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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 My full name is Sarah-Jane Oliver.  My experience and qualifications are 

set out in my evidence in chief dated 9 June 2016.  

 

1.2 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 expertise except where I state 

that I am relying on the evidence of another person.  The Council has 

agreed to me giving expert evidence on its behalf in accordance with my 

duties under the Code of Conduct. 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 I have read all the evidence and statements filed on behalf of submitters on 

the RMD Proposal.  My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the 

following evidence on behalf of Housing New Zealand Corporation (HNZC) 

(#495): 

 

(a) Ms Styles (Planning); and 

(b) Mr Osborne (Economics). I acknowledge Mr Osborne is an 

economic witness, and I am responding to his evidence as far as 

he comments on planning matters only. 

 

2.2 I note that except for the evidence filed by HNZC, all of the statements are in 

opposition to the RMD Proposal.  

 

2.3 My evidence has the following attachments: 

 

(a) Attachment A: Revised Proposal - updated recommended 

planning map for Linwood only;  

(b) Attachment B: Density maps for St Albans and a density analysis of 

the Riccarton Living 3 area (subject to an 8m height limit); and 

(c) Attachment C: maps showing the RMD zoning (only), where the 

Riccarton Lower height Limit Overlay applies through Decision 10, 
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and where the Stage 1 Lower Height Limit Overlay was sought by the 

Council to apply in other areas. 

 

3. HOUSING NEW ZEALAND CORPORATION – EVIDENCE OF MS STYLES AND MR 

OSBORNE  

 

3.1 Ms Styles' and Mr Osborne's evidence for HNZC stresses the need for 

additional RMD zoning to be provided around the three Key Activity 

Centres (KACs), to ensure the Strategic Directions objectives, namely the 

intensification targets, are met.  Mr Osborne in sections 5 to 8 of his 

evidence comments broadly on the need for intensification (increased 

housing choice) and suitability of KACs to support and be supported by 

intensification.  Ms Styles in particular has emphasised that: 

 

 Matters of zoning are better in my opinion kept to a broader level 

given the inherent uncertainty of actual change that may occur (at 

paragraph 7.19 ) 

 

 I consider that rezoning shows a clear intention that intensification 

could occur in areas and without signalling intent there is a lack of 

certainty for both developers and the wider community.  Rezoning, 

even if slow or sporadic, still enables the opportunity for change to 

occur if not in the short term, at least in the future. Not zoning the 

land removes the ability for such capacity increases to occur. (at 

paragraph 7.20) 

 

 The Council evidence does not show how the 

capacity/intensification target will be achieved, nor the extent to 

which the new recommendations to remove/dilute the proposed 

RMD areas will impact on the ability to achieve the intensification 

goals……I am not provided any comfort that the Council 

recommendations would assist to ensure that the CRDP RMD 

zoning as a whole would enable a meaningful contribution to 

meeting the intensification targets in the higher order documents.  

(at paragraph 7.21). 
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3.2 I refer again to my position supporting intensification around these KACs in 

paragraph 7.1 of my evidence in chief.  However I do not support a 

rezoning approach where the sole goal is to maximise housing capacity.  I 

am not convinced, as Ms Style is, that rezoning large swathes of land as 

RMD, particularly in the case of Linwood, is going to better achieve the 

household targets, than a more focused approach. Planning for 

communities, current and future generations, is as much about meeting the 

social and cultural needs of a community (the purpose of the Act) as it is 

economic needs.  It is imperative in my view, that for the Linwood 

community, the type and quality of housing delivered results in only 

positive changes to neighbourhoods.  Ms Styles has criticised the finer 

grain analysis I have undertaken, but I stand by my view that the benefits 

of a more focused approach to RMD development will have the following 

benefits:   

 

(a) identifying the most appropriate and feasible areas based on their 

closer proximity to the commercial core, community facilities and 

open space, and avoidance of areas within a Flood Management 

Area;  

 

(b) directing investment and concentrated change into these smaller 

scale areas, such that the Council can work more effectively with the 

local community, investors and HNZC to develop and, most 

importantly, deliver quality housing developments supported by, 

where funding is available, improvements to public open spaces and 

important connections across and through the area (i.e. developing a 

shared community/investor vision for urban blocks and streets); and 

 

(c) in doing so, encouraging more positive and active change to the 

identified neighbourhoods, thereby reducing the potential impact of 

'out of character' developments as I have discussed in paragraph 7.5 

of my evidence in chief. 

