the greater 

Christchurch intensification target that is to occur within 

Christchurch City, other than to the extent it indicates an 

expectation that a “significant proportion of intensification will 

take place in the city rather than Selwyn and Waimakariri”; 

and,  

 

(c) It gives strong direction that intensification in Christchurch is to 

be focussed in the Central City, near KACs and Larger 

Neighbourhood Centres (‘LNCs’) and on key transport routes; 

and,  

 

(d) It gives related direction on the integration of land use and 

infrastructure (particularly in Policy 6.3.5 and Methods), which 

extends beyond RMA land use planning to also encompass 

related infrastructure asset “planning” and “programming” in 

the wider statutory sense. In particular, the method to Policy 

6.3.5 states that local authorities should:  
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Give consideration to any infrastructure projects that may be 

needed to give effect to Policy 6.3.5 and include them in their 

Annual Plans, the Three Year Plan, Long Term Plans, the 

Regional Land Transport Programme or other infrastructure 

plans, as appropriate to enable the orderly and efficient 

development of priority areas.  

 
3. Strategic Objective 3.3.4 concerns housing capacity and choice and specifies 

that for the period 2012 to 2028, an additional 23,700 dwellings are enabled 

through a combination of residential intensification, brownfield and greenfield 

development. 

 

4. As the Stage 1 hearing, the Panel was presented with competing economic 

evidence from the Council and Crown as to how much intensification should be 

provided for by reference to the intensification targets.  The Panel findings 

were as follows: 

 

[94] The two experts did not fundamentally disagree on the approach to 

modelling intensification.  However, they disagreed in relation to key 

inputs to that modelling. One difference concerned the proportion of the 

Greater Christchurch intensification target that should be assigned to 

the city.  Dr Fairgray assumed 79 per cent or 16,600 additional 

dwellings; Mr Schellekens assumed 90 per cent or 20,742 additional 

dwellings.  Another difference concerned whether Housing New 

Zealand Corporation (‘Housing NZ’) and retirement village 

developments should be excluded from the calculation of the available 

capacity for intensification within the city.  Mr Schellekens excluded 

them, on the understanding that they were already accounted for in the 

modelling. Dr Fairgray included them, on the understanding that the 

modelling had not fully accounted for them.  Another difference 

concerned the extent of “filtering out” that was appropriate to predict 

how much of the zoned RMD area would realistically result in 

intensification development.  “Filtering out” refers to a process for 

accounting for land values in calculating intensification capacity. Dr 

Fairgray filtered out a lower percentage than Mr Schellekens. Their 

differences essentially concerned how much account should be taken 

of faster increases in land value compared to built assets. 

 

[95] However, in the following significant respects, the experts were in 

essential agreement: 
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(a) The base model used is a relatively rough tool for the purposes 

of making decisions on the extent of RMD zoning, being 

described by Mr Schellekens as “very high level” and “not 

perfect”, and Dr Fairgray as “a generally appropriate approach 

for wide scale assessment, to indicate potential capacity 

according to the assumptions and information applied”. Those 

concessions bring an associated reliability risk to the accuracy 

of their respective predictions as to how much RMD zoning 

would suffice.   

 

(b) Even when redevelopment is both plan-enabled and 

economically feasible, there is no guarantee it will occur, and 

only a small percentage of total zoned land could be expected 

to be developed. 

 

[96] Those points of agreement make it unnecessary for us to reach any 

determination of which of their ultimate recommendations we prefer. In 

essence, we find that the most appropriate plan approach is somewhat 

in between their respective positions.  
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APPENDIX 2 

PRINCIPLES FROM  

PALMERSTON NORTH CITY COUNCIL v MOTOR MACHINISTS LTD 

 

1. The High Court in Palmerston North City Council v Motor Machinists [2014] 

NZRMA 519 firmly endorsed the two-limb approach from Clearwater Resort 

Limited v Christchurch City Council HC Christchurch AP34/02, 14 March 2003.  

