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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Sarah-Jane Oliver.  I hold the position of Principal 

Advisor Planning (Strategy and Planning Group) at the Christchurch 

City Council (Council).  I have been in this position for six years. 

 

1.2 I hold a Bachelor of Commerce and Management and Post Graduate 

Diploma of Resource Studies from Lincoln University. I have 17 years' 

experience in resource management planning, the first six as a 

planning consultant in private practice followed by 11 years in local 

government.  I have a broad range of experience, including in 

resource consents, plan changes, structure and area plans (leader of 

the South-West Christchurch Area Plan), policy, earthquake recovery 

planning (seconded to CERA in 2011) and strategic policy and 

planning at the district and regional level (through the Urban 

Development Strategy and proposed Change 1 to the Canterbury 

Regional Policy Statement).   

 

1.3 I have been the Stage 2 Residential Chapter 14 leader since June 

2014.  As part of my role at the Council I have been asked to provide 

planning evidence in relation to the: 

 

(a) Stage 2 Residential Chapter (now subject to Decision 17); 

(b) the Residential New Neighbourhood Zone provisions;  

(c) Open Space Coastal Zone (previously the Residential Bach 

Zone) proposed in Stage 2; and 

(d) provisions relating specifically to the existing baches at 

Taylors Mistake, Hobsons Bay and Boulder Bay proposed in 

Stage 3 of the Coastal Environment Proposal 19. 

 

1.4 I did not provide evidence on the Residential Medium Density (RMD) 

provisions and zoning in Stage 1.   

 

1.5 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 

contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I 

agree to comply with it.  I confirm that I have considered all the 

material facts that I am aware of that might alter or detract from the 

opinions that I express, and that this evidence is within my area of 
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expertise, except where I state that I am relying on the evidence of 

another person.  The Council, as my employer, has agreed to me 

giving expert evidence on its behalf in accordance with my duties 

under the Code of Conduct. 

 

1.6 I refer to the following areas or zones in my evidence: 

 

(a) notified RMD area/zone or Proposal – the RMD land 

notified by the Council on the planning maps, through this 

proposal; 

(b) additional RMD area/zone – the additional RMD land 

sought to be rezoned to RMD, through submissions on this 

proposal; 

(c) deleted RMD area/zone – land notified as RMD in this 

proposal, that submitters do not want zoned RMD; 

(d) additional consulted RMD area/zone – the land that was 

consulted on in Stage 1 as possible intensification areas, but 

not notified in Stage 1 as RMD; and 

(e) Decision 10  RMD zone – the land confirmed as RMD, 

through the Panel's decision in Stage 1.  

 

1.7 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view 

while preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) the Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch;  

(b) the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP);  

(c) the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS);  

(d) the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement 

District Plan) Order 2014 Order in Council (Order in 

Council) and in particular Schedule 4 - the Ministers' 

Statement of Expectations (SOE);  and 

(e) the Independent Hearing Panel's decisions on the: 

(i) Strategic Directions Proposal;  

(ii) the Stage 1 Natural Hazards Proposal; and 

(iii) the Stage 1 and 2 Residential Proposals. 
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1.8 I am also relying on the evidence of the following witnesses: 

 

Filed on this Proposal: 

(a) Ms Josephine Schröder (urban design); 

(b) Mr Edward Jolly (urban design in relation to the Housing 

New Zealand land only); 

(c) Mr William Blake (valuer); 

(d) Ms Bridget O'Brien (water supply and wastewater); 

(e) Mr Brian Norton (stormwater management); 

(f) Mr Timothy Wright (transport); 

 

  Filed on other proposals considered by the Panel: 

(g) Mr Scott Blair Stage 1 Residential Proposal (planning);
1
 

(h) Dr Douglas Fairgray Stage 1 Residential Proposal 

(economics);
2
 

(i) Mr Mark Teesdale Stage 1 Residential Proposal 

(intensification modelling) on behalf of the Council and the 

Crown;
3
 and 

(j) Mr John Schellekens Stage 1 Residential Proposal ( 

economic), on behalf of the Crown.
4
 

 

1.9 My evidence has the following attachments: 

 

(a) Attachment A: Stage 1 notified Planning Maps, annotated 

with the notified RMD areas; 

(b) Attachment B: Relevant objectives and policies of the 

Replacement District Plan;  

(c) Attachment C: Overview of area consulted on prior to the 

notification of Stage 1 (also referred to as the pre-notification 

area), notified RMD areas, areas meeting Policy 14.1.1.2 

criteria, and Decision 10 RMD zones; 

                                                   
1
  Evidence in chief of Adam Scott Blair, Stage 1 Residential proposal, dated 12 March 2015, 

Supplementary evidence of Adam Scott Blair, Stage 1 Residential proposal, dated 14 April 2015, Rebuttal 
evidence of Adam Scott Blair, Stage 1 Residential proposal, dated 25 March 2015, Second Rebuttal of 
Adam Scott Blair, Stage 1 Residential proposal, dated 27 March 2015. 

2
  Evidence in chief of Dr James Douglas Marshall Fairgray, Stage 1 Residential proposal, dated 11 March 

2015, Rebuttal evidence of Dr James Douglas Marshall Fairgray, Stage 1 Residential proposal, dated 25 
March 2015. 

3
  Evidence in chief of Mark Sutherland Teesdale, Stage 1 Residential proposal, dated 11 March 2015. 

4
  Evidence in chief of John Schellekens , Stage 1 Residential proposal, dated 20 March 2015 
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(d) Attachment D: Map illustrating requested amendments 

through submissions including areas sought to be additional 

RMD zones or deleted RMD zones; 

(e) Attachment E: Notified RMD areas with site size and 

building age information; 

(f) Attachment F: Map illustrating indicative areas subject to 

the Enhanced Development Mechanism decided on in 

Decision 10, showing notified and additional RMD zones;   

(g) Attachment G: Comparison of multi-unit residential 

development within the Residential Suburban, Residential 

Suburban Density Transition, and Residential Medium 

Density Zones; 

(h) Attachment H: Linwood 1962 and 1995 planning maps from 

the respective District Schemes, and 2013 Census 

QuickStats about Linwood; 

(i) Attachment I: Recommended revised RMD zone 

boundaries and Revised Proposal in relation to Rule 

14.3.3.3 Building height and maximum number of storeys;  

(j) Attachment J: Recommended Decision on Submissions - 

Accept-Reject Table of submissions; 

(k) Attachment K: Map showing Potential Areas for further 

consideration, and Notified RMD zones; and  

(l) Attachment L: Extracts from the "Exploring New Housing 

Choices for changing lifestyles" report. 

 

1.10 My evidence references a document titled "Exploring New Housing 

Choices for changing lifestyles", which was prepared by the 

Christchurch City Council and Jasmax Limited (consultant architects, 

urban designers, interior designers and landscape architects).  This 

document looks at new housing solutions (including multi-unit and 

comprehensive developments) for Christchurch, and extracts are 

included in Attachment L.
5
  

 

1.11 I undertook a site visit of the notified RMD areas on 11 April 2016.  I 

have also visited all of the additional RMD areas requested for 

inclusion through submissions on the 23 April 2016. 

 

                                                   
5
  "Exploring New Housing Choices for changing lifestyles" can be found at  

https://issuu.com/christchurchcitycouncil/docs/exploringnewhousingchoices-ccc-2012.   
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2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My evidence addresses whether Residential Medium Density (RMD) 

is the most appropriate zoning for the three areas that have been 

notified with a RMD zoning in Hornby, Linwood and Papanui (refer to 

Attachments A and C).  I consider the appropriateness of an RMD 

zone for the additional RMD areas being pursued by submitters (refer 

to Attachment D).  I also consider submissions on the RMD 

provisions that were decided on by the Panel in Decision 10, 

including whether the 8m height limit overlay is appropriate for each 

of the three notified RMD areas and the additional RMD areas. 

 

2.2 In preparing this evidence I have relied on evidence previously 

presented to the Panel and have cross referenced that evidence in 

my discussion below.   

 

2.3 I have also provided a revised version of the relevant planning maps 

as Attachment I.  This version of the planning maps reflects the relief 

sought in submissions which I have accepted, or accepted in part. 

Attachment J  includes a table setting out the submission points 

relevant to this Proposal.  In that table I have identified whether I 

accept/accept in part or reject the submission point sought by 

submitters.  I have discussed my reasons for accepting or rejecting 

the relief sought in submissions in the body of my evidence. 

 

2.4 I note that my recommendations on the submissions do not take into 

account any legal scope issues which I anticipate will be relevant for 

the submitters that have asked for an RMD zoning for land beyond 

the notified RMD areas (ie, as to whether the submissions seeking 

additional rezonings are "on" the notified proposal). 

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 The notified RMD proposal seeks to give effect to the higher order 

policy direction for greater intensification around the Key Activity 

Centres (KAC’s) of Papanui, Linwood and Hornby.  As all of the 

notified RMD areas meet the Policy 14.1.1.2 criteria (which is a 

specific policy on residential intensification around KACs), on its face, 
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the notified RMD zones will respond to the Strategic Directions 

objectives and the Statement of Expectations in relation to housing 

supply and choice.  

 

3.2 It is however my opinion that the higher order directions, in particular 

Policy 14.1.1.2, should be viewed as a starting point rather than an 

end point in determining what are appropriate RMD areas in these 

locations. 

 

3.3 I consider 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, are important factors to also consider 

when determining whether other objectives and policies of the RDP 

will be best achieved. 

 

3.4 In regard to the notified RMD zones in Papanui, it is my opinion and 

those of some submitters, that areas in Papanui South are more 

appropriately zoned Residential Suburban (RS).  The RS zoning will 

better maintain the character and amenity of these areas, being of a 

quality that in my view will be better managed under the RS zone 

provisions.  It is also my opinion that other areas around Papanui are 

better suited for comprehensive redevelopments, these being the 

principle types of developments sought in a RMD zone. 

 

3.5 In Linwood, it is my opinion that the Residential Suburban Density 

Transition (RSDT) zone provisions, together with the application of 

the Enhanced Development Mechanism, will ensure housing 

intensification is well enough achieved around this KAC, whilst still 

maintaining housing choice, particularly affordable family homes, to 

support the local community.  In my opinion, further assessment on 

the specific housing needs of the Linwood community is required, 

before any further upzoning to a greater density can be supported.  I 

however support the Housing New Zealand Corporation (HNZC) 

proposal and therefore either a RMD zoning for these properties or 

the application of the Community Housing Development Mechanism 

is appropriate to facilitate the redevelopment of their properties.   
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3.6 In Hornby, it is my view that aside from some properties along 

Blankney Street, Parker Avenue and Foremans Road, that the 

notified RMD zones and additional RMD areas are appropriate 

(including the Housing New Zealand properties along Gilberthorpes 

Road).  I however consider that within the Amyes Road and Brynley 

Street area, the rezoning of the subject properties will not achieve a 

logical urban form, and that wider area should in the near future be 

considered for RMD zoning.   