 

3.3 These benefits in my view outweigh what I believe will be very marginal 

opportunity costs of rezoning areas which are less suitable to RMD 

development for reasons, such as being within a Flood Management Area, 
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and which at best are only likely to deliver sporadic and piecemeal 

redevelopments.   

 

3.4 Furthermore, in the case of Hornby, I am supporting an approach that will 

increase the opportunity for medium density development.  I recommend 

only 30 properties be excluded from the notified RMD zone in this area. 

Should in the future the other potential areas around the Amyes Road area 

be considered for medium density (refer to Attachment K of my evidence in 

chief), then in the medium to longer term Hornby could contribute 

significantly to the intensification targets.   

 

3.5 In the case in Papanui, the alternative "potential areas" (refer to 

Attachment K of my evidence in chief) comprise close to the same land 

area as the Papanui South areas which I recommend not be rezoned.  I 

accept that in the case of Papanui my recommended approach for Papanui 

will not result in the RMD zoning being "prudently generous", in the short 

term at least, as found in the Panel's Decision 10, at paragraph [100].  In 

my opinion it is more important to support the most appropriate areas for 

medium density development taking all relevant factors under the RMA into 

account.   

 

3.6 I also note that Policy 14.1.1.7 of the RDP is for the monitoring of the 

effectiveness of the residential provisions.  Through this policy (and 

through section 35(2)(b) of the RMA), the Council will check how effective 

the residential provisions are over time for meeting relevant Land Use 

Recovery Plan and Canterbury Regional Policy Statement targets, related 

Strategic Objectives 3.3.4(a) and 3.3.7(d), and related housing needs.  

This will ensure that whether the LURP and Strategic Direction targets are 

being met, will consistently be monitored and the Council can respond, as 

necessary. 

 

 Linwood 

 

3.7 I have considered further whether, as Ms Styles purports "..not zoning the 

land will remove the ability for such capacity increases to occur" and 
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particularly as this statement relates to Linwood.1  As I have discussed 

above, in my view my recommended approach for Hornby in particular can 

make a meaningful contribution to achieving intensification targets in the 

short term, and Papanui in the medium term.  

 

3.8 There appears to be an assumption by Ms Styles and Mr Osborne that the 

Residential Suburban Density Transition (RSDT) zoning will yield 

significantly less "households" than a RMD zone (even with a 11m height 

limit).  If the predominant form of redevelopment is of single sites, then 

regardless of whether the underlying zoning is RSDT or RMD (with a 11m 

height limit), it is my estimation that the household yield will be very similar  

(I refer again here to Attachment G of my evidence in chief).  Townhouse 

and terraced housing is provided for under both the RSDT and RMD 

zones, and it is only through significant site amalgamation that the benefits 

of the RMD zone (through rule provisions that increased development 

flexibility) can more effectively be realised.   

 

3.9 St Albans and Riccarton are two areas where substantial redevelopment 

has occurred providing principally for two storey townhouse and multi-unit 

residential complexes (refer to Attachment B of this evidence).  Again this 

type of development is possible under the RSDT and RMD zones, the 

RSDT with its provision for multi-unit residential complexes now being 

more akin to Living 3 Zone under the City Plan, particularly in the case of 

Central Riccarton where an 8m height limit has been confirmed through 

Decision 10.  St Albans currently yields over 20 hh/ha and it has not yet 

been redeveloped to its full potential, and in Riccarton the household yield 

is at least 30hh/ha and over one third have a density in excess of 40hh/ha.     

 

3.10 If Linwood were to be redeveloped to mirror a similar type and level of 

development (recognising that the market conditions are very different 

between these areas as compared to Linwood), then Linwood would still 

effectively contribute to intensification targets, even under a RSDT zoning.   