The two questions that must be asked are: 

 

1.1 whether the submission addresses the change to the pre-existing 

status quo advanced by the proposed plan; and  

 

1.2 whether there is a real risk that people affected by the plan change (if 

modified in response to the submission) would be denied an effective 

opportunity to participate in the plan change process.  

 
2. A submission can only be fairly said to be "on" a proposed plan if it meets both 

these limbs.  The High Court in Motor Machinists clearly confirms that "on" 

should not be treated as meaning "in connection with".  The principles that 

underlie these decisions are those of fairness and due process, which are 

embodied in the RMA by its emphasis on public participation in decision 

making. 

 

3. While Motor Machinists does endorse the Clearwater approach, the decision 

indicates a tightening of the two-limb approach.  The Court began by stating 

that for a submission to be "on" a plan change, it must directly address the 

degree of change in the proposed plan/change itself.  The first limb is the 

dominant consideration and acts as a 'filter'.   

 

4. A notified plan change will not always change the status quo, and the inclusion 

of those words in the first limb are arguably inimical to the purpose of a plan 

review.  The first limb in the Motor Machinists case has more recently been 

considered in an application for declarations in the Environment Court, 

Palmerston North Industrial and Residential Developments Limited v 

Palmerston North City Council [2014] NZEnvC 17.  The Court concurred with 

the following extract from the Palmerston North City Council's legal 

submissions:38 

                                                   
38

  Paragraph [57]. 

http://www.westlaw.co.nz/maf/wlnz/app/document?&src=doc&docguid=I282f00fca00311e0a619d462427863b2&hitguid=I7e4eb7a99f4611e0a619d462427863b2&snippets=true&startChunk=1&endChunk=1&isTocNav=true&tocDs=AUNZ_NZ_LEGCOMM_TOC&extLink=false#anchor_I7e4eb7a99f4611e0a619d462427863b2
http://www.westlaw.co.nz/maf/wlnz/app/document?&src=doc&docguid=I282f00fca00311e0a619d462427863b2&hitguid=I7e4eb7a99f4611e0a619d462427863b2&snippets=true&startChunk=1&endChunk=1&isTocNav=true&tocDs=AUNZ_NZ_LEGCOMM_TOC&extLink=false#anchor_I7e4eb7a99f4611e0a619d462427863b2
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 Palmerston North City Council is entitled to put forward changes to 

provisions in its district plan at any time to provide for urban growth in 

particular areas (in this case Whakarongo Residential Area), without risking 

opening the debate to a much wider one of where else growth should occur.  

Proposing an area to be rezoned does not open the door to submission on 

'where else', but 'whether and how'.  This is the point of Palmerston North 

City Council v Motor Machinists Ltd. 

 

5. This extract is relevant to the question of whether submissions are on a 

geographic area of land notified through this proposal.   
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APPENDIX 3 

UPDATED ACCEPT / REJECT TABLE 
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Residential Medium Density Proposal for Hornby, Linwood and Papanui 
 

RECOMMENDED DECISION ON SUBMISSIONS – ACCEPT AND REJECT TABLE  
 

Note: Updated with late submissions and further submissions as highlighted  
 

  

Submitter  Submission 
No.  

Submission 
Point No.  

Request  Decision Sought  Accept Accept in 
Part 

Reject 

Xu Zhao RMD01  .1  Oppose Opposes the proposal for Papanui. No 
decision requested. 

 √  

Further Submissions Support?    

F6 - Christopher Soutar Yes   √  

F31 – C Cockerton Yes  √  

 .2 Support  Retain the proposal for Hornby.  √  

Joy Frances Priest and 
Fenton Robin Thomson 

RMD02 .1 Support Retain the proposal for Linwood.   √  

 William Francis Bland  RMD03 .1 Oppose  Opposes the proposal for Papanui. No 
decision requested. 

 √  

Further Submissions Support?    

