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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Jane Maree Rennie. I hold the position of Principal and 

Senior Urban Designer with the environmental consultancy firm 

Boffa Miskell Limited, based in the firm's Christchurch office.   

1.2 I hold a Bachelor of Planning from Auckland University and a Post 

Graduate Certificate (Merit) in urban design from the University of 

Westminster (London).  I am a full member of the New Zealand 

Planning Institute and a member of the Urban Design Forum.   

1.3 My relevant experience includes 20 years' working in urban design 

and planning in New Zealand, the USA and the UK for both the 

public and private sectors.  My current role as Principal and Senior 

Urban Designer at Boffa Miskell (since 2009) has involved me in a 

range of urban design projects, including urban strategies and 

visions, master plans, design advice, housing and town centre 

developments, policy development and assessment of resource 

consent applications. Prior to this I was employed as an Associate 

Director by DTZ (London) advising on a number of regeneration 

projects, town centre strategies and visions.  Immediately prior to 

that I worked with London-based urban design practice Tibbalds on 

a number of council housing regeneration projects, urban design 

strategies and development planning guidelines.   

1.4 I have been engaged by Housing New Zealand Corporation 

("Housing New Zealand") to provide evidence in relation to urban 

design issues relevant to the provisions of Proposal 14 – Residential, 

Additional Residential Medium Density Zone areas (“RMD 

Proposal”) of the Replacement District Plan (“RDP”). The scope of 

my evidence is outlined in detailed under Section 4 of my evidence. 

1.5 In preparing my evidence, I have relied on a range of relevant 

documents and the evidence of others. These are set out in 

Appendix A.  

1.6 For clarification:  

(a) Notified RMD Proposal – This refers to land notified by 

Council on the planning maps, through this proposal. 

RMD-126 and FS 1-4
Housing NZ Corp

Evidence of Jane Maree Rennie
Page 3 of 30



 

3 

 

(b) Additional RMD Areas – This is the additional land that 

Housing New Zealand seek for inclusion in RMD under their 

Submission. 

1.7 I have undertaken site visits to the Hornby and Linwood areas 

considered within the notified RMD Proposal, including the additional 

RMD areas. 

2 CODE OF CONDUCT 

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

as contained in the Environment Court's Practice Note 2014.  I have 

complied with the practice note when preparing my written 

statement of evidence, and will do so when I give oral evidence 

before the Hearings Panel.  

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

forming my opinions are set out in my evidence to follow.  The 

reasons for the opinions expressed are also set out in the evidence 

to follow. 

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

expertise and I have not omitted to consider material facts known to 

me that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express. 

3 OUTCOMES OF CONFERENCING 

3.1 I attended urban design expert conferencing with Mr Edward Jolly 

representing CCC (via telephone conference) on 16 May 2016, and 

the conferencing statement and my ‘Will Say’ statement are 

attached at Appendix B to this evidence. 

3.2 The outcome of conferencing included: 

(a) Agreement that the locational criteria used was appropriate to 

identify the additional RMD areas for rezoning; 

(b) Agreement that Housing New Zealand housing was 

appropriately located within the additional RMD areas as the 

needs of social housing tenants parallel the criteria for the 

RMD locations; and  
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(c) The nature of the notified RMD zoning south of the Hornby Hub 

was counterintuitive and created ‘islands’ of RMD on the wrong 

side of the RSDT zone within the RS zone. 

3.3 The Housing New Zealand issue outstanding from conferencing was 

the request to remove the 8m height overlay and reinstate the RMD 

height limit of 11m. 

4 SCOPE 

4.1 There is agreement between Housing New Zealand and CCC on the 

following matters in relation to Hornby North-west: 

(a) Ms Oliver sets out in her evidence that “the notified RMD zones 

and additional RMD areas are appropriate (including the 

Housing New Zealand properties along Gilberthorpes Road)1”; 

(b) Ms Schroder sets out in her evidence that the Notified RMD is 

appropriate and notes that Housing New Zealand could act as 

a catalyst for the redevelopment of the area2; 

(c) Mr Jolly sets out in his evidence that the Additional RMD areas 

are appropriate for RMD zoning and will provide a 

comprehensive residential redevelopment opportunity of the 

nature he believes is sought through Policy 1.4.1.2.33; 

(d) All Council witnesses recommend a change to the increased 

height limit to 11 metres, where sites are amalgamated (to 

1,500sqm) (partial agreement)4. 

4.2 I support the view that RMD is appropriate at Hornby North-west. 

Accordingly, as there is general agreement about rezoning Hornby 

North-west to RMD, I do not intend to comment further on this area, 

with the exception of the issue of the height limit.   

4.3 Therefore, my evidence primarily focuses on the following: 

(a) The high level urban design issues associated with the RMD 

Zone. 

                                       
1 para 3.6, Evidence, Ms Oliver 
2 para 3.1(b), Evidence, Ms Schroder 
3 para’s 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, Evidence, Mr Jolly 
4 para 5.3, Evidence Mr Jolly / Para 3.2 Evidence Ms Schroder / Para 3.8 Evidence Ms Oliver 
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(b) Outstanding urban design issues raised in evidence by Mr Jolly 

and Ms Schroder in relation to Linwood, as follows: 

(i) Urban design issues associated with the Notified 

RMD Proposal and specifically: 

(1) The appropriateness of rezoning the 

Linwood East area for RMD (Buckleys Road, 

Pauline Street, Pamela Street, Chelsea 

Street, Jollie Street, Rasen Place, Thomas 

Street). 