 

3.7 In regard to my recommendations to accept the additional RMD 

zoning in Hornby (including the Housing New Zealand properties) 

pursued through submissions, I note that there may be a legal issue 

that the respective submissions are not ‘on’ this Proposal.  I consider 

this to be an issue for legal submissions. 

 

3.8 In regard to the 8m height limit overlay, it is my view that this could be 

unnecessarily limiting the achievement of comprehensive 

redevelopments where large sites exist.  Therefore in my view, in the 

case of larger sites, particularly where properties are amalgamated, 

an exemption to this rule should apply.  In effect, this will encourage 

site amalgamation which is a desired outcome of the RMD zone, and 

potentially achieve better outcomes in terms of site and building 

design.     

 

4. BACKGROUND 

 

4.1 The Independent Hearings Panel (Panel) in its decision (Decision 

10) on the Stage 1 Residential Proposal found "…that is better to take 

a prudently generous, rather than barely sufficient, approach to the 

provision of RMD zoning".
6
  

 

4.2 Further, the Panel found that the Council "…did not properly test 

whether the addition of RMD areas around the Linwood (Eastgate), 

Hornby and Papanui (Northlands) KACs would be most appropriate".
7
 

It directed the Council to prepare an additional proposal for 

Residential Medium Density zoned land around each of the Linwood 

                                                   
6
  Decision 10, Residential (Part) (and relevant definitions and associated planning maps), at paragraph 

100. 
7
  At paragraph 159. 
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(Eastgate), Hornby and Papanui (Northlands) Key Activity Centres 

but noted that these should be "…confined to those that were 

consulted on by the Council".
8
 

 

4.3 The basis for the notified RMD areas was set out in paragraph 454(a) 

of Decision 10, namely to be:  

 

 (i)  Within the areas shown in Exhibit 4; and  
(ii)  Within 800 metres walkable distance of each of the facilities 

identified in Policy 14.1.1.2(a) of the Decision Version; and  
(iii)  In other respects in accordance with Policy 14.1.1.2 of the 

Decision Version; 

 

4.4 Exhibit 4 was a set of maps showing the RMD areas the Council 

originally consulted on prior to public notification of the Stage 1 

Residential proposal.  

 

4.5 Policy 14.1.1.2 (a) and (b) in the RDP: 

 
a.  Support establishment of new residential medium density 

zones to meet demand or housing in locations where the 
following amenities are available within 800 metres walkable 
distance of the area:  
i.  a bus route;  
ii.  a Key Activity Centre or larger suburban 

commercial centre;  
iii.  a park or public open space with an area of at least 

4000m
2
; and  

iv.  a public full primary school, or a public primary or 
intermediate school.  

b.  Avoid establishment of new residential medium density 
development in: 
i.  high hazard areas;  
ii.  areas where the adverse environmental effects of 

land remediation outweigh the benefits;  
or  

iii.  areas that are not able to be efficiently serviced by 
Council-owned stormwater, wastewater and water 
supply networks. 

 
4.6 Using a geographical information system (GIS), a walkable network 

was constructed for each of the three Key Activity Centres to 

determine the access paths from each centre and other amenities to 

the surrounding land parcels.  This information then took account of 

the other location criteria (i.e. bus routes, open space, schools, high 

hazard areas and infrastructure services). The outcome of this GIS is 

the notified RMD as shown on Attachment C. 

                                                   
8
  At paragraph 158 and 454.   
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4.7 High hazard areas have been identified and mapped as part of the 

RDP.  No notified RMD areas are located within a high hazard area.   

 

4.8 Infrastructure capacity for wastewater, stormwater and transport was 

assessed for the areas of intensification (including those at Hornby, 

Linwood and Papanui) prior to notification (refer to the section 32 

report) and no capacity or infrastructure issues arise from the 

proposed rezoning. The section 32 report findings are supported by 

the evidence of Ms O'Brien and Mr Wright.  Mr Norton does not 

support, due to flood risk,  the rezoning to RMD of some additional 

areas requested through submissions in Papanui and notified RMD 

areas along Paparoa Street. Mr Norton also on the same grounds, 

does not support the notified RMD areas in a number of locations in 

Linwood. I have had regard to Mr Norton's advice in my 

recommendations on this Proposal.  

 

4.9 Mr Wright does raise in paragraph 3.7 of his evidence, that there is 

"…the potential for local adverse transport effects as a consequence 

of the Proposal, as well as opportunities. Specifically, the effects of 

the Proposal on on-street parking availability and congestion are 

issues raised in many of the submissions received."  However, I 

agree with Mr Wright (at paragraph 3.8 of his evidence in chief) that 

any potential minor adverse transport effects will not outweigh the 

potential social, economic and environments benefits of urban 

intensification.  

 

4.10 Therefore, in terms of achieving Policy 14.1.1.2, all of the notified 

RMD areas have been assessed as meeting the policy criteria (refer 

to Attachment C).  That aside, the focus of my evidence is also on 

whether the additional RMD areas are appropriate for medium density 

development in order to achieve the higher order objectives and 

policies and the RMA.  Alternatively, are some notified or additional 

RMD areas more appropriate as a Residential Suburban or 

Residential Suburban Density Transition zoning (as were their notified 

zonings in Stage 1 and/or decided on in Decision 10).  Matters I have 

given particular regard to include whether an area has a unique 

character and neighbourhood amenity; socio-economic conditions 
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and factors; and the market readiness or an area for redevelopment.  

I have provided an overall statement for each additional RMD area as 

to how effective an up-zoning to RMD will be to achieving the most 

efficient use of residential land and housing choice. 

 

8m height Limit 

 

4.1 An 8m building height overlay is proposed for each of the notified 

RMD areas.  The rationale for the 8m height limit follows through from 

the Stage 1 Residential Proposal where the Council sought that the 

8m height limit overlay be added to the pRDP planning maps for 

those areas of land zoned Living 1 and 2 Zones (under the City Plan) 

and up-zoned to RMD in Stage 1.   Mr Scott Blair discusses this in 

paragraph 6.18 of his Stage 1 Residential evidence in chief.  Mr Blair 

comments as follows: 

 

"… the rationale is to control the rate of change in height 

related amenity effects on the transitioning zones from the 

change in built form from the former lower density zone to 

the higher density zone.  The sites within these 'upzoned' 

areas, when redeveloped, will carry a higher density of 

development, with relatively the same yield as an existing 

residential medium density development with the higher 

height limit."    

 

4.2 I note that a memorandum to the Panel has been made in regard to 

the 8m height limit overlay in respect of the Stage 1 RMD zones.  As 

the height issue has been raised on submission on this proposal, I 

discuss the appropriateness of the height limit in paragraphs 8.36 to 

8.39 of my evidence. 

 

5. KEY STRATEGIC DOCUMENTS AND POLICY DIRECTION 

 

5.1 In my assessment of the appropriateness of the notified and 

additional RMD areas, I have considered the strategic documents and 

specific policy direction. I have set these out in Attachment B and 

highlighted those specific sections I consider to be of most relevance 

to this Proposal. 
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5.2 The Order in Council states that the Council must have particular 

regard to the Statement of Expectations (which I do not repeat here 

due to what I understand are Panel directions not to include extracts 

from such documents).  The RDP Strategic Objectives reinforce the 

SOE and Policy 14.1.1.2 gives effect to these objectives.  

 

5.3 As all of the notified RMD areas meet the Policy 14.1.1.2 criteria, on 

its face, a RMD zoning will respond to the Strategic Directions 

objectives and Statement of Expectations by: 

 

(a) making efficient use of existing infrastructure (concentrating 

the population in existing areas rather than contributing to 

urban sprawl and the need for new infrastructure); 

(b) supporting investment in and viability of multi-modal 

transport options, in particular cycleways and public 

transport; 

(c) potentially maximising the redevelopment potential for an 

area, particularly where site amalgamation to facilitate 

comprehensive developments is achieved (thereby 

potentially increasing opportunities to increase the supply of 

residential units to meet the target of 23,000 additional 

dwellings by 2028); 

(d) potentially maximising the number of new homes around 

these three Key Activity Centres to support their recovery (in 

the case of Linwood), and on-going viability and growth (in 

the case of Papanui and Hornby); and 

(e) facilitating greater housing choice (principally by 

encouraging comprehensive developments) from the 

perspective of both housing type and location. 

 

5.4 Notwithstanding the above, it is my opinion that the higher order 

directions, in particular Policy 14.1.1.2, should be viewed as a starting 

point rather than an end point in the assessment of a RMD area.  It 

has become apparent through a more detailed assessment of the 

notified and additional RMD areas that some streets within the areas 

are less appropriate for RMD, and either a Residential Suburban (RS) 

CCC Evidence of Sarah-Jane Oliver
Page 14 of 58



 

27924147_1.docx  12   
 

or Residential Suburban Density Transition (RSDT) zone is as or 

more appropriate.   

 

6. KEY ISSUES AND SECTION 32 ASSESSMENT  

 

6.1 In giving greater consideration as to the appropriateness of the 

notified and additional RMD areas, I have had particular regard to the 

issues sought to be managed through the residential objectives and 

policies (Decision 10) and whether a RMD zoning will be the most 

effective and efficient use of the subject land. I have focused on 

these, together with the matters raised by submitters, and summarise 

the key issues and additional areas for the section 32AA assessment 

to be as follows:  

 

i. Issue 1: Character, amenity and urban form - whether an 

area has a unique or special character, neighbourhood amenity  

and/or desired urban form, that would be better maintained 

through a Residential Suburban or Residential Suburban 

Density Transition Zone, as compared to a Residential Medium 

Density zoning (effectiveness test in regard to Policy 14.1.2.2); 

and 

 

ii. Issue 2: Likelihood of redevelopment and community need 

- whether a RMD zoning is likely to result in comprehensive 

residential developments, yield a significantly higher number of 

residential units and/or address a known community need, than 

would be achieved under a Residential Suburban or Residential 

Suburban Density Transition zoning (effectiveness and 

efficiency test under Objectives 3.3.4, 3.3.7, 14.1.1 and Policy 

14.1.1.1).  

 

6.2 My evidence follows providing a broader level discussion on the 

above issues (refer to section 7 and 8 of my evidence).  Within 

sections 9 onwards of my evidence I provide a more area and street 

level assessment of the proposal.  For each area specific assessment 

I have included scale bars which summarises the evidence of Mr 

Blake (in terms of the likeliness an area will be redeveloped for 

medium density) and Ms Schröder (in terms of impact on 
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neighbourhood character and amenity).  I have then provided an 

overall judgement on the appropriateness of the area for RMD 

zoning, with supporting recommendations and additional comments.   

 

6.3 Attachment I of my evidence illustrates my recommended Revised 

Proposal in regard to the RMD zone boundaries and Rule 14.3.3.3 in 

relation to the building height provisions to apply to these notified 

RMD zones.  

 

7. CHARACTER, AMENITY AND URBAN FORM 

 

7.1 I generally support intensification of the urban area around or in the 

close vicinity of the three KACs, given the high level of employment 

opportunities in these locations (in particular Papanui and Hornby) 

and/or good accessibility to major employment areas.  I do however 

have some concerns with regard to medium density development in 

Linwood, as I address in paragraphs 8.3 to 8.5 of my evidence.  