F7 - Christopher Soutar Yes   √  

Michael Aaron Smith RMD04 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Elmarie Grublys  RMD05 .1 Amend Amend proposal for Papanui by making 
provision for a dedicated car park space for 
each property even when garage space is 

 √  
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deemed unnecessary. 

Further Submissions Support?    

 F1 - Housing New Zealand Corporation No √   

Kathryn Kircher RMD06 .1  Support Retain the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Nigel Vaughan Blair RMD07 .1 Support  Retain the proposal for Hornby.  √  

Noeline Clark RMD08 .1  Support Retain the proposal for Hornby.  √  

Joanne Pearson RMD09 
  

.1 Amend Amend the proposal for Papanui by providing 
for medium density housing on both sides of 
Hawthorne Street. 

  √ 

Further Submissions Support?    

F8 - Christopher Soutar No √   

Brett John Harrison RMD10 .1 Amend Amend the proposal for Hornby by including 
36, 38, 40, 42, 44, 46, 48, 50, 52, 54, and 56 
Brynley Street. 

√   

Zhu Zhai Zhang and Fromnz 
Property Limited 

RMD11 .1 Support Retain the proposal for Hornby.  √  

Mark Craig Morgan RMD12 .1 Support Retain the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Harjit Singh RMD13 .1 Support Retain the proposal for Hornby.  √  

.2 Support Retain the proposal for Linwood.  √  

.3 Support Retain the proposal for Papanui.  √  

Savoy Arnold Sianipar RMD14 .1 Support Retain the proposal for Papanui.    

Sandra Anne Queree RMD15 .1 Oppose  Delete the proposal for Linwood. √   

Tamami Furakawa RMD16 .1 Oppose  Delete the proposal for Linwood. √   
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Robert John Perry RMD17 .1 Oppose  Delete the proposal for Hornby.  √  

Further Submissions Support?    

F5 -  Lyn Wilson Support  √  

Christopher Peter Steiner RMD18 .1 Oppose  Delete the proposal for Papanui.  √  

Further Submissions Support?    

F9 - Christopher Soutar Yes  √  

Russell Mark Harry and 
Elisabeth Susan Staniland 

RMD19 .1 Support  Retain the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Jacqueline Ruth Cawthorn RMD 20 .1 Support  Supports the proposal for Linwood. No decision 
requested. 

 √  

Barry Clark RMD21 .1 Oppose  Delete the proposal for Papanui.   √  

Further Submissions Support?    

F32 – C Cockerton Yes  √  

Joanne Mary Dobson RMD22 .1 Amend Review the size of the zoning area being 
covered and    looked at in the proposal for 
Papanui.  

 √  

John Leslie McCammon 
and Colleen Bridget 
McCammon 

RMD23 .1 Amend Amend proposal for Papanui by having 
greater regard to retaining environment, 
trees, birds etc. Have regard to the history of 
St James Avenue as a memorial to servicemen 
who fought overseas and who did not return.  

 √  

Zishu Zhang RMD24 .1 Support Retain the proposal for Papanui.  √  

Barrie Jackson Thomas 
Henderson 

RMD25 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Anil Yadav RMD26 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Hornby.  √  
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Susanne Patricia Trim RMD27 .1 Amend Amend the proposal for Papanui by providing 
for high density housing between Cranford 
Street and Paparoa Street School as an 
alternative to Papanui, with a concurrent 
reduction in the three amended areas 
proposed, particularly the two proposed off 
Papanui Road. 

 √  

Further Submissions Support?    

F10 - Christopher Soutar Yes  √  

Jessica Yoon RMD28 .1 Support Retain the proposal for Papanui.  √  

Hamish Frizell RMD29 .1 Support Retain the proposal for Papanui.  √  

Gareth Malcom Clark RMD30 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui.  √  

Further submissions Support?    