(2) The appropriateness of rezoning the 

Linwood South area for RMD (Aldwins Road, 

Bonar Place, Randolph Street, Mackworth 

Street, Smith Street); and  

(ii) Urban design issues associated with the Additional 

RMD Areas in relation to the Housing New Zealand 

submission, and specifically: 

(1) The appropriateness of rezoning additional, 

largely Housing New Zealand owned land for 

RMD and comprising properties at 75, 77, 

77A, B and C and 79 Mackworth Street. 

(c) The urban design issues associated with applying an 11m 

height limit to the RMD Zone. 

5 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

5.1 Housing New Zealand seeks through its submission to ensure that 

the Replacement District Plan enables the efficient and effective 

delivery of social housing in Christchurch.   In relation to the RMD 

zone, Housing New Zealand seeks to ensure there is sufficient 

capacity to allow for a range of housing choices, an increased 

density of development and the ability to integrate its developments 

into the community5.  Accordingly, Housing New Zealand requests 

through its submission to retain the RMD zoning in areas as notified, 

                                       
5 Statement of Evidence of Paul John Commons on Behalf of Housing New Zealand 
Corporation, 20 March 2015, paras 20, 44, 46, and 89. 
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to include additional properties in Linwood6 and Hornby7, and to 

delete the Residential Medium Density Lower Height Limit Overlay. 

5.2 The background reasoning behind the need for intensification in 

Christchurch is extensive and the subject has already been 

considered in detail before the Panel. The LURP8 addresses the 

change that is needed in the housing market and encourages more 

intensive housing types. The higher order policies of the 

Replacement Plan reiterate the need for an increase in the supply of 

housing that will meet the diverse needs of the community and 

assist in improving housing affordability9.  

5.3 The proposed RMD zone has been established to support the 

concept of a built form transition from commercial scale 

development within the KAC’s through to medium and then lower 

density development furthest away from the centre and as captured 

in Policy 14.1.4.2. It will also support intensification by way of a 

range of different housing typologies.  

5.4 In relation to Hornby North-west, I am of the view that the area is 

appropriate for RMD zoning, and there is broad agreement by all 

Council witnesses that the area be rezoned to RMD. 

5.5 In relation to Linwood East, I consider that the opportunity for 

residential intensification and comprehensive redevelopment within 

walking distance of a commercial centre that is also within 3km of 

the central city and a range of public transport options cannot be 

underestimated, particularly in the context of Objective 3.3.1(a) of 

the Strategic Directions Chapter.  

5.6 I consider that the policy and rule framework outlined for the RMD 

zone is appropriate, in addressing both the existing neighbourhood 

character and amenity issues in the context of anticipated 

intensification AND in delivering the quality of development 

anticipated in these areas with respect to Policy 14.1.1.2c.  

                                       
6 75, 77, 77A, B, & C, and 79 Mackworth Street, Linwood. 
7 23, 25, 27, and 29 Amuri Street, and 24, 26, 28, 30, 32, 34, 34A, 36, 38, 40, 42, 44, 46, 
48, 50, 50A, and 52 Gilberthorpes Road, Hornby. 
8 LURP, A Plan to Lead Recovery, Section 4.1.1  
9 Objective 14.1.1 Chapter 14, Replacement District Plan 
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5.7 Given the above, I consider from an urban design perspective, that 

there are several matters in favour of the change to RMD zoning at 

Linwood East, noting that the area meets the criteria set out in 

Policy 14.1.1.2.   

5.8 In relation to Linwood South, and including the additional 

properties sought for inclusion by Housing New Zealand: 

(a) I can appreciate that there may be a perceived safety concerns 

in relation to pedestrian connections with Eastgate. However, I 

consider that improvements could be made to the route, or for 

alternative connections to be provided, to support the wider 

Linwood South community. 

(b) The additional properties requested on Mackworth Street are 

consistent with those that have been included in the Notified 

RMD Proposal and they do not possess any specific 

characteristics or qualities that would warrant their exclusion 

from the RMD zone. 

(c) I consider that the RMD zone is appropriate in addressing both 

the existing neighbourhood character and amenity issues in 

the context of anticipated intensification AND in delivering the 

quality of development anticipated in these areas with respect 

to Policy 14.1.1.2c. 

(d) In the context of the above, and in relation to the overarching 

requirement to enable intensification and a wide range of 

housing types and density, I consider that Linwood South 

including the additional Housing New Zealand properties are 

appropriate for RMD zoning, noting that it meets the criteria 

set out in Policy 14.1.1.2.   

5.9 Finally, in relation to the Lower Height Limit Overlay, I consider 

that an 8m limit would undermine the ability of the RMD areas to 

meet the demand for capacity by limiting the height of buildings. 

The result of the lower height limit overlay will mean there is very 

little difference between the RMD and the RSDT zones. 
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6 INTENSIFICATION AND THE RMD ZONE 

6.1 The background reasoning behind the need for intensification in 

Christchurch is extensive and the subject has been considered in 

detail before the Panel. The LURP10 addresses the change that is 

needed in the housing market (from stand-alone homes to offering 

greater housing choice) and encourages more intensive housing 

types, such as terrace and townhouse development within the 

existing urban areas. The higher order policies of the Replacement 

Plan reiterate the need for an increase in the supply of housing that 

will meet the diverse needs of the community and assist in 

improving housing affordability11.  

6.2 As has previously been outlined in the evidence of Mr Teesdale12 

traditionally new housing development in Christchurch has been 

addressed through Greenfield growth. However, this trend has 

changed in recent years with intensification around the central city 

and some suburban centres. In addition, pressure from an aging 

population, housing affordability and choice, and the efficient use of 

land and resources means that there is greater need for, and 

importance of, intensification.  