Notwithstanding my Linwood specific concerns, where an area is 

identified to be appropriate for medium density development, I am of 

the view that a change in character and level of activity (which has a 

strong bearing on the amenity of an area) is inevitable and must be 

the accepted consequence of achieving a consolidated urban form. 

Of particular relevance is the Panel's position in Decision 10 in 

relation to Bishopdale where it stated:
9
 

 

 "…we recognise that a trade-off is inevitably involved with 

enabling and providing for intensification within established 

residential environments. Those environments can be 

expected to change, and this will mean some loss of the 

amenity values existing residents may value. As we have 

recognised in the wording of Policy 14.1.4.2, increasing 

densities impacts on residential character, but intensification 

should be given greater priority. That is in view of the 

directions set by the CRPS and other Higher Order 

Documents and the evidence that demonstrates its 

importance in terms of sustainable management under s5 

RMA." 

                                                   
9
  At paragraph 137. 
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7.2 However whilst all areas that meet the Policy 14.1.1.2 criteria might 

well be considered as being 'required' (to ensure the RMD zoning is 

"prudently generous, rather than barely sufficient" as directed by the 

Panel), it is also important that an appropriate urban form is achieved 

and that in doing so, that areas more suited to low density housing 

are maintained.  This is sought in Policies 14.1.1.1 (including Table 

14.1.1.1a) and 14.1.2.5.  Lower density housing for families in 

particular, is also highly valued in the community particularly where 

such housing is close to schools, public transport, and community 

facilities and amenities.  This is evident by the submissions received 

(refer to Attachment J summary of submissions and Accept/Reject 

Table). 

 

7.3 In terms of urban form, I am particularly guided by both the Strategic 

Objectives and the Residential objectives and policies.  To 

summarise, these seek to achieve a consolidated urban form, well 

integrated development and that medium density development meets 

the Policy 14.1.1.2 criteria (refer to Attachment B of my evidence).   

Precisely how such outcomes are achieved at a neighbourhood block 

and street level, cannot in my view, just be determined by Policy 

14.1.1.2 without taking into account the characteristics of the 

immediate area.  I consider that there is, or should be, flexibility in 

determining what the urban form should be and that wider factors 

need to be considered.   

 

7.4 One such factor is the likely rate of change.  As Mr Blake has advised 

in his evidence, there is not likely to be significant demand for 

medium density development within any of the notified RMD areas. 

As a consequence, even if rezoned as RMD, some of the notified 

areas/streets may only see very sporadic and scattered multi-unit 

redevelopment over a long period (i.e. 20 years or longer).  This is 

likely to be the case for most of Linwood and some of Hornby 

(excluding the HNZC properties where I understand redevelopment 

could occur in the short to medium term).  

 

7.5 Where redevelopment is very sporadic and piecemeal, there is 

greater potential to adversely impact on a neighbourhood's (streets) 
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character.  Developments would for a very long period appear out of 

context.  Conversely, where the level of redevelopment is likely to be 

greater and more concentrated (due to greater demand and 

feasibility), the effects on local character will be less given the 

transition period will be significantly shorter.  The potential effect on 

neighbourhood character and amenity is also likely to be less where 

the level of infill and multi-unit development that has already 

occurred. 

 

7.6 In my view, some particular streets lend themselves more easily to 

RMD development than others.  Some streets can more readily 

absorb change than others, particularly where there is no cohesive 

character present; there is already is a mix of housing typologies; and 

there is no significant level of amenity and character in terms of the 

streetscape and private open space.  Hornby South East is 

representative of this and as a consequence I consider the proposed 

RMD upzoning to be appropriate (refer to section 19 of my evidence).   

 

7.7 However in some areas, where there is a more established and 

consistent neighbourhood character and amenity, a significant 

change in density and sporadic redevelopments will have a greater 

impact on the neighbourhood.  Examples being along Blankney 

Street in Hornby (refer to paragraph 19.6 of my evidence) and some 

streets in Papanui South-East and South-West (refer to sections 11 

and 12 of my evidence).  Ms Schroder draws similar conclusions in 

her evidence (refer to part 10 and part 11 of her evidence in chief).   

 

7.8 I note that some submitters have raised concern that there are other 

RMD areas beyond those notified, that in their view are more 

appropriately zoned RMD than those within this proposal.  I agree in 

part with these submitters, although I recognise that little weight can 

be given to a comparison of the notified Proposal (areas) and to 

areas/streets that are beyond the scope of this proposal.  However, I 

do consider it necessary to have regard to what best may serve these 

KACs, and as is my view, this may include streets beyond the scope 

of this proposal and include areas requested for inclusion through 

submissions.       
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7.9 In my opinion there is justification in the future to investigate other 

areas, particularly in Hornby and Papanui for RMD, that may better 

realise comprehensive redevelopments and more wide-spread 

medium density developments, whilst also achieving a well-integrated 

urban form around the KAC.  Comprehensive developments are the 

primary type of development (urban form) sought in the RMD Zone 

(Policy 14.1.1.1, Table 14.1.1.1a).  Furthermore, comprehensive 

developments are more likely to have a better relationship with the 

street and therefore maintain a better level of neighbourhood amenity.   

 

7.10 In areas such as Papanui South-East and South-West, whilst the 

area contains older buildings (refer to Attachment E), many have 

been significantly renovated (improved).  Therefore, as Mr Blake 

discusses in his evidence (refer to paragraph 4.6 of his evidence), 

their value is likely to already be realised as a quality family home.  

As such in Papanui South, fewer opportunities for comprehensive 

redevelopments are likely to arise in the short to medium term.   

 

7.11 Comparatively, within the Papanui North block and beyond (i.e. 

outside of the consulted area but inclusive of areas proposed for 

inclusion through submissions – refer to Attachment D), there is 

greater opportunity for comprehensive redevelopments.  A number of 

these properties contain pre-1970 buildings (red and blue dots on 

Attachment E) on larger sites that have not yet been subdivided.  

There is also a reasonable level of infill development such that further 

multi-unit residential complexes and comprehensive developments 

will be easily absorbed into the neighbourhood character.  I note that 

submitter Ms Jenny Fisher (#50) also identifies Papanui North as a 

more suitable RMD area and requests its inclusion instead of the St 

James Avenue area.     

 

7.12 In some cases, the qualifying criteria under 14.1.1.2 may in my view 

have been too strictly followed as a basis for identifying the notified 

RMD zones.  As such there may be some lost opportunities, or 

greater opportunities to be realised, through future RMD proposals for 

areas in close proximity to the KAC, following the Replacement 

District Plan becoming operative.  Such further areas may either be 

outside the consulted area or may not quite meet the Policy 14.1.1.2 
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qualifying criteria, but still overall make better sense in terms of 

providing for comprehensive redevelopments.   

 

7.13 An example being a failure to meet the minimum size of a park (i.e. 

less than 4000m
2
), or being within 800m to 1000m of the KAC, 

primary school or park.  The Council is able to acquire additional land 

to rectify the open space deficiency, and the walkability criteria may 

need to be relaxed so to achieve a more logical urban form.  This is 

particularly the case for Papanui North and Hornby South-East, 

where I consider that a more significant change in the neighbourhood 

character and form can be absorbed across a much wider area.   

 

7.14 Should these wider areas in Hornby and Papanui had been 

considered, then in my view there is a reduced need to require other 

less appropriate areas such as Papanui South (where there is greater 

justification to maintain a more low density environment). I note 

however, that my recommendations are based on the current local 

conditions and acknowledge that in the longer term the amount of 

infill and multi-unit development within all residential areas could have 

occurred.  Therefore, should these areas be reviewed in 15-20 years' 

time (as required under Policy 14.1.1.2), my recommendations may 

be different, particularly in regard to Papanui South.    

 

7.15 I therefore again reiterate my view, that simply applying Policy 

14.1.1.2 may not be the most efficient and efficient approach to 

identifying further areas to upzone to RMD.   

   

 Multi-unit residential complexes – a modelled comparison of the 

residential zones 

 

7.16 Attachment G of my evidence provides a comparative analysis of 

what is possible in terms of multi-unit development within the RS, 

RSDT and RMD zones under a maximum development scenario 

based on the respective Built Form Standards.  The modelling 

exercise
10

 explores the predominant residential site sizes, zoning and 

configurations in Christchurch.  It has developed design strategies 

                                                   
10  Modelling has been undertaken by Mr Crispin Schurr a registered and Senior Architect of the Technical 

Services and Design Team, Christchurch City Council. 
 

CCC Evidence of Sarah-Jane Oliver
Page 20 of 58



 

27924147_1.docx  18   
 

that could, theoretically, maximise the occupied floor area on each of 

the sites, whilst still complying with the built form standards for multi-

unit residential development.  The specific development outcome for 

a site will always be subject to the present market demand for a 

particular unit type, size and quality, but the study is intended to 

provide some insight into what basic form of construction the specific 

combination of parking, setback, recession, landscape and density 

rules may achieve. 

  

7.17 This analysis has modelled a multi-unit residential complex
11

 based 

on the most predominant section sizes in Christchurch, being 600-

800m
2
.  A 1000m

2
 section has also been modelled as whilst not as 

common, are still found and would represent a scenario similar to 

where two 600m
2
 sites are amalgamated.  I note that multi-unit 

residential complexes of three or more units in the RSZ and RSDT 

zones will require a minimum of two standard residential sections to 

be amalgamated. 

 

7.18 A greater housing density through small units on smaller sites (i.e. 

600-800m
2
) is still possible under the older persons housing unit 

provisions.  An older persons housing unit is required to have a 

minimum gross floor area of 120m
2
 (refer to Rule 14.2.2.1.P6) and 

there is no minimum site size (refer to Rule 14.2.3.1.5) or minimum 

allotment size (refer to Rule 8.3.3.2).  

 

7.19 The modelling has been undertaken with consideration of the activity 

status (i.e. number of units provided for) but principally based on the 

built form and subdivision standards and illustrates a maximum 

development scenario for each zone.  Aside from the size of a 

property, the primary determinants of the number of units and the 

scale of building development are: 

 

(a) daylight recession planes; 

(b) building height (but to a lesser extent than the recession 

plane requirements); 

(c) open space requirements; 

                                                   
11

  Refer to the definition of “multi-unit residential complex” which means “…a group of two or more  
residential units where the group is either held under one title or unit titles under the Unit Titles Act 2010  
with a body corporate.” (Decision 16). 

CCC Evidence of Sarah-Jane Oliver
Page 21 of 58



 

27924147_1.docx  19   
 

(d) minimum site size and allotment size; and  

(e) car parking (one space required per unit except in 

Residential Suburban Zone where there is an additional 

requirement if the residential unit is over 150m
2
). 

 

7.20 The typology and number of units possible will depend on the size of 

a site. I note that the housing examples contained within the 

Exploring New Housing Choices document (attached to Ms 

Schröder's evidence) almost all require some site amalgamation (at 

least two standard Christchurch sections).  The greater extent 

(number of standard properties) of site amalgamation achieved, the 

greater range of typologies can be realised.   The modelled examples 

in Attachment G mirror the detached laneway and terraced 

developments set out as typologies 1 and 4 in the Housing Choices 

document, these extracts being provided in Attachment L.   