 

3.11 Whilst I agree with Ms Styles that the RMD zone will also provide for 

predominantly two to three storey buildings being semi-detached, terraced 

                                                   
1
  Ms Styles evidence, at paragraph 7.20. 
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housing and low rise apartments, the key differences between the RSDT 

and RMD zoning (as Ms Styles has accepted) becomes most apparent in 

larger sites.  It is my view and I refer also to Ms Schröder's rebuttal 

evidence in support of this position, that in terms of delivering quality multi-

unit developments (terraced housing in particular), this is more achievable 

on larger sites.  If RMD zoning must be provided in Linwood, then in my 

view it is imperative that quality multi-unit development be delivered.  

Anything less, has the risk of only exacerbating community issues and 

detract rather than improve community identity and the overall strength of 

this KAC.  Again, it is my view that any rule that encourages site 

amalgamation, especially in Linwood, should be supported. 

 

3.12 I am concerned that the evidence of Ms Styles has not considered that of 

Mr Norton for the Council and the limitations of the Flood Management 

Areas (FMA) on the filling of land.  The filling of areas in Linwood as noted 

by Mr Norton in his Supplementary Evidence, significantly impacts on the 

level of building development that could occur in the identified areas not 

supported by Mr Norton for RMD zoning in his Evidence in Chief.  In my 

view, given there is significant uncertainty as to whether these FMA 

affected areas are capable of yielding RMD development, they should not 

be zoned RMD .   

 

3.13 Notwithstanding this, in light of the evidence of Ms Styles in regard to her 

comparison between the RMD/EDM/CHRM provisions (refer to paragraph 

7.14 of her evidence), I have considered again whether a RMD zoning, 

albeit more focused, is appropriate for Linwood.  I agree with Ms Styles 

that, in particular, the EDM and its inconsistent applicability to areas 

around the KAC, does not provide as clear a vision for this area, when 

compared to distinct zone boundaries.  I also accept that the CHRM will 

not facilitate private investment.   

 

3.14 I therefore can support some RMD zoning as shown in Attachment A to 

this evidence provided that the 8m Lower Height Limit applies together with 

the exemption to rule 14.11.4.1, which I recommended in my evidence in 

chief.  I support a rezoning to RMD of three blocks that largely avoids the 

areas within the FMA, but still creates reasonably sized consolidated 

blocks of RMD zoning.  These recommended areas are located as follows: 
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(a) Linwood East -  properties along Rasen Place, Thomas Street, Jollie 

Street (part only) and Chelsea Street (part only) and Linwood Avenue 

(part only);  

(b) Linwood North-West - properties bounded by McLean Street, 

Buckleys Road, Linwood Avenue and Worcester Street;  

(c) Linwood South - properties along Bonar Place, Marcroft Street, 

Randolph Street (part only), Mackworth Street (part only and 

including the HNZC requested additions) and Smith Street (part only).  

 

3.15 I recognise that for the Linwood South area there are some isolated areas 

within the FMA.  However, I have recommended their inclusion in the RMD 

zone (refer to Mr Norton's supplementary evidence, paragraph 3.10) but in 

reality it will be challenging for the redevelopment of these properties to 

accommodate multi-unit residential complexes given the extent of filling (of 

the land) that would be needed.  

 

3.16 The Linwood North-West is however my least preferred area for the urban 

form and central city policy reasons provided in paragraphs 7.28 to 7.30 of 

my evidence in chief.  

 

3.17 This more focused approach will, I anticipate, result in more 

comprehensive and effective planning and collaboration with HNZC and 

private investors, to realise quality RMD developments.  To my mind, the 

best outcome from such a rezoning would be the prioritisation of this area 

for an "Urban Intensification Plan/Neighbourhood Plan", or exemplar type 

project.  

 

3.18 It still remains my view that a social impact assessment is required for 

Linwood, but that the release of the land described in paragraph 3.14 

above can be a precursor to a wider assessment of the housing needs in 

Linwood and reconsideration of the balance land (i.e. notified areas 

recommended to remain as RSDT in Attachment A of this evidence).  

There is potential for such a further review to occur in conjunction with the 

Red Zone land assessments, given that the area west of Buckleys Road is 

only 0.5 to 1km from the edge of the Red Zone.   
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8m height overlay and proposed exemption to this rule for amalgamated sites 

(1,500m
2
 and over) 

 

3.19 I wish to first record that my evidence in chief and rebuttal, is based on the 

Lower Height Limit (8m) Overlay applying in Bishopdale, Papanui, Shirley 

and Hornby (where the upzoning to RMD was from a Living 1 or 2 Zone).  I 

have provided in Attachment C maps showing the RMD zoning (only), 

where the Riccarton Lower height Limit Overlay applies, and where the 

Stage 1 8m Lower Height Limit Overlay was sought by the Council to apply 

in other areas.  I also refer here to a further memorandum of Council on 

the latter matter, which provided additional background information to the 

Panel on the relevant submissions and evidence before the Panel in Stage 

1 on the Lower Height Limit Overlay, dated 22 June 2016. 