6.3 Intensification enables people to remain in their own communities 

and in locations that have easy access to a range of amenities. This 

is a key driver in establishing the vision for the future of 

Christchurch and supports good urban design practice. This will also 

drive the urban form of the city in the future. 

6.4 Mr Teesdale in his earlier evidence provides some useful background 

on density and I do not intend to repeat this13.  What I will highlight 

is that in relation to Mr Teesdale’s ‘Housing intensification density 

comparisons’ graphic14, ‘typical’ Christchurch suburban densities are 

around 10-30 households per hectare (hph) and in the RMD we are 

anticipating 30-50+ hph. Many of these house types now exist 

throughout different parts of Christchurch, and I agree with Mr 

                                       
10 LURP, A Plan to Lead Recovery, Section 4.1.1  
11 Objective 14.1.1 Chapter 14, Replacement District Plan 
12 Evidence of Mr Teesdale on behalf of the Crown – Proposal 14 - Intensification 
13 Evidence of Mr Teesdale on behalf of the Crown – Proposal 14 – Intensification, para’s 7.4-
7.7  
14 Evidence of Mr Teesdale on behalf of the Crown – Proposal 14 – Intensification, Appendix 
A 
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Teesdale that ‘the change through medium density intensification is 

often less dramatic and lower than people expect’15.  

6.5 In considering where to locate intensification, I refer to Mr 

Teesdale’s evidence16 which sets out background information on how 

the locational criteria for identification of the RMD Zone has been 

formulated. This includes the ‘nodal’ or ‘activity centres’ model 

approach to address intensification. I am in agreement with Mr 

Teesdale that the purpose of the locational criteria is to ensure that 

medium density development can access public transport, is within 

walking distance of a Key Activity Centre (KAC) or larger suburban 

centre, and is in close proximity to existing parks or open spaces. A 

key aspect of good practice urban design is for areas to not only be 

supported by a range of amenities and services, but for residential 

development to support the viability of existing commercial centres, 

which are accessible by walking, cycling and public transport. 

6.6 The nodal approach will facilitate larger scale, more intensive 

development to cluster around commercial centres. This will support 

a built form transition from commercial scale development, through 

to medium and then lower density development furthest away from 

the centre (the ‘onion ring’ effect). A spot zoning approach (or 

picking winners) to this transition in scale undermines a graduated 

approach. 

6.7 To ensure that medium density development occurs in such a way 

that it does not adversely affect the amenity of existing 

neighbourhoods requires the development of an appropriate urban 

design framework. This includes the right zones in the right 

locations and the right level of planning controls and design 

discretion for site-specific responses, in order to achieve the 

appropriate level of outcome. This includes the ability to decline an 

application if it will achieve a poor quality urban design outcome. 

6.8 This is the basis on which the RMD zone has been established and 

as captured in Policy 14.1.4.2.  A range of built form standards 

apply to all developments and seek to manage effects on the 

                                       
15 Evidence of Mr Teesdale on behalf of the Crown – Proposal 14 – Intensification, para 7.6 
16 Evidence of Mr Teesdale on behalf of the Crown – Proposal 14 – Intensification modelling 
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streetscene, amenity of residents and neighbours, building location 

and scale.  

6.9 Three or more residential units, along with units on smaller sites are 

a Restricted Discretionary Activity (“RDA”). Residential design 

principles address a broad range of urban design considerations, 

including: city context and character; relationship of the 

development to the street and public open spaces; built form and 

appearance; amenity; access and car parking; and safety (Crime 

Prevention through Environmental Design “CPTED”). 

6.10 I consider that the approach to the RMD zone and the range of 

assessment matters will enable development of a range of building 

typologies and enable good quality urban design outcomes. Any 

design issues that may arise can be monitored and the RMD 

provisions adjusted, if necessary, and without undermining the 

overall intent of the zone.  

7 NOTIFIED RMD PROPOSAL - LINWOOD EAST AND SOUTH  

7.1 Housing New Zealand’s overall submission supported the Notified 

RMD Proposal to the extent that it provides for additional housing 

capacity and increases housing choice.  It notes that the areas 

proposed for RMD zoning: 

(a) are consistent with Policy 14.1.1.2 confirmed in the Stage 1 

Residential Decision; and  

(b) will assist redevelopment of Housing New Zealand properties 

to meet future social and affordable housing demands.   

7.2 The locations identified for RMD zoning: 

(a) Are consistent with the requirements of Strategic Objectives 

3.3.7(d) and Policy 14.1.1.2 in the Stage 1 Residential 

Decision of the Independent Hearings Panel; 

(b) Are close to KAC’s and provide for access to key amenities; 

and 
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(c) Avoid areas of significant infrastructure constraints and 

significant environmental constraints, such as high hazard 

areas. 

7.3 Both the Linwood East and South areas provide the opportunity to 

include additional housing capacity and increased housing choice in 

areas that meet the location criteria. 

7.4 I note that the Character Assessment prepared by CCC outlines 

that both Linwood East and South are appropriate for rezoning 

for the following reasons: 

(a) The areas do not contain particular or unique character 

features. 

(b) Houses vary in their style, materiality and type and hence the 

sites in general have a greater ability to absorb further change 

in building types. 

(c) The areas in general contain a low standard of street 

amenity17. 