F33 – C Cockerton Yes  √  

Graeme Rapley Simmons RMD31 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Hornby.  √  

Cinthya Alicia Ibarcena 
Ardiles 

RMD32 .1 Support Retain the proposal for Papanui.  √  

Damin Major RMD33 .1 Support Retain the proposal for Hornby.  √  

Fraser Robert Hope RMD34 .1 Support Retain the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Anthony Johannus Ward RMD35 .1 Support Retain the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Andrea Jane Willemse RMD36 .1 Support Retain the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Chuanyang Li and Mengxia 
Chen 

RMD37 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Hornby.  √  

May MacRae Langdon RMD38  .1 Oppose Opposes proposal for Hornby. No decisions 
requested. 

 √  
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Nicola Martelli RMD39 .1  Oppose Delete the proposal for Hornby.  √  

Linda Mary Kirk RMD40 .1  Amend Amend the proposal for Hornby by providing 
for single storey buildings only.  

  √ 

Further Submissions Support?    

 F2 - Housing New Zealand Corporation No √   

Derek August Spooner RMD41 .1 Amend Amend the proposal for Linwood by reducing 
density plans in favour of commercial zoning 
and more business.  

  √ 

Further Submissions Support?    
F34 – C Cockerton No √   

Hasmukh Chhagan RMD42 .1 Support Retain the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Wong Kee Ung RMD43 .1 Support Supports proposal for Papanui. No decision 
requested. 

 √  

John Hunter and Fiona 
Hunter 

RMD44 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Hornby.  √  

John William Pickering RMD45 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui.  √  

Further Submissions Support?    

F11 - Christopher Soutar Yes  √  

Brian William Mills RMD46 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Further Submissions Support?    

F16 - Hagley/Ferrymead Community 
Board 

Yes  √  

Cassandra Tucker RMD47 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Further Submissions Support?    

F17- Hagley/Ferrymead Community Yes  √  



 

28023299_1.docx 6 

Board 

CGS Trust RMD48 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui.  √  

Further Submissions Support?    

F12 - Christopher Soutar Yes  √  

 F18- Hagley/Ferrymead Community 
Board 

Yes  √  

Bryce John Paul RMD49 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Jenny Fisher RMD50 .1 Amend Amend the proposal for Papanui by retaining 
Residential Suburban zoning for St James 
Avenue and Bellvue Avenue. 

 √  

.2 Amend Consider amending proposal for Papanui to 
include alternative areas identified on a map 
attached to the submissions as residential 
medium density rather than St James Avenue 
and Bellvue Avenue. 

  

Further Submissions Support?    

F35 – C Cockerton  Yes  √  

 

James Arthur Lawson RMD51 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui.  √  

 Further Submissions Support?    

F13 - Christopher Soutar Yes  √  

Graeme Michael Farrant RMD52 .1 Support Retain the proposal for Linwood.  √  

AT and BI Peddie Family Trust RMD53 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui  √  

Further Submissions Support?    

F14 - Christopher Soutar Yes  √  
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 .2 Amend Consider amending proposal for Papanui to 
include alternative areas identified on a 
map attached to the submissions as 
residential medium density rather than St 
James Avenue and Bellvue Avenue. 

 √  

Cheryl Hogarth RMD54 .1 Amend Amend the proposal for Papanui by 
excluding the area bordering Matsons 
Avenue, Windermere Road, Dalriada Street, 
Bellvue Avenue, St James Avenue and the 
railway line. 

 √  

Karen Stephens RMD55 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Hornby  √  

J Kennedy RMD56 .1 Support Retain the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Erin Kennedy RMD57 .1 Support Retain the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Tracey Collins-Painter RMD58 .1 Support Supports the proposal for Linwood. No 
decision requested. 

 √  

Theresa Chow RMD59 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui.  √  

Ngaio Athlea Kenny RMD60 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui.  √  

Shirley/Papanui Community 
Board 

RMD61 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui.  √  

Further Submissions Support?    

F15 - Christopher Soutar Yes  √  

F19- Hagley/Ferrymead Community 
Board 

Yes  √  

Patricia Ross and David Ross RMD62 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui.  √  

Further Submissions Support?    