 

7.21 Whilst the RSZ and RSDTZ might not as easily support the full range 

of multi-unit residential complexes as set out in the Housing Choices 

document (Attachment L), the modelled comparison (Attachment 

G) still illustrates that some change in residential density and 

therefore the character of all neighbourhoods is possible.  However 

there are some differences between the zone provisions that are 

designed to manage neighbourhood amenity (to different degrees). 

These differences rather than the density provisions are almost of 

greater relevance to the appropriateness assessment, particularly in 

respect of the RSDTZ and RMDZ. 

 

7.22 The resource consenting path for multi-unit residential complexes is 

more onerous under the RS zone given the discretionary activity 

status (refer to Rule 14.2.2.4.D6).  However, should land-use consent 

be granted (particularly under a scenario where all of the RS zone 

built form standards are met), subdivision consent is likely to be 

granted as there is no minimum net site area requirement for multi-

unit residential complexes (refer to Rule 8.3.3.2 Allotments with 

existing or proposed buildings).  

 

7.23 Under the RSDT zone, multi-unit residential complexes containing up 

to four residential units are a permitted activity subject to standards 
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relating to unit size and ground floor habitable spaces (refer to Rule 

14.2.2.1.P4).  In accordance with Rule 14.2.3.1.3 Site density, a 

multi-unit residential complex has no minimum net site area 

requirement.  Subdivision rule 8.3.3.2 similarly applies and where a 

building is proposed that meets the permitted standards (or where 

resource consent has been obtained for that building), there is no 

minimum net site area requirement for multi-unit residential 

complexes. The RSDT zone is therefore very enabling of multi-unit 

residential complexes.  

 

7.24 Under the RMD provisions three or more units are a restricted 

discretionary activity and the subdivision rules provide for a minimum 

site size of 200m
2
 (refer to Rule 8.3.3.1).  However again, rule 8.3.3.2 

applies and where resource consent has been obtained for a building, 

there is no minimum net site area requirement in the RMD zone.  

 

7.25 In comparing the RSDT and RMD provisions, there are some key 

differences that should create some contrast between these two 

zones.  These being the differences in the recession planes, building 

height (although, with the 8m building height overlay applying to some 

operative RMD areas (only those upzoned from Living 1 and 2 to 

RMD, and Central Riccarton, through Stage 1), height is not a key 

factor in such areas given 8m is also the height limit in the RS and 

RSDT zones), and street scene setbacks.  Notwithstanding this, in 

terms of the respective rule packages for the RS, RSDT and the RMD 

zones, all zones will facilitate some change (albeit over a very long 

period) to the existing character of, and building density within, all 

residential neighbourhoods.  

 

7.26 One of the greatest differences between the RS zone when 

compared to the RSDT and RMD zones, is likely to be the number of 

units contained within a multi-unit residential complex (i.e. less units 

within the RSZ).  As a consequence the level of activity (movements 

from people and cars) is likely to be less within the RS zone.  The 

increase in activity and negative effects this gives rise to in terms of 

neighbourhood amenity is raised by a number of submitters opposing 

the proposal (in all three locations).  Mr Wright has however 

discussed parking and traffic congestion and I concur with his view in 
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terms of public streets and their function (refer to paragraph 7.2 of his 

evidence).  Whilst I do understand the desire for residents to retain a 

quiet street environment, this is not guaranteed anywhere in 

Christchurch where an increase in density (infill and redevelopment) 

is to be provided for across all residential areas.   

 

 Potential impact of upzoning considering the present character and 

urban form 

 

7.27 As I have discussed above, there is a greater distinction between the 

RS zone when compared against the RSDT and RMD zones, as such 

a change from RS (or where areas that were previously Living 1 

under the City Plan) to RMD, will be 'felt more' within the local 

neighbourhood.  A number of submitters infer this in their 

submissions opposing the Proposal (refer to Attachment J).   

 

7.28 The Stage 1 notified zoning (refer to Attachment A of my evidence) 

at Linwood proposed a RSDT zone (previously this was a Living 2 

zone in the City Plan).  Therefore a change to RMD zoning with the 

8m height limit overlay in place (i.e. as notified), may in reality not 

result in a level of change that was already possible under the RSDT 

zone.  However, the urban form around Linwood and its relationship 

to the Central City, is different to the more nodal and peripheral 

KAC’s of Papanui and Hornby.  Linwood is more part of the inner ring 

of suburbs, that in my view are at risk becoming indistinctive from the 

Central City.   

 

 

7.29 Christchurch’s urban growth strategy promotes (and has for many 

years) an urban structure where building density falls away from the 

Central City and the KACs.  The urban form for eastern Christchurch 

has not changed significantly over the last 50-100 years.  As the 

Planning Maps from the 1962 and 1995 District Schemes illustrate 

(refer to Attachment H of my evidence), Linwood Avenue and 

Aldwins Road became the boundary and interface between the higher 

density suburban areas to support the central city and the lower 

density suburban areas to the east.  As a consequence, the Linwood 
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KAC being located at the very interface, does not have the same 

urban setting, as other KACs.   

 

7.30 Consequently, I do not consider that the policy direction for medium 

density housing development around the Linwood KAC works as 

effectively in terms of creating a well-integrated urban form, 

particularly from a wider perspective and when considering the policy 

direction for the Central City.  I refer here to Policy 14.1.1.3.a.ii (CCC 

Revised Proposal contained in Schedule 2 of the Councils Closing 

Legal Submissions – 27 April 2016) where the RDP seeks to 

"…restore and enhance residential activity in the Central City by:….ii. 

providing for a progressive increase in the residential population of 

the Central City in support of Policy 14.1.1.1.a.i".  The notified RMD 

zoning around the Linwood KAC will result in a swathe of medium 

density zoning extending some 2.5km from the Central City 

commercial centre (calculated from Fitzgerald Avenue to Jollie 

Street).  The proposal may dilute the focus from the Central City and 

in fact reduce housing choice in this eastern part of Christchurch.   

 

7.31 In Papanui and Hornby, the change is possibly more significant given 

that the Stage 1 notified zoning proposed a RS zone (refer to 

Attachment A of my evidence).  However, as I have noted multi-unit 

residential complexes are still possible in the RS zone, except that a 

more open and landscaped street environment may be better 

managed under the RS provisions.  Ms Schröder discusses the road 

boundary building setback combined with the open space 

requirements in paragraphs 18.7 to 18.10 of her evidence in chief.  As 

she notes a 2m building setback from the road is required in the RMD 

zone (refer to Rule 14.3.3.9), compared to a 4.5m setback being 

required under the RS zone (refer to Rule 14.2.3.9). Garages under 

certain circumstances can however encroach into the 4.5m road 

boundary setback under the RS zone.    

 

7.32 I agree with Ms Schröder that where an area is likely to be more 

sensitive to sporadic multi-unit redevelopments, that a greater 

building setback and open space requirements, as provided for under 

the RS and RSDT zones, should be maintained. This has been a key 

factor in regard to my recommendation in respect to the notified and 
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additional RMD zoning in Papanui South (refer to sections 11 and 12 

of my evidence). 

 

7.33 Ms Schröder also addresses the greater impact multi-unit residential 

complexes (particularly three storey units)
12

 can have on 

neighbourhoods that are dominated by single storey houses.  Such 

developments can be perceived as being "out-of context" and 

adversely impacting on neighbourhood amenity. In paragraph 153 of 

Decision 10 the Panel acknowledged  

 

"…the evidence that consultation revealed community 

concerns about loss of amenity. We have noted various 

submitters who have raised that before us, at least in 

relation to Papanui. However the evidence we have received 

on this is thin and by no means sufficient for us to be 

satisfied that the extent of RMD zoning in the Notified 

Version at Linwood (Eastgate), Hornby and Papanui 

(Northlands) is appropriate." 

 

7.34 The Panel did however decide not to rezone additional areas in 

Riccarton, with particular reference to the area in vicinity of Riccarton 

Bush.  The Panel stated "…Part of what influences us to that view is 

the need for particular care in ensuring appropriate urban design 

outcomes, especially given the established amenity values in the 

vicinity of Riccarton Bush."   

 

7.35 Ms Schröder concludes that within the area referred to as Papanui 

South-East (i.e. Grants Road, Dormer Street, Perry Street and 

Rayburn Avenue) there is overall a more consistent and coherent 

character (refer to paragraph 11.2 of her evidence).  Further, that this 

character is of equal or greater value than those areas neighbouring 

Riccarton Bush.  I agree with Ms Schröder's conclusions and this 

position is reflected in my recommendation for Papanui South (refer 

to section 11 and 12 of my evidence). 

 

                                                   
12

  Such units are feasible with an 8m height limit, just with a low stud height.  
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 8m height limit 

 
7.36 In general I accept that the 8m height limit overly is appropriate in 

those areas where the transition period to more multi-unit residential 

complexes and comprehensive redevelopment is likely to be slow 

(refer to my comments in paragraph 7.4 to 7.7 above and the 

comments of Ms Schröder in paragraph 18.13 of her evidence).  I 

however question whether this will in some particular areas achieve 

the most efficient use of the land, where there is greater potential to 

amalgamate sites (to facilitate comprehensive developments).  Given 

the extent of properties owned by HNZC in Hornby and Linwood, this 

is of particular relevance.   

 

7.37 Ms Schröder and I consider that an exemption to the 8m height limit 

overlay is appropriate for larger sites and that an 11m height limit 

should apply in these circumstances (as sought by Housing New 

Zealand).  Three storey buildings can be more readily absorbed 

within larger sites, particularly if at the boundaries a lower height limit 

is maintained.  I have drawn from the Enhanced Development 

Mechanism rules in particular Rule 14.11.2.2 Site size qualifying 

standards and 14.11.4.1 Building height.  Where a site is of a size 

greater than 1500m
2
 and less than 10,000m

2
 and in one continuous 

block of land (i.e. rule 14.11.2.2), it is our view that the following 

building height rule 14.11.4.1 should apply:   

 

"…For sites 1500m
2
 or greater, within 10 metres of a site 

boundary (excluding a road boundary) the maximum height 

of any building shall be 8 metres and a maximum of two 

storeys,. Across the rest of the site area the maximum 

building height shall be 11 metres and a maximum of three 

storeys " 

 

7.38 This approach essentially will act as a density bonus for site 

amalgamation through the increased height limit.  It will enable on 

larger sites a greater range of housing developments as set out in the 

Housing Choices document, whilst reducing the visual impact on 

adjoining properties.   
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7.39 I anticipate that this approach will provide HNZC significantly greater 

flexibility in achieving their planned developments in Hornby and 

Linwood, and therefore adequately address part of their submission.   

 

8. LIKELIHOOD, FEASIBILITY AND COMMUNITY NEED 

 

8.1 The act of rezoning to RMD some areas that meet Policy 14.1.1.2 

may in reality not result in a significant additional household yield, 

than would otherwise be achieved under a RS or RSDT zoning.  