Linwood East 

7.5 Ms Oliver in her evidence outlines that: “The RSDT zone provisions, 

together with the application of the Enhanced Development 

Mechanism (EDM) will ensure housing intensification is well enough 

achieved around this KAC….I however support the Housing New 

Zealand proposal and therefore either a RMD zoning for these 

properties or the application of the Community Housing 

Redevelopment Mechanism (CHRM) is appropriate to facilitate the 

redevelopment of their properties.”18 

7.6 Ms Schroder in her evidence outlines that:  “I am hesitant to 

recommend it on the basis of the quality and intactness of existing 

housing, but also the future potential of the area for increased 

residential capacity when the life of the existing housing 

diminishes.”19  

                                       
17 Urban Design Character Assessment for Additional Residential Medium Density Areas, 
Christchurch Replacement District Plan, June 2016, Jasmax / CCC 
18 para 3.5 page 6, Evidence Ms Oliver 
19 para 3.1j, Evidence Ms Schroder 
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7.7 It is unclear what Ms Schroder’s position is on potential 

redevelopment of the area given her recommendation above and 

the commentary she provides in her evidence that “Linwood East 

offers substantial future opportunity for increased development 

capacity if undertaken comprehensively” (para 16.6).  

7.8 I acknowledge that Linwood East may be ‘intact’, but I note that the 

housing is also variable in quality and is not unique. Lot sizes are 

generous and the original lots have a low site coverage and 

generous external amenity space20. Housing New Zealand owns a 

large majority of the properties along Jollie Street, Thomas Street, 

Rasen Place and Nader Place, and these offer a range of infill and 

intensification opportunities.  There is also the opportunity to 

improve the quality of the streetscape environment in the area over 

time. 

7.9 The opportunity for intensification within walking distance of a 

commercial centre that is also within 3km of the central city and a 

range of public transport options cannot be underestimated, 

particularly in the context of Objective 3.3.1(a) of the Strategic 

Directions Chapter.  

7.10 I acknowledge that the new planning regime and subsequent 

changes in zoning will transform the area over a period of time. This 

will result in a degree of change to the character and density of 

residential development and subsequently the number of people 

living within the area. This is inevitable with our cities constantly 

changing and needing to respond to a range of urban issues. 

7.11 In relation to this change, I acknowledge the comments of the 

Independent Hearings Panel21 in relation to Bishopdale, and I 

consider that these matters are relevant to the wider RMD areas: 

 In relation to impacts of intensification on streetscape that 

“these matters will be appropriately addressed through the 

provision we have made for urban design assessment for multi-

                                       
20 Page 34, Density, Scale, Layout - Urban Design Character Assessment for Additional 
Residential Medium Density Areas, Christchurch Replacement District Plan, June 2016, 
Jasmax / CCC 
21 Decision 10. 
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unit and similar complexes above a certain scale” (page 41, 

para [137]); and 

 In relation to intensification in established residential 

environments “those environments can be expected to change, 

and this will mean a loss of the amenity values existing 

residents may value” (page 41, para [137]); and 

 In relation to change “increasing densities impact on residential 

character, but intensification should be given greater priority” 

(page 41, para [137]). 

7.12 There is always a risk when you drill down to the fine grain level of 

individual streets and/or properties that it is possible to find reasons 

not to rezone an area, or to consider additional layers of planning 

control to manage effects. However, given the importance of 

intensification and the bigger picture context, including around need 

and location, and in achieving a clear and logical framework for 

change, caution must be applied.  

7.13 In terms of the ability for the RSDT zone to achieve an appropriate 

level of intensification around the KAC with application of a CHRM, I 

make the following comments: 

(a) I understand that the CHRM and EDM provisions are less 

relevant planning mechanisms given their role as LURP 

mechanisms; and 

(b) I question the extent of difference between the 2 options that 

warrants a ‘spot zoning approach’. 

7.14 I understand that Housing New Zealand does not wish for their 

properties to be treated differently from other parties developing 

medium density housing and with respect to achieving community 

integration for their tenants.  Housing New Zealand intend to build 

and manage positive ‘blind tenure’ integrated communities and not 

to create an identifiable development imposed upon a community 

and treated in a special way22.  To achieve this, it is necessary to 

                                       
22 See Statement of Evidence of Paul John Commons on Behalf of Housing New Zealand 
Corporation, 20 March 2015, para 44, page 11. 
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enable more than just Housing New Zealand to develop medium 

density housing options. 

7.15 Ms Styles in her evidence illustrates the difference between the RMD 

zone and the CHRM and EDM23. I agree with Ms Styles that there is 

very little difference between the provisions and that this approach 

is adding unnecessary complication. I also agree with Ms Styles that 

it will limit the potential for developers to pursue a range of scales of 

development. 

7.16 In relation to RMD zoning for the sites, a balanced approach is 

required with the new planning regime between transforming an 

area to provide greater density via proactive means and taking into 

consideration the existing character and context of an area 

(intensification vs transitional issues and amenity effects). It is 

intended that the residential zones achieve different urban design 

outcomes, so the question is how to manage these differences when 

adverse effects arise.  

7.17 The likely effects from rezoning the properties from RSDT to RMD 

relate to height (8m or 11m) and built form and intensity of 

development (potential for a wider range of building typology and 

more units) and implications of relocating the zone boundary. I 

address the height issue separately later in my evidence.  

7.18 I refer to Ms Styles evidence24 which includes a table that outlines 

the key differences between the zones from Housing New Zealand’s 

perspective, and her further comments in relation to Ms Oliver’s 

built form modelling exercise25 “This appears to show a notable 

increase in development potential between the RSDT and RMD 

zones with the main built form difference being the additional storey 

in building development.  For example for the 1,012m2 site it would 

appear that the RSDT zone enables some 8 units, 0.76 floor area 

ratio and 1,503.4m2 total floor area, while the RMD zone enables 

some 12 units, 0.96 floor area ratio and 1,729.1m2 total floor area 

– a 50% increase in unit numbers.” 