F36 – C Cockerton Yes  √  
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Ross Houliston RMD63 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Hornby.  √  

Peter Jasper and Ruth Carson RMD64 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Neale Tomlinson and Ishwari 
Naidu 

RMD65 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Dean Holster RMD66 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Pravin Awadh Ram and Roselyn 
Mani 

RMD67 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Abelardo Martin and Marichu 
Martin 

RMD68 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Kimberley Black RMD69 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Graeme Montague Keeley RMD70 .1 Amend Amend the proposal for Papanui by 
excluding housing on both sides of St James 
Avenue from the residential medium 
density zoning. 

 √  

Evelyn Alice McIver Keeley RMD71 .1 Amend Amend the proposal for Papanui by 
excluding housing on both sides of St James 
Avenue from the residential medium 
density zoning. 

 √  

Further Submissions Support?    

F37 – C Cockerton Yes  √  

John Sun RMD72 .1 Amend Include 60 Brynley Street in proposal for 
Hornby. 

√   

Rob Isaacs and Mandy Holster RMD73 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Darren Yaxley RMD74 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui.  √  

Dyane Stokes and Richard 
Stokes 

RMD75 .1  Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui.  √  
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Catherine Veronica Christie RMD76 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui.  √  

Ki Lung Lau RMD77 .1 Amend Amend the proposal for Hornby by 
including 66 Brynley Street as Residential 
Medium Density. 

√   

Gina Lorraine Beecroft RMD78 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Warren James Leslie RMD79 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Colin Edward Mercer RMD80 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Further Submissions Support?    

F20 - Hagley/Ferrymead Community 
Board 

Yes  √  

Faye Sedgley and Ron Sedgley RMD81 .1 Support Retain the proposal for Papanui.  √  

Rory Dawber and Susan 
Dawber 

RMD82 .1 Amend Amend the proposal for Papanui so that the 
northern side of Paparoa Street, Perry 
Street West, Rayburn Avenue and Dormer 
Street remain zoned as Residential 
Suburban. 

√   

Dominic Mahoney and Kirsten 
Mahoney 

RMD 83 .1 Amend Amend the proposal for Papanui so that the 
residential properties on Perry Street, 
Dormer Street, Paparoa Street and Rayburn 
Avenue are zoned Residential Suburban. 

√   

Peter McAuley RMD 84 .1 Support Retain the proposal for Papanui.  √  

Neil Davidson RMD85 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui.  √  

Nathan John Muir RMD86 .1 Oppose  Delete the proposal for Hornby.  √  

Vicki Margaret Head RMD 87 .1 Support Retain the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Geoff Williams and Deborah 
Williams 

RMD88 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui.  √  
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Christopher Stuart Winefield 
and Phillipa Kate Tucker 

RMD89 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui.  √  

Brendon Gredig RMD90 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui.  √  

Christian Paul Jordan RMD91 .1 Amend Amend the proposal for Papanui by 
imposing rules that require a maximum 
building height limit of 8 metres, a 
minimum lot size of 250m2 and the 
recession plan requirements for the 
Residential Suburban Density Transition 
zone to apply in the proposed RMD zones 
to the south and west of Papanui (being 
Blighs/Watford/ Dormer/Perry/Paparoa 
and St James/Windermere). 

 √  

Further Submissions Support?    

F3 – Housing New Zealand Corporation No  √  

Christian Paul Jordan RMD92 .1 Amend  Amend the proposal for Linwood by 
requiring that only the blocks between 
Eastgate and Pamela and Jollie Streets, and 
the first 100 metres of Norwich and McLean 
Streets should be zoned standard RMD. The 
balance of the proposed area should have a 
maximum building height of 2 storeys. 

 √  

Further Submissions Support?    

F4– Housing New Zealand Corporation No  √  

Michael Eugen Hilliard and 
Jeanette Mary Spencer 

RMD93 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui.  √  
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Rebecca Brinkhurst RMD94 .1 Amend  Amend the proposal for Papanui by 
retaining the Residential Suburban zoning 
for northern Paparoa Street, Perry Street, 
Rayburn Avenue and Dormer Street. 