Within all RMD areas (decided, notified and additional) there are key 

factors that will strongly influence whether achieving RMD 

development is realised in the short to medium term.  Mr Blake 

discusses these factors in his evidence in chief and has made some 

broad observations of the likelihood the notified and additional RMD 

areas will be available and sought for RMD development.
13

    

  

8.2 I understand and accept that there may still be grounds to rezone 

land in Linwood and Hornby for RMD, despite Mr Blake's 

observations that the property development conditions mean that 

redevelopment is unlikely and therefore the rezoning potentially 

ineffective.  In its Decision 10 (at paragraph 95(b)), the Panel noted 

that the …experts were in essential agreement that even when 

redevelopment is both plan-abled 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.   

 

 Linwood 

 

8.3 In the case of Linwood some submitters' concerns (I also refer to the 

mediation report) that medium density development on such a 

significant scale, may not meet the community needs.  I have 

reviewed some reports on the Linwood community
14

 that record it is 

an area which has some key distinctions from wider Christchurch.  In 

Linwood there are proportionally a lower percentage of people aged 

over 65yrs; a lower percentage of children aged under 15yrs; greater 

                                                   
13

  2013 Census Quick Stats about Linwood - http://www.stats.govt.nz/Census/2013-census/profile-and-
summary-reports/quickstats-about-a-place.aspx?request_value=14845&tabname=Work&sc_device=pdf 

 
14

  Greater Linwood Community Profile, November 2014, CCC and the Linwood Neighbourhood 
Improvement Plan 1997 
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ethnic diversity (higher percentage of Maori, Pacific peoples, Asian, 

Middle Eastern, Latin American and African groups); a higher 

percentage use sign language; more people are bi-lingual;  higher 

proportion are separated, divorced, widowed or a surviving civil union 

partner; there is a higher unemployment rate; a greater proportion 

have a personal income of $50,000 or less; and a greater proportion 

have one parent families (refer to Attachment H of my evidence 

which includes the 2013 Census Report on Linwood).       

 

8.4 Submitters, including the Hagley Ferrymead Community Board 

(#104), state that a more considered approach is needed in this area. 

I agree with the submitters that whilst creating affordable housing is 

an objective, further detailed assessment is required to identify what 

more specific type (i.e. small units or larger family homes) the 

community most needs in the short to longer term.  I agree that the 

Linwood KAC needs to be supported from an economic perspective, 

and that an increased population might achieve this.  However an 

increase in population located around the Central City is also of 

importance, to support the recovery of the Central.  Furthermore, in 

my opinion, focusing on housing choice to meet specific community 

needs will be more effective, than simply an approach to increase 

housing density, in achieving a resilient and thriving Linwood 

community.  Achieving such a community outcome, will in my view 

better support the economic viability of the centre and local 

community facilities and services.  These factors have contributed to 

my recommendations in regard to the notified Proposal for Linwood 

(refer to sections 13 -16 of my evidence). 

 

8.5 Furthermore, as Mr Blake has indicated, medium density 

development is unlikely to be feasible from a property development 

perspective,  I do not consider the proposed upzoning in Linwood to 

be the best or a necessary response at this stage.  It is my view that 

the RSDT zone provisions, together with the fact that the Enhanced 

Development Mechanism (which can apply to a large number of 

properties in Linwood – refer to Attachment F), will ensure that the 

objectives and policies relating to housing choice and supply can be 

met.  
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8.6 I do however support the HNZC submission and consider that their 

Linwood properties and those immediately adjoining should have a 

zoning that facilitates their development to medium density.  However 

it is my view that medium density development can be achieved not 

only through the RMD zoning, but also through a RSDT zoning with 

the Community Housing Redevelopment Mechanism also applying, 

the latter being my recommendation in paragraph 14.2 of my 

evidence. I acknowledge this option has not been requested by HNZ 

in their submissions, is to have a RSDT zoning with the Community 

Housing Redevelopment Mechanism apply over the HNZ properties. 

This mechanism is very akin to the RMD zoning with the 8m height 

limit overlay (as notified), to facilitate their redevelopment.   

 

 Papanui 

 

8.7 In regard to Papanui, given the higher land values, there is potentially 

a greater likelihood that RMD development will occur in this area 

(refer to Mr Blake's observations for Papanui).  As I have commented 

however in paragraph 7.4 above, not all of the notified RMD areas are 

going to readily facilitate comprehensive developments (being the 

desired form of development in a RMD zone).  Site amalgamation to 

facilitate comprehensive developments is less possible, and RMD 

zoning is most likely to only achieve sporadic "sausage flat" or 

townhouse type developments (being more typical and anticipated in 

the RS and RSDT zones).   

 

8.8 In regard to site amalgamation, paragraph 168 of the Decision 10 the 

Panel states: 

 

"…the evidence demonstrated to us that successful 

amalgamation relies in suitably located, and large scale 

sites. A significant commercial challenge is in how to make a 

collective redevelopment proposition work in better financial 

interests of all concerned, such as to make the risk of 

redevelopment worth taking."   
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 Hornby 

 

8.9 In regard to Hornby, Mr Blake's evidence indicates that the majority of 

properties within the Proposal area are unlikely to be redeveloped for 

medium density (largely due to land values).  The HNZ submission 

(which proposes to include additional properties along Gilberthorpes 

Road), if accepted, may encourage investment and redevelopment in 

the Hornby West area.  I consider however [based on Mr Blake's 

evidence], that in reality this area may face a very long transition 

period. 

 

9. OUTCOMES OF CONFERENCING / MEDIATION  

 

9.1 Mr Jolly has discussed the expert conferencing between himself and 

Ms Rennie in regard to the Housing New Zealand submission.   

 

9.2 In regard to the HNZC submission, agreement in principle was 

reached between myself and Ms Styles (planning consultant for 

HNZC) as to medium density development being appropriate for the 

HNZC properties in the Linwood Jollie Street area and Hornby 

Gilberthorpes Road area.  No agreement was reached on the 

Linwood Mackworth Road properties (which involves six properties).     

 

9.3 Whilst no other agreements were reached, the facilitated mediation 

provided a much valued opportunity to discuss the local issues 

associated with the proposal.  The mediation report summarises the 

matters raised. 
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10. PAPANUI NORTH (VAGUES RD, MEADOW ST, APOLLO PL, SHEARER 

AVE, AND MAIN NORTH RD) 

 

Figure 10: Papanui North showing the notified RMD area only 

 
 
 
Likeliness for RMD Development (Quality of existing improvements, Section Size, 

Tenure, and Existing infill): 

 
Low High 
 

Impact on Existing Character and Amenity: 

 
High Low 
 

Overall appropriateness for RMD: 

 
Low High 
 
 

10.1 There are few opportunities to redevelop Apollo Street and Meadow 

Street given the extent of multi-unit development that has occurred to 

date.  Rezoning these streets therefore may not be effective in 

achieving a greater household yield in the short to medium term. 

Nonetheless, to create a more consolidated RMD zoned block and to 

encourage greater intensification in the longer term, I support the 

RMD zoning.  
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10.2 There is however some potential along Shearer Avenue and west of 

Main North Road for intensification.  I also consider that a wider area 

west of Main North Road could also be appropriate for RMD 

development given the size of existing properties and the older age of 

buildings.  I note the submission of Ms Jenny Fisher (#50) which 

proposes to include some of the area west of Main North Road.  

 

10.3 As I understand this area cannot be rezoned through this proposal 

because there is no scope to do so (except for the limited part 

addressed by Ms Fisher's submission), in the future I consider that 

the wider Papanui North area could be considered for RMD as part of 

a plan change to the RDP.  I note that the pre-notification consultation 

boundary was the main constraint to including a wider area in 

Papanui North and West (i.e. Langdons Road area), through this 

Proposal.  

 

10.4 As set out in Attachment C of my evidence, there are large areas 

(coloured pink on this map) that could be suitable for RMD, as they 

meet the Policy 14.1.1.2 qualifying criteria, or are close to meeting 

this criteria.  However, due to the restriction of the consultation 

boundary, school accessibility (with St Josephs being excluded as it 

is a private school), the current Proposal has been confined.   Nyoli 

Street and Sawyers Arms Road miss qualification due to school 

distance but this area is also outside the consulted area line and 

therefore did not fall within the scope of the Panel's direction to 

renotify.  The rest of north Papanui is close enough to other schools 

to the north. 

 

 Submissions in support of the notified RMD zone areas
15

  

 

10.5 I accept in part these submissions as I consider that the Papanui 

North area is appropriate for RMD development.  However given the 

general nature of these submissions, and in some cases where only 

parts of the notified RMD zones in Papanui are supported, and given 

                                                   
15  Singh #13; Sianipar #14; Zhang #24; Yoon #28; Frizzell #29, Ardiles #32; Kee Ung #43; Fisher #50; 

Sedgley #81; McAuley #84; Kiwi Income Property Trust and Kiwi Property Holdings Limited #99; 
Kilpatrick #101; Edwards #107; Edwards #108; and Housing New Zealand #126. 
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my recommendations not to accept all of the notified RMD zone 

areas, I accept these submissions in part.   

 

 Submissions in opposition to the notified RMD zone areas and those 

which seek to reduce/delete the notified RMD zone areas
16

 

  

10.6 I accept these submissions in part because I have recommended that 

some areas in Papanui should not be zoned RMD.  However, in 

respect of the Papanui North area described in this section, it is my 

recommendation that these areas be rezoned as RMD.  I therefore 

accept these submissions in part but reject the parts of their 

submissions (given that some are general) in relation to this specific 

area.     

 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                   
16  Zhao #1, Bland #3; Steiner #18; Clark #21;  Dobson #22; Trim #27; Clark #30; Pickering #45; CGS 

Family Trust #48; Fisher #50; Lawson #51; At and BI Peddie Family Trust #53; #Chow #59; Kenny #60; 
Shirley/Papanui Community Board #61; Ross #62; Stokes #75; Christie #76. 
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11. PAPANUI SOUTH-EAST (RAYBURN AVE, DORMER ST, PERRY ST, 

PAPAROA ST, BLIGHS RD, AND WATFORD ST) 

 

Figure 11: Papanui South-East showing the notified RMD area only 

 
 
Likeliness for RMD Development (Quality of existing improvements, Section Size, 

Tenure, and Existing infill): 

 
Low High 
 

Impact on Existing Character and Amenity: 

 
High Low 
 

Overall appropriateness for RMD: 

 
Low High 

 

11.1 Given the higher land values in this area, there is a greater likelihood 

that some sites may be sought and feasible for redevelopment in this 

area.  However, given Ms Schröder's evidence in regard to character 

values and her view that the rules under the RS zone will better 

manage street amenity, it is my overall opinion that a RS zone is 

more appropriate for this area.  I therefore do not recommend that 

these streets be rezoned RMD, aside from the southern side of Blighs 

Road (refer to Attachment I).  I agree with Ms Schröder that given 

the level of infill development along Blighs Road that has already 
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occurred, coupled with some properties with larger site sizes, that this 

strip could absorb further RMD development.  