                                       
23 Para 7.14, page 12 Evidence, Ms Styles 
24 para 9.4, Evidence, Ms Styles 
25 para 9.6, Evidence, Ms Styles 
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7.19 Ms Styles goes on to state that “This clearly demonstrates that with 

an 8m height limit applied to the RMD zone there is very little uplift 

in development potential and indeed it would appear to me to be 

hardly worth calling it a change in zoning.” (para 9.7)  

7.20 I consider that the policy and rule framework outlined for the RMD 

zone is appropriate in addressing both the existing neighbourhood 

character and amenity issues in the context of anticipated 

intensification AND in delivering the quality of development 

anticipated in these areas with respect to Policy 14.1.1.2c, which 

“encourages comprehensively designed, high quality and innovative, 

medium density residential development within these areas…”. The 

RMD zone allows for flexibility of development, a greater range of 

typologies to be developed and will provide for more housing choice 

balanced with control over character, design and development 

outcomes. 

7.21 Given the above, I consider from an urban design perspective, that 

there are several matters in favour of the change to RMD zoning, 

noting that the area meets the criteria set out in Policy 14.1.1.2.   

Linwood South 

7.22 In relation to Linwood South, Ms Oliver’s earlier comments about 

the RSDT zone being sufficient to deliver housing intensification also 

applies here. Ms Schroder states that – “I do not consider that this 

area is appropriate for RMD Zone primarily on the basis of the 

limitation for comprehensive redevelopment in conjunction with the 

lack of quality pedestrian (links) to and within the area that provides 

an appropriate and safe level of pedestrian connectivity”26.  

7.23 I note the character and amenity of the area is variable. Ms 

Schroder does “not consider that there are character values 

contained within the area that are of a quality, coherence and 

uniqueness that should be maintained”. I agree with her on this. 

She goes on to note that there ‘is opportunity for some 

comprehensive redevelopment in the area, predominantly in 

Mackworth Street”27.   

                                       
26 Page 6, Evidence Ms Schroder, para 3.1K 
27 Page 26, Evidence Ms Schroder, para 17.4 
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7.24 I have addressed earlier the issue of RSDT/EDM vs the RMD zone. I 

consider that there are a range of infill and comprehensive 

redevelopment opportunities within the area, and including within 

Housing New Zealand ownership.  

7.25 This leaves the outstanding urban design issue as the level and 

quality of connectivity between the residential area and Eastgate, 

which is located on the northern side of Linwood Park (cross-

connection east-west). Ms Schroder does not think that the routes 

through Linwood Park offer a safe pedestrian route for pedestrians, 

particularly at night from a CPTED perspective28. 

7.26 An existing pathway links Mackworth Street via Linwood Park to 

Linwood Avenue and Eastgate. This pathway is currently utilised by 

the existing community. The path is well established, reasonably 

direct and is approximately 300 metres in length.  It passes by a 

children’s play area and at the northeast end the school. There is 

some planting alongside the path and lighting is provided.  

7.27 I can appreciate that there may be perceived safety concerns 

associated with this link, given the lack of overlooking from 

adjoining activities, particularly at night. However, I consider that 

improvements could be made to the route, or for alternative 

connections to be provided to support the wider Linwood South 

community (i.e. via the potential cycleway proposed along the 

Linwood Drain).  These, in conjunction with, increasing the density 

of development in the area will help to provide more activity in the 

area and therefore more ‘eyes on the street’. I do not believe the 

current access arrangements should be a reason not to change the 

zone. 

7.28 In the context of the above comments, and in relation to the 

overarching requirement to enable intensification and a wide range 

of housing types and density, I consider that Linwood South is 

appropriate for RMD, noting that it meets the criteria set out in 

Policy 14.1.1.2).   

  

                                       
28 Page 25, Evidence Ms Schroder, para 17.2 
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8 ADDITIONAL RMD AREA LINWOOD SOUTH 

8.1 Housing New Zealand sought an extension of the Notified RMD 

Proposal to include a number of properties largely owned by 

Housing New Zealand at Linwood South (individual properties listed 

in paragraph 4.3.  

8.2 Mr Jolly outlines at para 4.4 of his evidence that the properties at 

Mackworth Street were not the subject of expert conferencing. This 

is not the case. These particular properties were clearly identified in 

my ‘Will Say Statement’ as being part of those requested by Housing 

New Zealand for inclusion in the RMD (see Appendix B), with the 

Statement used as the basis for conferencing, as stated in the 

conferencing minutes.  

8.3 Ms Schroder’s concerns outlined earlier in relation to the area 

(limitation for comprehensive redevelopment in conjunction with a 

lack of quality pedestrian connections) and Ms Oliver’s 

recommendations that the area be zoned RSDT/EDM also apply to 

this area.  

8.4 I have discussed these matters earlier in my evidence. Therefore, 

the focus of my discussion here is on the ability for the sites to be 

amalgamated, and if there are any key differences between the 

requested sites and those already proposed for RMD.  

8.5 The requested properties are located immediately adjacent (along 

the northeastern boundary) to the Notified RMD land in South 

Linwood on Mackworth Street. To the south and west of the 

properties and opposite are properties that are zoned RSDT. 

8.6 A brief summary of the characteristics of the properties are outlined 

below: 

(a) A cluster of six residential properties, two of which are located 

along the street frontage, with the remaining four located to 

the rear and serviced by a central right of way; 

(b) Housing New Zealand owns No’s 77A, B and C and 79, three of 

which directly adjoin the Notified RMD land, with the other the 

rear lot. 
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(c) Lots ranging in size from 465sqm to 800sqm, with the two 

front properties having a width of 15 metres; and 

(d) Includes standalone houses in varying condition. 