√   

Gavin Milverton and Bronwyn 
Alexander 

RMD95 .1 Support Retain the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Hannah Clarke RMD96 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui  √  

Paul Scales RMD97 .1 Amend Amend the proposal for Papanui by 
removing St James Avenue from the 
proposed plan for medium density housing. 

√   

Anne Marie Rose RMD98 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Kiwi Income Property Trust and 
Kiwi Property Holdings Limited 

RMD99 .1 Support  Support the proposal for Papanui. No 
decision requested. 

 √  

NPT Limited RMD100 .1 Support Retain the proposal for Linwood.  √  

.2 Add Make such further or consequential relief as 
may be necessary to give full effect to the 
relief sought in the submission. 

 √  

Roger Kilpatrick and Nola 
Kilpatrick 

RMD101 .1 Support Retain the proposal for Papanui.  √  

Leah Scales RMD102 .1 Amend Amend the proposal for Papanui by 
removing St James Avenue from the 
proposed plan for medium density housing. 

√   

Brian Thompson RMD103 .1  Oppose Delete the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Hagley/Ferrymead Community 
Board 

RMD104 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Maree Candish RMD105 .1 Amend Amend proposals for Hornby, Linwood and 
Papanui by adding: 

  √ 
Annual 
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"The Council will create a specific and significant 
budget for the enhancement of council facilities 
and encouragement of private facilities in these 
residential medium density zones in order to 
promote a sense of community and well-being 
and to maintain vegetative cover. Such 
enhancements may include street plantings and 
the creation of pocket parks. Such 
encouragement of private facilities may include 
leasing council land for cafes or allowing cafes 
on residential land and the leasing of Council 
land for small organic market gardens.  
The Council will report annually to households in 
the affected areas on achievements and plans 
for this Medium Density Community Building 
budget. 
The Council will set aside a specific budget for 
the enhancement of Council facilities and 
encouragement of private facilities in these 
three residential medium density area zones in 
order to promote a sense of community and 
well-being and to maintain vegetative cover. 
Such enhancement of Council facilities may 
include street plantings including tall trees and 
the creation of pocket parks. Such 
encouragement of private facilities may include 
leasing council land for cafes or allowing cafes 
on private residential land, or the development 
of leases of Council land for small organic 
market gardens. 

Plan 
Matter 
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 The Council will report annually to households 
in the affected areas on achievements and plans 
for this Medium Density Community Building 
budget." 

Pamela Patricia Hill RMD106 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Robert Keith Edwards RMD107 .1 Support Retain the proposal for Papanui.  √  

Karen Louise Edwards RMD108 .1 Support Retain the proposal for Papanui.  √  

James Alexander Rouch RMD109 .1  Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui.  √  

Diana Mary McMurtrie RMD110 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui.  √  

Valerie Sykes and Veitch Holdings 
Ltd 

RMD111 .1 Amend Remove Watford Street from proposal for 
Papanui. 

√   

Stephen Francis Connor and Mary 
Terese Connor 

RMD112 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui.  √  

Denis John McMurtrie RMD113 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui, in particular 
the Rayburn, Perry, Dormer Street Strowan 
area. 

√   

Stuart John Crichton RMD114 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui.  √  

.2 Amend  Zone St James Avenue Residential Suburban.   

Lois McCallum  RMD115 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui.  √  

Brent Andrew Ford RMD116 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui.  √  

Ken Baxter and Lyndsay Baxter RMD117 .1 Amend Amend the proposal for Papanui by zoning the 
northern side of Paparoa Street, Perry Street 
West, Rayburn Avenue and Dormer Street as 
Residential Suburban. 