 

 Submissions in support of the notified RMD zone areas
17

  

 

11.2 I accept these submissions in part with regard to the Papanui North 

area being appropriate for RMD development (refer to section 10 

above) and in respect to this area only those properties along Blighs 

Road.  I do not however support the inclusion of the properties in 

Dormer Street, Rayburn Avenue, Perry Street, Paparoa Street, 

Watford Street and Hawthorne Road.  

 

 Submitter Pearson (#9) 

 

11.3 I do not support the inclusion of both sides of Hawthorne Road as 

requested by this submitter.  Without the rezoning of the wider block 

(i.e. between Hawthorne Road and Blighs Road of which some 

properties are not within the scope of this proposal), it will result in a 

discontinuous and not well integrated urban form.   

 

 Submissions in opposition to the notified RMD zone areas and those 

which seek to reduce/delete the notified RMD zone areas
18

  

 

11.4 I accept in part these submissions as I recommended that those 

properties along Rayburn Avenue, Dormer Street, Perry Street, 

Paparoa Street and Watford Street are not included in a RMD zone.  

However, in respect of the Blighs Road and areas in Papanui North, 

where I support the RMD zoning, and given the nature of some of 

these more general submissions, I accept these submissions in part 

also.     

 

                                                   
17  Singh #13; Sianipar #14; Zhang #24; Yoon #28; Frizzell #29, Ardiles #32; Kee Ung #43; Fisher #50; 

Sedgley #81; McAuley #84; Kiwi Income Property Trust and Kiwi Property Holdings Limited #99; 
Kilpatrick #101; Edwards #107; Edwards #108; and Housing New Zealand #126. 

18  Zhao #1, Bland #3; Steiner #18; Clark #21;  Dobson #22; McCammon #23; Trim #27; Clark #30; 
Pickering #45; CGS Family Trust #48; Fisher #50; Lawson #51; At and BI Peddie Family Trust #53; 
#Chow #59; Kenny #60; Shirley/Papanui Community Board #61; Ross #62; Stokes #75; Christie #76; 
Dawber #82; Mahoney #83; McAuley #84; Greig #90; Brinkhurst #94; #Clarke #96; Candish #105; 
McMurtrie #110; Sykes #111; Connor #112; McMurtrie #113; McCallum #115; Ford #116; Baxter #117. 
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 Submissions in opposition to the notified RMD zone areas and seeking 

other areas to replace those within this proposal
19

  

 

11.5 I agree in principle with these submissions that there are areas which 

could be more suited to RMD development than some of the notified 

areas, specifically within Papanui North and Cranford Basin 

(recognising that there is a major constraint to the Cranford Basin's 

development as it not within a Greenfield Priority Area and therefore 

not provided for under the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement). 

However, these submissions are not explicit as to which areas are 

more appropriate, and that raises uncertainty as to what is to be 

considered, particularly for any affected landowners if other areas 

were to be proposed.  I therefore do not support parts of these 

submissions. 

                                                   
19  Trim #27 and Fisher #50. 
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12. PAPANUI SOUTH-WEST (WINDERMERE RD, DALRIADA ST, BELLVUE 

AVE, AND ST JAMES AVE) 

 

Figure 12: Papanui South-West showing the notified RMD area only 
 

 
 
Likeliness for RMD Development (Quality of existing improvements, Section Size, 

Tenure, and Existing infill): 

 
Low High 
 

Impact on Existing Character and Amenity: 

 
High Low 
 

Overall appropriateness for RMD: 

 
Low High 

 

12.1 Similar to Papanui South-East, the higher land values in this area 

increase the likelihood that some sites may be sought and feasible for 

medium density development.  However, given Ms Schröder's 

evidence in regard to character values, and that the rules under the 
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RS zoning will better manage street amenity, it is my overall opinion 

that a RS zone is more appropriate for this area.  I therefore do not 

recommend that Windermere Road, Dalaiada Street, Bellvue Avenue 

or St James Avenue be zoned RMD. 

 
 Submissions in support of the notified RMD zone areas

20
  

 

12.2 I accept part of these submissions with regard to the Papanui North 

area being appropriate for RMD development (refer to section 10 

above) and in respect to this area only those properties along Blighs 

Road being appropriate for RMD development.  I do not however 

support the inclusion of the properties in Windermere Road, Dalaiada 

Street, Bellvue Avenue or St James Avenue. I therefore accept these 

submissions in part.   

 

 Submissions in opposition to the notified RMD zone areas and those 

which seek to reduce/delete the notified RMD zone areas
21

  

 

12.3 I do not support the inclusion of the properties in Windermere Road, 

Dalaiada Street, Bellvue Avenue or St James Avenue, and therefore I 

accept these submissions in part.  However, given the general nature 

of some submissions and given I still am in support of some RMD 

zoning in the Papanui North area and along Bighs road, I accept 

these submissions in part.     

                                                   
20  Singh #13; Sianipar #14; Zhang #24; Yoon #28; Frizzell #29, Ardiles #32; Kee Ung #43; Fisher #50; 

Sedgley #81; McAuley #84; Kiwi Income Property Trust and Kiwi Property Holdings Limited #99; 
Kilpatrick #101; Edwards #107; Edwards #108; and Housing New Zealand #126. 

21  Zhao #1, Bland #3; Steiner #18; Clark #21;  Dobson #22; McCammon #23; Trim #27; Clark #30; 
Pickering #45; CGS Family Trust #48; Fisher #50; Lawson #51; At and BI Peddie Family Trust #53; 
#Chow #59; Kenny #60; Shirley/Papanui Community Board #61; Ross #62; Keeley #70; Keeley #71; 
Yaxley #74; Stokes #75; Christie #76; Davidson #85; Williams #88; Winefield and Tucker #89; Hilliard 
and Spencer #93; Scales #97; Scales #102; Candish #105; Rouch #109; McMurtrie #110; Sykes #111; 
Connor #112; Crichton #114; Ford #116. 
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13. LINWOOD NORTH (WYON ST, HULBERT ST, RHONA ST, MCLEAN ST, 

NORWICH ST, WORCESTER ST, AND LINWOOD AVE) 

 
Figure 13: Linwood North showing the notified RMD area only 
 

 
 
Likeliness for RMD Development (Quality of existing improvements, Section Size, 

Tenure, and Existing infill): 

 
Low High 
 

Impact on Existing Character and Amenity: 

 
High Low 
 

Overall appropriateness for RMD: 

 
Low High 

 

13.1 In relation to Linwood, I have taken into account Mr Norton's evidence 

regarding flood risk in a number of the notified RMD areas locations 

in Linwood. I have had regard to Mr Norton's advice in my 

recommendations on this Proposal.  For the reasons I have provided 

in paragraphs 8.3 to 8.5 of my evidence, it is my view that the best 

approach at this stage is to retain the Stage 1 zoning of RSDT, for the 

notified RMD proposal in Linwood.  However, in doing so it is my 
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recommendation to Council that it undertake a social impact 

assessment and more detailed housing assessment of the local 

community needs.  Should such an assessment support the need for 

more family homes (and affordable family sized sections) and a 

lesser density of development (more open space within sections), 

then it is my view that the RSDT zone will continue to be more 

appropriate.  If the findings are different, it would then be my 

recommendation to Council that a RMD zoning be reconsidered (as 

part of a future plan change to the RDP).  

 

13.2 My recommendation also has had regard to the low potential for 

medium density development in this area and therefore the 

ineffectiveness a RMD zone will have in yielding a significantly 

increased household yield when compared to the Stage 1 notified 

RSDT zoning (which is the alternative).  Furthermore, I consider that 

at least in principle, the RSDT zone will better maintain a distinction 

between the higher density areas west of Linwood Avenue (being the 

historical pattern for eastern Christchurch) and the more lower density 

suburban areas east of Linwood Avenue and Aldwins Road (refer to 

Attachment H). 

 

13.3 I also note that in many cases, as demonstrated in Attachment F, the 

Enhanced Development Mechanism rule will apply to much of the 

notified RMD zone for Linwood, thereby providing significant 

opportunity to increase the housing choice and supply in this area.  In 

the meantime, Enhanced Development Mechanism is available to 

HNZC to use. 

 

13.4 However if this approach is not considered to be acceptable, then on 

the basis that this block meets the Policy 14.1.1.2 criteria and that a 

RMD zone could maximise the number of units on a site (although 

arguably this may not be significantly more than provided for under 

the RSDT zone), I appreciate there may be sufficient grounds to zone 

the subject land to RMD.
22

  My primary recommendation is reflected 

in Attachment I, being RSDT (rather than RMD).  

 

                                                   
22  And I make a specific recommendation in respect of HNZC property if this alternative is preferred. 

CCC Evidence of Sarah-Jane Oliver
Page 41 of 58



 

27924147_1.docx  39   
 

 Submissions in support of the notified RMD zone areas in Linwood
23

  

 

13.5 I do not consider the notified RMD zoning to be the most appropriate 

zoning for this area.  I do however, support a zoning mechanism to 

provide for the HNZC properties in the Jollie Street area to be 

redeveloped for medium density (the options being a RSDT zone with 

a Community Housing Redevelopment Mechanism (CHRM) overlay 

or alternatively a RMD zone, which is addressed further in the 

paragraph below).  Given the general nature of some of these 

submissions, it is appropriate that I accept in part these submissions 

in regard to the Housing New Zealand properties in the Jollie Street 

area.     

 

 Submissions in opposition to the notified RMD zone areas in Linwood
24

  

 

13.6 It is my opinion that the RSDT zoning together with the Enhanced 

Development Mechanism is more appropriate for Linwood.  I 

therefore accept these submissions in part.  In regard to the HNZC 

properties in the Jollie Street area, it is my preferred position that the 

RSDT zoning apply together with a CHRM overlay over these 

properties.  If there are scope (legal) issues with the application of the 

CHRM, I would as a second preference support a RMD rezoning of 

the Housing New Zealand properties in the Jollie Street area (only).  

Under the least preferred RMD option, I consider that the 8m height 

limit overlay apply but with the recommended exemption as set out in 

Attachment I (ie, relating to sites over 1,500m
2
, an 11m height limit).    

I therefore accept these submissions in part as I am supporting some 

medium density albeit confined to the HNZC properties in the Jollie 

Street area, through the addition of the CHRM overlay, whilst 

retaining a RSDT zoning.   

  

                                                   
23  Priest and Fenton #2; Kircher #6; Morgan #12; Singh #13; Harry & Staniland #19; Cawthorn #20; Hope 

#34; Ward #35; Willemse #36; Chhagan #42; Farrant #52; Kennedy #57; Collins-Painter #58; Head #87; 
Milverton and Alexander #95; NPT Ltd #100; Wilson #119; and Housing New Zealand #126. 