8.7 Mackworth Street includes a range of house styles and types 

ranging in age and condition, a large number of rear lots accessed 

via rear driveways, large grass berms, street trees and some street 

renewal planting and a reasonable level of cohesiveness. 

8.8 There is the ability to amalgamate the sites to provide a range of 

comprehensive redevelopment options, and to internalise any 

adverse effects. Ms Oliver rightly notes that the site would create a 

site of over 4,000sqm29.  This needs to be considered in light of 

other opportunities for intensification within the wider street block to 

the south of Linwood Park. 

8.9 Given the above, the properties are consistent with those that have 

been included in the Notified RMD Proposal and they do not possess 

any specific characteristics or qualities that would warrant their 

exclusion from the RMD. 

8.10 In terms of where the zone boundary falls, there is a need to draw 

the line somewhere. In relation to Linwood South, there is little 

difference between what has been notified and the change that is 

sought. There will be a contrast at some point. Given the 

configuration of the sites, the presence of only two sites fronting the 

street, and the opportunity to undertake comprehensive 

redevelopment, I consider that any effects can be largely 

internalised and the appearance of the built form from the street will 

be acceptable. 

8.11 I consider that the proposed RMD zone rule package includes an 

appropriate level of design standards and discretion for site-specific 

responses and ensuring that medium density development can 

achieve an acceptable urban design outcome. The rule package will 

enable redevelopment opportunities and development of modern 

housing stock to meet housing demand.  

                                       
29 Page 46, Para 16.2, Evidence, Ms Oliver 
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8.12 In conclusion, I consider that there are a number of matters in 

favour of change to RMD, including the overarching requirement to 

enable a wide range of housing types and density, and that the area 

meets the criteria set out in Policy 14.1.1.2 

9 HEIGHT LIMIT 

9.1 Housing New Zealand seeks the removal of the 8m height limit 

overlay.  The reasons given for this are: 

(a) To provide consistency with other RMD zoned areas which are 

almost all 11m; 

(b) The 8m height limit will reduce the potential housing capacity 

or yield that could be provided in these areas. 

9.2 Mr Jolly acknowledges that “a lower height limit could impact on the 

potential redevelopment capacity, particularly where sites can be 

amalgamated and redeveloped comprehensively” (para 5.2 

evidence). Mr Jolly goes on to indicate that “if residential 

intensification is undertaken comprehensively and effectively, a 

maximum of 3 storeys (11m) should be allowed for, but subject to 

site size being the trigger.” He goes on to say that “of specific 

concern is the potential abrupt change in both building height and 

boundary setbacks between new development and adjacent existing 

single storey houses (which are not redeveloped in response to RMD 

zoning).” Mr Jolly therefore supports an 8m height limit for the 

Housing New Zealand properties, but that an 11m height limit 

should be provided for comprehensive redevelopment on sites that 

are greater than 1,500sqm.  

9.3 This approach is supported by Ms Oliver and Ms Schroder.  Ms Oliver 

suggests: 

(a) “For sites 1500m2 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”. 
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9.4 This approach requires that sites within the RMD be amalgamated. 

This will not necessarily be the case and would limit opportunities for 

some developers to undertake small scale infill development i.e. 

three-storey townhouse development. This will also likely result in 

incremental development within the zone only in locations where 

sites can be amalgamated.  In addition, this approach undermines 

the transition intended between the RSDT to RMD by way of a step-

up in height from 8 to 11m and limits the overall capacity of 

potential development within the RMD zone. 

9.5 Should the Panel be minded to consider this rule, I am in agreement 

with Ms Styles30 that it be worded the same as the EDM rule, as 

follows, in ensuring a level of consistency between provisions at 

least: 

“Within 10 metres of the site boundary, the maximum 

height of any building shall be 8 metres where the site 

adjoins the Residential Suburban Zone. Across the rest of 

the site area the maximum building height shall be 11 

metres”. 

9.6 I understand that the Panel has issued a memorandum31 clarifying 

the situation on Decision 10 and whether it provided for a lower 

height limit overlay on all RMD areas that were previously zoned L1 

or L2.  I understand that this memorandum confirms that the Panel 

made a decision limited to the Central Riccarton Medium Density 

area only, and not to any other RMD areas.   

9.7 Based on this clarification, it is my understanding that the RMD 

Lower Height Limit Overlay does not apply to any of the RMD areas 

considered as part of Decision 10 (beyond Central Riccarton).  In 

particular, this means that there is no Lower Height Limit Overlay 

intended for any of the RMD zones around the Hornby and Linwood 

KAC’s.  On this basis, there is no reason for any of the areas 

proposed to be rezoned as part of this current proposal to be limited 

to 8m in height, and certainly on the basis of consistency with the 

RMD areas determined under Decision 10. 

                                       
30 Para 9.11 Evidence, Ms Styles 
31 9 June 2016, Minute of the Independent Hearings Panel 
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9.8 The intent of the RMD Zone is to provide for medium density 

housing and the inability to provide three-storey development limits 

the typologies that are possible in the zone and the anticipated uplift 

that is expected. It is appropriate for there to be a subtle step-up in 

height between the zones. I appreciate that in some instances 

where take-up is slow, and where an area is dominated by single-

storey housing, that this will create some variance in the scale of 

development within neighbourhoods zoned for intensification.  

9.9 However, I consider that the RMD provisions provide sufficient 

comfort to address site-specific issues, including character and 

amenity.  