√   

Christine Diane Cook RMD118 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Hornby.  √  

Marilyn Joan Wilson and Clive 
John Selwyn Wilson 

RMD119 .1 Support Retain the proposal for Linwood.  √  
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Ny Penh RMD120 .1 Support Retain the proposal for Hornby.  √  

Robert Lewis RMD121 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Chris Robert Outram RMD122 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Islay McLeod RMD123 .1 Oppose  Delete the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Philip Ma'ama'a Faletanoai-Evalu RMD124 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Linwood.  √  

Matthew David Stockwell RMD125 .1 Amend Amend the proposal for Linwood by retaining 
'L2' zoning for 152 to 182 Bordesley Street. 
Specifically, draw a straight line from 36 
Wellington Street to 158 Oliviers Road which 
will achieve this request. 

 √  

Housing New Zealand 
Corporation 

RMD126 .1 Support Retain RMD zoning in the areas identified on 
Planning Map 24 (Papanui). 

 √ for 126.1; 
126.2; 

126.3; 126.4 

√ for 
126.5 

  .2 Add Include additional areas on Planning Map 24 
(Papanui) requested by landowners if they meet 
the requirements of Policy 14.1.1.2. 

   

.3 Oppose Delete the Residential Medium Density Lower 
Height Limit Overlay for the areas identified on 
Planning Map 24 (Papanui). 

  

.4 Support Retain RMD zoning in the areas identified on 
Planning Maps 32, 33, 39, and 40 (Linwood). 

  

.5 Add Include the properties at 75, 77, 77A, B and C, 
and 79 Mackworth Street, Linwood in the RMD 
zone. 

  

Further Submissions Support?    

F21 - Hagley/Ferrymead Community Board No  √  

 .6 Add Include additional areas on Planning Maps 32, 33, 
39 and 40 (Linwood) requested by landowners if 

  √ 
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they meet the requirements of Policy 14.1.1.2. 

Further Submissions Support?    

F22 - Hagley/Ferrymead Community Board No  √  

 .7 Delete Delete the Residential Medium Density Lower 
Height Limit Overlay for the areas identified on 
Planning Maps 32, 33, 39 and 40 (Linwood). 

 √  

.8 Support Retain RMD zoning in the areas identified on 
Planning Maps 36 and 37 (Hornby). 

 √ 

.9 Add  Include the properties at 23, 25, 27, and 29 Amuri 
Street, and 24, 26, 28, 30, 32, 34, 34A, 36, 38, 40, 
42, 44, 46, 48, 50, 50A and 52 Gilberthorpes 
Road, Hornby in the RMD proposal. 

 √ 

.10 Add Include additional areas on Planning Maps 36 and 
37 (Hornby) requested by landowners if they 
meet the requirements of Policy 14.1.1.2. 

 √ 

.11 Delete Delete the Residential Medium Density Lower 
Height Limit Overlay for the areas identified on 
Planning Maps 36 and 37 (Hornby). 

  

Colin and Maureen McGavin RMD127 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui  √  

Simon Fowke RMD128 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui  √  

Mary Scales RMD129 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui  √  

Margaret Howley RMD130 .1 Oppose Delete the proposal for Papanui  √  

Further Submissions Support?    

FS26 – Gerry Brownlee MP Ilam Yes  √  

FS27 – PEP & LJ Scott Yes  √  

FS28 – WC Van Den Ende and others listed 
in this further submission 

Yes  √  



 

28023299_1.docx 16 

FS29 – K N Hampton Yes  √  

The Chief Executive of the 
Department of the Prime Minister 
and Cabinet for an on behalf of 
the Crown 

RMD131 The Crown continues to be content to abide by 
the Hearing’s Panels decision in relation to the 
final form and location of the additional RMD 
zonings proposed by the RMD Proposal. The 
Crown seeks the following relief: (a) The Crown 
wishes to abide by the Hearings Panel’s decision 
on the RMD Proposal. 
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APPENDIX 4 

Maps showing Council's position on the merits for RMD Zoning at Papanui, 

Hornby and Linwood 

 