 

3.20 I accept that with the removal of the Stage 1 Lower Height Limit Overlay 

(as indicated in the Panel's Minute of 9 June 2016, it intends to issue a 

corrections decision), there may be a stronger case to remove it from the 

RMD areas notified in this proposal, to ensure a consistent approach is 

taken across the city's RMD zones that are to be upzoned from a Living 1 

or 2 zone to a RMD zone.  Nonetheless, my opinion still stands that the 

recommended exemption to the building height rule 14.11.4.1 as set out in 

paragraph 7.37 and Attachment I of my evidence in chief, will be beneficial 

in encouraging site amalgamation.   

 

3.21 I do not agree with Ms Styles that the rule exemption should be limited to 

only those sites that adjoin a Residential Suburban Zone (refer to 

paragraph 9.11 of her evidence). The rule change suggested by Ms Styles 

would mean in practice it would apply to only a few sites, and would 

therefore not be effective to encourage site amalgamation across the wider 

notified and additional RMD zoned area.   

 

3.22 Mr Osborne in paragraph 10.3 of his evidence states that for HNZC "…the 

proposed 8m overlay will increase compliance, consenting and 

development costs, and increases the risk and uncertainty in relation to 

obtaining a resource consent for development."  Further, in paragraph 10.5 

of his evidence he states that the overlay "…effectively reduces the density 

of development available within a zone." 
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3.23 In reality, the gain in building form and capacity between an 8m height limit 

and an 11m height limit, is only likely to be realised in larger sites, with 

three or more residential units and a restricted discretionary activity status 

either way.  Thus no additional consenting costs or uncertainty is in my 

view created.  As the modelling contained in Attachment G of my evidence 

in chief shows, the recession planes as applied to smaller and narrower 

sites, will in most circumstances prevent the height exceeding much 

beyond 8m.  However there would remain the opportunity through the 

restricted discretionary activity status to demonstrate an appropriate design 

outcome at 11m on a smaller site.   

 

3.24 11m high building(s) (allowing more easily for three storeys including 

opportunity for variation roof form to better address the local context) will 

require larger sites and I refer here to Ms Schröder's rebuttal evidence in 

paragraph 3.12.  The site coverage rule in the RMD zone will have the 

greatest impact on actual housing density and as such there is no impact 

on the number of household units.  In sites between 600m2 and 1000m2 

the difference between 8m and 11m is potentially with an 11m height limit 

an extra bedroom might be added (third level), but Ms Schröder does 

explain the difficulties with delivering three storey developments on smaller 

sites (refer also to paragraph 3.12 of her rebuttal evidence).  

 

3.25 Only in much larger sites (amalgamated sites) will all the RMD rules work 

together to maximise household yields in the RMD zoned areas.  As Ms 

Schröder has stated in paragraph 3.14 of her rebuttal, HNZC most typically 

amalgamate their land to maximise household yield.  They therefore will in 

most cases be able to utilise the proposed 8m height limit exemption rule 

(refer to paragraph 7.37 of my evidence in chief), so as not to incur any 

additional cumulative costs as inferred by Mr Osborne in paragraph 10.11 

of his evidence.    

   

Sarah-Jane Oliver 

22 June 2016 
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ATTACHMENT A 

 

Revised Proposal - updated recommended planning map for Linwood only 

(recommendations are otherwise as included in Evidence in Chief)
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ATTACHMENT B 

 

Density maps for St Albans and a density analysis of the Riccarton Living 3 area (subject 

to an 8m height limit); and 
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ATTACHMENT C 

 

Maps showing the RMD zoning (only), where the Riccarton Lower height Limit Overlay 

applies through Decision 10, and where the Stage 1 Lower Height Limit Overlay was 

sought by the Council to apply in other areas. 

 