 

Jane Maree Rennie 

15 June 2016 
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Appendix A 

Appendix A – Documents and Evidence Relied Upon 

1.1 I have relied on the following key documents in my evidence:  

a) The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement ("CRPS");  

b) The Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch ("Recovery 

Strategy"); 

c) The Land Use Recovery Plan ("LURP"); 

d) The Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement 

District Plan) Order 2014, specifically the Statement of 

Expectations;  

e) The Replacement Plan and related section 32 RMA 

documentation;  

f) Decision 1 of the Independent Hearings Panel on Strategic 

Directions and Strategic Outcomes ("Strategic Directions 

Decision") and Decision 10 on Chapter 14 – Residential 

(Part). 

1.2 I also rely on the evidence of:  

(a) Mr Edward Jolly for CCC; 

(b) Ms Josie Schroeder for CCC; 

(c) Ms Sarah Oliver for CCC; and 

(d) Ms Stephanie Styles for Housing New Zealand. 

And evidence provided to earlier hearings from: 

(e) Mr Paul Commons for Housing New Zealand; and 

(f) Mr Mark Teesdale for the Crown/CCC. 
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Appendix B  

Appendix B – Expert Conferencing Statement and Will Say 

Statement 
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In the Matter of the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch  

Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 and Resource  

Management Act 1991  

 

And  

 

In the Matter of Directions by the Independent Hearings  

Panel pursuant to cl 9 of Schedule 3 of the Order  

 

EXPERT CONFERENCING STATEMENT 

 

Residential Chapter 14  

TOPIC: Additional Residential Medium Density Zone areas for Linwood (Eastgate), Hornby and 

Papanui (Northlands) 

  

Monday 16 May 2016 

 

1. EXPERT CONFERENCING  

Urban design expert conferencing for the additional Residential Medium Density Zone (aRMD) areas 

for Linwood (Eastgate), Hornby and Papanui (Northlands) was held on Monday 16th May via 

teleconferencing. The session was facilitated by John Mills. Jane Rennie’s (JR) ‘Will Say’ Statement 

was used as the basis for the discussion. 

2. PARTICIPANTS  

Name Representing 

Jane Rennie (JR) Housing New Zealand 

Edward Jolly (EJ) Christchurch City Council 

 

3. ISSUES DISCUSSED  

3.1 Housing New Zealand (HNZ) Unit Requirements and Demand 

Both parties acknowledge the need expressed previously by Housing New Zealand to reconfigure its 

existing housing stock amongst other issues, including providing more 1 bedroom units. 

3.1.1     Locational Criteria for the Identification of the RMD Zone. 

Both parties agreed from an urban design perspective to the appropriateness and purpose of the 

locational criteria used to identify RMD in general as set out in policy (and which is beyond 

challenge). The criteria to be within walking distance of a Key Activity Centre (KAC), public transport 
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route, park or significant open space or school was deemed appropriate. Both parties agreed that to 

the best of their knowledge that the identified sites met this criteria.  

However, it was agreed that the nature of the proposed aRMD zoning south of the Hornby Hub was 

counterintuitive and created ‘islands’ of RMD on the wrong side of the Residential Suburban Density 

Transition (SRDT) zone and within the residential suburban (RS) zone. It was acknowledged that the 

reasons why this has occurred were not fully understood during conferencing and both parties 

reserved the ability to investigate further.  

3.1.4  Additional RMD Zoning 

Both parties agreed to the proposal to increase the RMD zone and the principle to intensify 

development around centres and provide additional housing to meet demand. 

3.1.5 HNZC location  

Both parties agreed that HNZC housing is appropriately located within the aRMD zone as the needs 

of HNZC tenants parallel the criteria for the RMD locations, including walkable distance from 

transport, KAC’s, parks or open space and schools. 

3.1.6 Boundaries of RMD 

EJ raised the concern about having different zones on opposite sides of a street. He suggested that 

the principle to transition zones mid-block between private lots was more appropriate. However, 

after discussion between the participants it was agreed that there are sensitivities to either 

approach and that the boundaries should be considered on a case-by-case basis, taking into 

consideration amenity effects, such as overlooking and shading and residential character. 

3.1.7 RMD Rules Package  

The participants discussed the appropriateness of the rules package for the additional areas. EJ 

identified that a fine grain assessment was being undertaken by the Council to ascertain the 

appropriateness of the rules package in each area proposed by the IHP. Therefore, EJ reserved the 

right to agree on the appropriateness of the rules package at this time. 

3.1.8 Height Overlay 

Some uncertainty between the participants to the reason for the proposed 8m height overlay was 

discussed. Both parties reserved the right to further investigation. 

3.1.9 Safety (CPTED) 

Both parties agreed that the activity status assessment matters within the RMD zone for multi-unit 

development met requirements to assess concerns for safety and Crime Prevention through 

Environmental Design (CPTED) principles. 

3.1.10 Character Considerations 

Both parties agreed that in terms of the appropriateness of areas to accommodate change and 

specifically change in character the attributes within private properties (which are the subject of the 

aRMD zone) should be considered with greater regard to the public realm, such as streets, which are 

under the control of Council.  

3.1.11 Street Trees  
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It was discussed that mature street trees can be defining qualities of an area. As long as they are 

retained, they may aid in the ability for an area to absorb change through screening and providing  

structure to the streetscape better than if they were absent. Additionally, the aRMD zones proposed 

specifically in Hornby and Linwood provide the potential opportunity through redevelopment for the 

street amenity to be enhanced through tree planting etc. 

 

We confirm that this Expert Conferencing Statement is a true and accurate record of the 

conferencing session held on 16 May 2016 and we have complied with the Code of Conduct for 

Expert Witnesses.  