24  Smith #4; Queree #15; Furakawa #16; Henderson #25; Spooner #41; Mills #46; Tucker #47; Paul #49; 
Carson #64; Tomlinson and Naidu #65; Holster #66; Ram and Mani #67; Martin #68; Black #69; Isaacs 
and Holster #73; Beecroft #78; Leslie #79; Mercer #80; Jordan #92; Rose #98; Thompson #103; Hagley 
Ferrymead Community Board #104; Hill #106; Lewis #121; Outram #122; McLeod #123; Faletanoai-
Evalu #124; Stockwell #125. 

CCC Evidence of Sarah-Jane Oliver
Page 42 of 58



 

27924147_1.docx  40   
 

14. LINWOOD EAST (BUCKLEYS RD, PAULINE ST, PAMELA ST, CHELSEA 

ST, JOLLIE ST, RASEN PL, AND THOMAS ST) 

 
Figure 14: Linwood East showing the notified RMD area only 

 

 
 
Likeliness for RMD Development (Quality of existing improvements, Section Size, 
Tenure, and Existing infill) – excluding the Housing New Zealand properties where 

redevelopment is likely in the short to medium term: 

 
Low High 
 

Impact on Existing Character and Amenity: 

 
High Low 
 

Overall appropriateness for RMD: 

 
Low High 
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14.1 For the same reasons set out in paragraph 13.1 to 13.6 above, I 

consider that at this stage a RSDT zoning to be appropriate for 

Linwood.   

 

14.2 I also note that in many cases, as demonstrated in Attachment F, the 

Enhanced Development Mechanism rules will apply to much of the 

notified RMD zone for Linwood, thereby providing for housing choice 

and increased supply.  This is however not the case for the HNZC 

sites and I set out my position with regard to these properties in 

section 13 above where I can support a CHRM mechanism to 

facilitate medium density redevelopment of their properties, with an 

underlying RSDT zoning. 

 

14.3 However if Linwood is to be rezoned (not withstanding my 

recommendation) then on the basis that this block meets the Policy 

14.1.1.2 criteria and that a RMD zone could provide for a greater 

range of housing typologies, I have some support for the zoning of 

this particular area (i.e. notified RMD areas along Buckleys Road, 

Pauline Street, Pamela Street, Chelsea Street, Jollie Street and 

Thomas Street).  A more focused RMD zoning approach in Linwood 

East together with the HNZ developments in this area, may lead to 

greater opportunities for street renewals in this area, thereby 

encouraging further investment in the area.     

 

 Submissions in support of the notified RMD zone areas in Linwood
25

  

 

14.4 I do not consider the notified RMD zoning to be the most appropriate 

zoning for this area.  However as I can support a CHRM zoning 

mechanism to facilitate medium density redevelopment of the HNZC 

properties in the Jollie Street area, and given the general nature of 

some of these submissions, it is appropriate that I accept in part 

these submissions in regard to the HNZC properties in the Jollie 

Street area.     

 

                                                   
25  Priest and Fenton #2; Kircher #6; Morgan #12; Singh#13; Harry & Staniland #19; Cawthorn #20; Hope 

#34; Ward #35; Willemse #36; Chhagan #42; Farrant #52; Kennedy #57; Collins-Painter #58; Head #87; 
Milverton and Alexander #95; NPT Ltd #100; Wilson #119; and Housing New Zealand #126. 
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 Submissions in opposition to the notified RMD zone areas in Linwood
26

  

 

14.5 It is my opinion that the RSDT zoning together with the Enhanced 

Development Mechanism is more appropriate for Linwood.  I 

therefore accept these submissions in part.  I have already addressed 

the HNZC properties in the Jollie Street area above, including an 

alternative option of RMD with the additional height rule as set out in 

Attachment I.  I therefore only accept these submissions in part as I 

am supporting some residential medium development albeit confined 

to the CHRM overlay over a RSDT zoning, for the HNZC properties in 

the Jollie Street area.   

  

                                                   
26  Smith #4; Queree #15; Furakawa #16; Henderson #25; Spooner #41; Mills #46; Tucker #47; Paul #49; 

Carson #64; Tomlinson and Naidu #65; Holster #66; Ram and Mani #67; Martin #68; Black #69; Isaacs 
and Holster #73; Beecroft #78; Leslie #79; Mercer #80; Jordan #92; Rose #98; Thompson #103; Hagley 
Ferrymead Community Board #104; Hill #106; Lewis #121; Outram #122; McLeod #123; Faletanoai-
Evalu #124; Stockwell #125. 
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15. LINWOOD WEST (BUCKLEYS RD, OLLIVIERS RD, HEREFORD ST, 

CASHEL ST, WELLINGTON ST, CLIVE ST, HAVELOCK ST, 

MALBOROUGH ST, GLASGOW ST, NEWCASTLE ST, AND ALDWINS RD) 

 
Figure 15: Linwood West showing the notified RMD area only 

 
 
Likeliness for RMD Development (Quality of existing improvements, Section Size, 

Tenure, and Existing infill): 

 
Low High 
 

Impact on Existing Character and Amenity: 

 
High Low 
 

Overall appropriateness of RMD zone: 

 
Low High 

 

15.1 The current housing in this area is a mix of older and more modern 

multi-unit single and two storey flats.  There are some large sites 

undeveloped and as such some potential for more multi-unit 

development.  Comprehensive development is however unlikely due 

to the age and fragmentation of subdivision.  However, given the 

RMD zone could yield more household units, there is some 

justification for the RMD zone from an efficiency perspective.   
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15.2 However for the urban form reasons which I have addressed in 

paragraph 7.3 to 7.7 of my evidence, together with the community 

needs issue I have raised in 8.3 to 8.5 of my evidence, I do not 

support (at this stage and without further more detailed social impact 

assessment being undertaken), the notified RMD proposal in 

Linwood.  It is also my current view that the proposed rezoning will 

only further dilute the focus for intensification around the Central City.  

Further that this eastern part of Christchurch is too continuous in its 

zoning pattern and as a consequence will create a lack of contrast 

between suburbs.  Contrast between suburbs helps communities 

identify with their surrounds.  

 

 Submissions in support of the notified RMD zone areas in Linwood
27

  

 

15.3 For the same reasons as I have provided in paragraph 13.5, I accept 

in part these submissions in regard only to the HNZC properties in the 

Jollie Street area.     

 

 Submissions in opposition to the notified RMD zone areas in Linwood
28

  

 

15.4 For the same reasons as I have provided in paragraph 13.6, I accept 

in part these submissions, however not in regard to the HNZC 

properties in the Jollie Street area.     

  

                                                   
27  Priest and Fenton #2; Kircher #6; Morgan #12; Singh#13; Harry & Staniland #19; Cawthorn #20; Hope 

#34; Ward #35; Willemse #36; Chhagan #42; Farrant #52; Kennedy #57; Collins-Painter #58; Head #87; 
Milverton and Alexander #95; NPT Ltd #100; Wilson #119; and Housing New Zealand #126. 

28  Smith #4; Queree #15; Furakawa #16; Henderson #25; Spooner #41; Mills #46; Tucker #47; Paul #49; 
Carson #64; Tomlinson and Naidu #65; Holster #66; Ram and Mani #67; Martin #68; Black #69; Isaacs 
and Holster #73; Beecroft #78; Leslie #79; Mercer #80; Jordan #92; Rose #98; Thompson #103; Hagley 
Ferrymead Community Board #104; Hill #106; Lewis #121; Outram #122; McLeod #123; Faletanoai-
Evalu #124; Stockwell #125, 
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16. LINWOOD SOUTH (ALDWINS RD, BONAR PL, RANDOLPH ST, 

MACKWORTH ST, AND SMITH ST) 

 

Figure 15: Linwood South showing the notified RMD area only 

 
 
Likeliness for RMD Development (Quality of existing improvements, Section Size, 

Tenure, and Existing infill): 

 
Low High 
 

Impact on Existing Character and Amenity: 

 
High Low 
 

Overall appropriateness for RMD zone: 

 
Low High 
 

 

16.1 My recommendation is not to rezone the Linwood area (refer to 

paragraphs 7.3 to 7.7 and 8.3 to 8.5 of my evidence).  There is 

sufficient opportunity for some medium density development to occur 

in this area as the Enhanced Development Mechanism will apply to 

many properties (refer to Attachment F).  Furthermore, a RSDT 
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zoning will maintain a more continuous urban form along Randolph 

Street, Mackworth Street and Smith Street.  

 

16.2 I recognise that the six properties owned by Housing New Zealand in 

Mackworth Street would have less restrictions to their redevelopment 

under a RMD zone.  These six properties if amalgamated will create a 

site of over 4,000m
2
.  Should the CHRM be applied to these 

properties, in my view HNZC will be able to achieve medium density 

development. 

 

 Submissions in support of the notified RMD zone areas in Linwood
29

 

 

16.3 For the same reasons as I have provided in paragraph 13.5, I accept 

these submissions in part in regard only to HNZC in the Jollie Street 

area.  In regard to the HNZC submission in relation to their 

Mackworth Street properties, it is my recommendation to provide for 

medium density development through an underlying RSDT zone but 

with an overlay created to apply the CHRM to these properties (refer 

to the planning maps in Attachment I).   I therefore accept in part the 

submission of HNZC.  

 

 Submissions in opposition to the notified RMD zone areas in Linwood
30

  

 

16.4 For the same reasons as I have provided in paragraph 13.6 I accept 

in part these submissions, however not in regard to the HNZC 

properties in the Jollie Street area.     

  

                                                   
29  Priest and Fenton #2; Kircher #6; Morgan #12; Singh#13; Harry & Staniland #19; Cawthorn #20; Hope 

#34; Ward #35; Willemse #36; Chhagan #42; Farrant #52; Kennedy #57; Collins-Painter #58; Head #87; 
Milverton and Alexander #95; NPT Ltd #100; Wilson #119; and Housing New Zealand #126. 

30  Smith #4; Queree #15; Furakawa #16; Henderson #25; Spooner #41; Mills #46; Tucker #47; Paul #49; 
Carson #64; Tomlinson and Naidu #65; Holster #66; Ram and Mani #67; Martin #68; Black #69; Isaacs 
and Holster #73; Beecroft #78; Leslie #79; Mercer #80; Jordan #92; Rose #98; Thompson #103; Hagley 
Ferrymead Community Board #104; Hill #106; Lewis #121; Outram #122; McLeod #123; Faletanoai-
Evalu #124; Stockwell #125. 
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17. HORNBY NORTH-WEST (AMURI ST, NGATA PL, TINOKORE ST, 

TAURIMA ST, GILBERTHORPES RD, AND MOFFETT ST) 

 

Figure 17: Hornby North-West showing the notified RMD area only 

 
 
Likeliness for RMD Development (Quality of existing improvements, Section Size, 
Tenure, and Existing infill) – excluding the additional properties requested by 
Housing New Zealand for inclusion in the RMD where their redevelopment is likely in 

the short to medium term : 

 
Low High 
 

Impact on Existing Character and Amenity: 

 
High Low 
 

Overall appropriateness for RMD zone: 

 
Low High 

 
 

17.1 This area is characterised by single storey pre-1960's housing that 

has not been significantly modified.  Very few properties have been 

subdivided or redeveloped as multi-units.  Section sizes range 

between 600-800m
2
.  Gilberthorpes Road, Hei Hei Road and 

Waterloo Road are wide and operate as collector roads.  Moffett 
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Street, Amuri Street, Ngata Place, Tinokoe Street and Taurima Street 

are narrower local roads.  Part of Taurima Street, Tinokore Street and 

Waterloo Road is already zoned RMD with the 8m height limit overlay 

applying to this area.  The notified RMD area is also proposed to 

have the 8m height limit overlay apply. 