 

Signed: 

 

Name Signature 

Jane Rennie 
 

 
Edward Jolly 
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13 May 2016 
 
Christchurch Replacement District Plan 
Expert Conferencing – 16 May 2016 
 
 
Additional Proposal - Proposal for Residential Medium Density Zoning 
Topic: Urban Design 
 
 
 
Will Say statement of Jane Maree Rennie 
 
1. I am an Urban Designer employed by Boffa Miskell Ltd. I have 18 years’ experience in 

urban planning and design in NZ, USA and the UK. I hold a Bachelor of Planning from 
Auckland University and a Post Graduate Certificate of Urban Design from the University 
of Westminster (London). I am a full member of the New Zealand Planning Institute and a 
member of the Urban Design Forum. 
 

2. I confirm that this "Will Say" statement has been prepared in accordance with the Code of 
Conduct for expert witnesses as set out in the Environment Court's Practice Note 2014. 

 
3. I have been asked to attend expert conferencing by the Housing New Zealand 

Corporation (HNZC) to provide expert input into the Proposed Christchurch Replacement 
Plan (Replacement Plan), Additional Proposal - Proposal for Residential Medium Density 
Zoning (RMDZ). 
 

4. I have reviewed the proposed maps, memorandum of Counsel dated 11 January 2016, 
and the Section 32 Report.  I have also reviewed the HNZC’s submission and further 
submission in relation to the proposal. 

 
5. I acknowledge the change in type of social housing that is required in Christchurch, as 

outlined by Mr Paul Common’s in his evidence for Housing New Zealand. He outlines that 
there is an increased demand for single-bed units, and much of the existing stock is 3 bed 
family homes, which do not meet tenant needs. I acknowledge the importance of Housing 
New Zealand’s ability to effectively and efficiently reconfigure housing stock, increase 
supply and make better use of existing investment in meeting future housing need. 

 
6. I acknowledge the evidence of Mr Mark Teesdale on behalf of the Crown (Urban 

Designer), who sets out background information on intensification in Christchurch and 
how the locational criteria for identification of the RMDZ has been formulated. This 
includes the ‘nodal’ or activity centres’ model approach to address intensification. I am in 
agreement with Mr Mark Teesdale that the purpose of the locational criteria is to ensure 
that medium density development can access public transport, is within walking distance 
of a Key Activity Centre (KAC) or larger suburban centre, and is in close proximity to 
existing parks or open spaces.  
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Additional RMDZ 
 

7. I support the additional RMD zoning as sort by the Hearings Panel. The proposed zoning 
will provide for additional housing capacity.  This will contribute to the achievement of 
Strategic Objectives 3.3.1(a), 3.3.4 and 3.3.7. It will assist in meeting the intensification 
targets in the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP) and Regional Policy Statement (RPS) and 
the requirements of clauses (d) and (e) of the Statement of Expectations. 

 
8. The locations identified for RMD zoning are consistent with the requirements of Strategic 

Objectives 3.3.7(d) and Policy 14.1.1.2 in the Stage 1 Residential Decision of the 
Independent Hearings Panel. The proposed locations are close to KAC’s and provide for 
access to key amenities. 

 
Further Extension of RMDZ 

 
9. I support the further extension of the proposed RMDZ’s as identified by Housing New 

Zealand in their submission, comprising those properties adjacent to the proposed 
Hornby and Linwood RMDZ’s around the KAC’s1. I have visited the properties that are 
recommended for inclusion in the RMD. 

 
10. In my opinion, these properties meet the locational requirements of Policy 14.1.1.2.  

These properties can access public transport, are within walking distance of a KAC and 
are in close proximity to existing parks or open spaces. From an urban design 
perspective, I consider that these properties are appropriate for intensification.  

 
11. In my opinion, the RMDZ extension east of Eastgate Mall in Linwood presents a 

significant opportunity for the comprehensive redevelopment of social housing at medium 
densities given the configuration of the existing Housing New Zealand landholdings in 
multiple adjoining titles and the location near to supporting services and public transport. 
Potential redevelopment of this area facilitated by the extension of the RMDZ would assist 
in meeting future social housing demands, including demand for smaller units, which 
meet higher standards of efficiency, accessibility, safety and comfort for occupants. 

 
12. In my opinion, the RMDZ extension around the Hornby Key Activity Centre will provide 

increased opportunities to deliver redevelopment and housing capacity to meet future 
social housing demands in suitable locations within 800m walkable distance of key 
amenities. 

 
RMDZ Rule Package 

 
13. I consider that the proposed RMDZ rule package includes an appropriate level of design 

standards and discretion for site-specific responses and ensuring that medium density 
development can achieve an acceptable urban design outcome. The rule package will 

                                                      
1 The additional Linwood properties requested for inclusion in the RMDZ are: 75, 77, 77A, B 
and C and 79 Mackworth Street, Linwood. 
 
The additional Hornby properties requested for inclusion in the RMDZ are: 23, 25, 27, and 29 
Amuri Street, and 24, 26, 28, 30, 32, 34, 34A, 36, 38, 40, 42, 44, 46, 48, 50, 50A, and 52 
Gilberthorpes Road. 
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enable redevelopment opportunities and development of modern housing stock to meet 
housing demand. 

 
14. I note the concerns that Housing New Zealand have previously raised in relation to the 

application of urban design assessment matters, and potential conflict of these with Crime 
Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED). The residential design principles for 
Restricted Discretionary Matters includes safety, and whether a development 
incorporates CPTED principles as required to achieve a safe, secure environment. This 
places CPTED alongside a range of urban design issues at the forefront of multi-unit 
housing assessment. Restricted Discretionary Activities (RDA) anticipate a balanced and 
collaborate approach to review of applications and the opportunity to discuss any CPTED 
issues. In my opinion, this process will facilitate a robust consideration of CPTED. 

 

 
Jane Rennie 
Urban Designer 
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