 

17.2 HNZC have submitted to include a further 21 properties along 

Gilberthorpes Road within the RMD zone, however without the 8m 

height limit applying.  HNZ also request the 8m height limit overly be 

removed from the entire notified RMD area.     

 

17.3 In my opinion, the Hornby North-West area is appropriate for RMD 

zoning given the size of the sites, relative lack of multi-unit and infill 

development that has occurred to date, and little defining features or 

unique characteristics that requires management or protection.  I also 

consider that the HNZC properties are also appropriate and should be 

zoned RMD to create a logical block of higher density development. 

Whilst not within the scope of this proposal, it is also my opinion that 

the remaining properties between the Amuri Street and Wycola 

Avenue (which includes a local centre) could also be appropriate for 

RMD zoning to create a more continuous and compatible urban form 

within this neighbourhood, in the future. 

 

17.4 I do not consider the small block of five properties along Moffett 

Street to be appropriate for rezoning at this stage.  Rezoning only 

these properties in isolation of the surrounding Residential Suburban 

zoned properties (Moffett Street, Gilberthorpes Road, Kaplan Avenue 

block) would create an irregular urban form within the local 

neighbourhood.   

 

17.5 I acknowledge Mr Blake's evidence that there is a low likelihood that 

the broader area will be developed due to the land values.  I am 

unable to comment on the economic feasibility of the development of  

HNZC's sites, however understand that there are other reasons that 

drive their decisions on investment and redevelopment of particular 

areas.  It is possible that the HNZC development along Gilberthorpes 

Road will encourage private investment in the area, particularly given 
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the number of rental properties, and therefore result in investor led 

redevelopment, but the likelihood of that is beyond my expertise.   

 

17.6 I have addressed the HNZC submission in regard to the 8m height 

limit and recommend a revised approach (refer to paragraph 7.36 to 

7.39 of my evidence).  I note that Mr Jolly and Ms Schröder support 

this approach. 

 

Submissions in support of the notified RMD zone areas in Hornby
31

  

 

17.7 I support the inclusion of this area (Amuir Street, Ngata Place, 

Tinokore Street, Taurima Street, Gilberthorpes Road and Moffett 

Street) within the RMD Zone.  This includes the additional properties 

request for inclusion as RMD zone along Gilberthorpes Road (#126).  

However, as I do not support the inclusion of some notified RMD 

zoned areas in Hornby and given the general nature of these 

submissions supporting the Hornby proposal, I can only accept in part 

these submissions.    

 

 Submissions in opposition to the notified RMD zone areas in Hornby
32

  

 

17.8 I accept in part these submissions given the nature of these 

submissions opposing the notified RMD proposal in Hornby.  This is 

based on my recommendation not to support the RMD zoning in 

Parker Street (refer to section 18 of my evidence) and Blankney 

Street (refer to section 19 of my evidence).  However in regard to this 

Hornby North-West area, as I support it for rezoning to RMD, I can 

only support these submission in part and only as it relates to the 

streets of Blankney and Parker.       

                                                   
31  Zhao #1; Blair #7; Clark #8; Zhang and Fromnz Property Limited #11; Singh #13; Major #33; Penh #120; 

Housing New Zealand #126. 
32  Perry #17; Yadav #26; Simmons #31; Li and Chen #37; Langdon #38; Martelli #39; Kirk #40; Hunter #44; 

Stephens #55Houliston #63; Muir #86; Cook #118. 
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18. HORNBY WEST (PARKER ST, FOREMANS RD, AND STEELE ST) 

 

Figure 18: Hornby West showing the notified RMD area only 

 
 
Likeliness for RMD Development (Quality of existing improvements, Section Size, 

Tenure, and Existing infill): 

 
Low High 
 

Impact on Existing Character and Amenity: 

 
High Low 
 

Overall appropriateness for RMD zone: 

 
Low High 

 
 

18.1 This area comprises an additional 20 properties located along part of 

Parker Street and Steel Street and Foremans Road.  The existing 

housing stock is the same in character, age and property size as that 

in Hornby North-West.  The eastern side of Parker Street road is 

already zoned RMD with an 8m height limit overlay. 
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18.2 Whilst I consider that Parker Street being reasonably wide could 

absorb RMD development along both sides of the road, the full length 

of this road is not within the scope of the Proposal.  The remaining 

seven properties could not be included within the Proposal as they 

did not meet all of the Policy 14.1.1.2 qualifying criteria and therefore 

the Panel's direction in Decision 10 relating to re-notification.  The 

inclusion of only some of the sections on the western side of the road 

will in my view result in a discontinuous urban form and not integrate 

well with the lower density housing to the west.  I therefore consider 

Parker Street, also due to its width, is an appropriate boundary and 

interface between the RS and RMD zones in this area.  

 

18.3 It is my view that homes along Foremans Road and Steele Street 

should also remain as low density for the same reasons as for Parker 

Street.  I therefore recommend that these notified RMD areas not be 

rezoned as RMD.  

 

Submissions in support of the notified RMD zone areas in Hornby
33

  

 

18.4 For the reasons I have provided in paragraph 17.7 above and as I do 

not support the inclusion of these notified RMD zoned areas along 

Foremans road, Steele Street and Parker Avenue, I can only support 

in part these submissions in relation to other areas in Horrby.      

 

 Submissions in opposition to the notified RMD zone areas in Hornby
34

  

 

18.5 For the reasons I have provided in paragraph 17.8 above, I accept in 

part these submissions as I do not support the inclusion of these 

notified RMD zoned areas in Foremans road, Steele Street and 

Parker Avenue. I can only support these submission in part as I 

support RMD zoning for other areas in Hornby.         

  

                                                   
33  Zhao #1; Blair #7; Clark #8; Zhang and Fromnz Property Limited #11; Singh #13; Major #33; Penh #120; 

Housing New Zealand #126. 
34  Perry #17; Yadav #26; Simmons #31; Li and Chen #37; Langdon #38; Martelli #39; Kirk #40; Hunter #44; 

Stephens #55; Houliston #63; Muir #86; Cook #118. 
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19. HORNBY SOUTH-EAST – BRYNLEY ST; AND TREVOR ST, AMYES RD, 

AND BLANKNEY ST 

 
Figure 19A: Hornby South East Brynley Street showing the notified 

RMD area only 

 
 
Likeliness for RMD Development (Quality of existing improvements, Section Size, 

Tenure, and Existing infill): 

 
Low High 
 

Impact on Existing Character and Amenity: 

 
High Low 
 

Overall: 

 
Low High 
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Figure 19B: Hornby South East Trevor Street, Amyes Road and Blankney Street 
showing the notified RMD area only 
 

 
 
Likeliness for RMD Development (Quality of existing improvements, Section Size, 

Tenure, and Existing infill): 

 
Low High 
 

Impact on Existing Character and Amenity: 

 
High Low 
 

Overall: 

 
Low High 

 

19.1 With the exception of the properties along Blankney Street, it is my 

view that the block bounded by Aymes Road, Springs Road and 

Brynley Street has potential as a RMD area (refer to Attachment A of 

my evidence).  There are a number of properties that contain pre-

1960's building, are on 800m
2
 sites and have not been redeveloped 

(some being the properties sort for rezoning to RMD).  
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19.2 In isolation however, the rezoning of the notified RMD and the 

additional RMD properties in this location (proposed through the 

submissions of Harrison #10, Sun #72 and Lau #77), will not result in 

a well-integrated urban form and thus there is justification in my 

opinion not to rezone them at this stage. 

 

19.3 Notwithstanding my concerns regarding a consolidated approach to 

rezoning, I do consider there is merit in rezoning these properties to 

RMD (except along Blankney Street) as a catalyst for an upzoning of 

the remainder of these properties block.  I have illustrated a RMD 

zone in my recommended Revised Proposal (refer to Attachment I).  

I have provided further comments in regard to each street as follows.  

 

19.4 In relation to the Brynley Street properties, this group of nine 

properties are included in the Proposal as they meet the Policy 

14.1.1.2 qualifying criteria.  However all of the remaining properties 

along Brynley Street are zoned RS, and unlike Hornby North-West or 

Hornby South-West, this proposed area is not connected to a RMD 

zone.  Rezoning just these isolated properties along this street will 

create an anomaly in the built form in this neighbourhood.  

Furthermore, as over half of the properties in this small block are 

already developed for multi-units and the age of these buildings is 

post-1960, the rezoning to RMD is unlikely to result in additional 

residential units through comprehensive development.  I therefore do 

not consider the rezoning of 28-34 Brynley Street as RMD to be 

appropriate at this stage. 

 

19.5 I consider that rezoning Trevor Street and Aymes Road is also not 

appropriate at this stage, for the same reasons as for Brynley Street.  

I do however consider that both these streets, particularly Aymes 

Road, could be appropriate for rezoning as part of a wider proposal.   

 

19.6 In relation to Blankney Street, I consider that the street quality and 

uniformity of Blankney Street in Hornby is strong and there is 

potential for RMD redevelopment to adversely impact on this. The 

inclusion of these properties within the RSZ will achieve a better 

integrated urban form and better maintain the quality and character of 
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this street which is dominated by single storey residential housing 

with good building setbacks from the road. 

 

Submissions in support of the notified RMD zone areas in Hornby
35

  

 

19.7 As I support the inclusion of these notified RMD zoned areas, 

excluding those along Blankney Street, support in part these 

submissions.      

 

 Submitters Harrison #10, Sun #72 and Lau #77 

 

19.8 These submitters collectively seek the inclusion of the following 

properties along Brynley Street within the RMD zone – 36, 38, 40, 42, 

44, 46, 48, 50, 52, 56 60 and 66 Brynley Street.  I support these 

submissions but on the basis that the wider area is also appropriate 

as a RMD zone, however I accept further additional properties are 

beyond the scope of this proposal.   

 

 Submissions in opposition to the notified RMD zone areas in Hornby
36

  

 

19.9 I accept these submissions in part as I do not support the inclusion of 

the notified RMD zoned properties along Blankney Street.  However I  

accept these submissions in part as I support the rezoning of those 

properties in Trevor Street, Amyes Road and Brynley Street (as a 

catalyst for a future wider rezoning proposal to a RMD zone).           

 

 

Sarah-Jane Oliver  

9 June 2016  

 

 

 

                                                   
35  Zhao #1; Blair #7; Clark #8; Zhang and Fromnz Property Limited #11; Singh #13; Major #33; Penh #120; 

Housing New Zealand #126. 
36  Perry #17; Yadav #26; Simmons #31; Li and Chen #37; Langdon #38; Martelli #39; Kirk #40; Hunter #44; 

Stephens #55Houliston #63; Muir #86; Cook #118. 
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