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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Stephanie Amanda Louise Styles. I hold the position of Senior 

Resource Management Planner with the environmental consultancy firm 

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

employed by Boffa Miskell since 2004. 

1.2 I hold a Bachelor of Planning (Hons) from Auckland University.  I am also 

a full member of the New Zealand Planning Institute.  I have 20 years' 

experience in planning and resource management.  

1.3 I have provided advice on a broad range of developments and resource 

management issues to Councils and a range of clients, a number involving 

presenting evidence before councils, and the Environment Court.  I also 

have extensive experience of assisting with, and advising on, plan 

preparation under the Resource Management Act 1991 ("RMA"). I was 

one of the primary authors of Plan Change 53 which reviewed the former 

Living 3 and Living 4 zones and introduced urban design provisions into 

the City Plan.   

1.4 Previous to my current position, I was employed by the Christchurch City 

Council as a senior consents planner where my role included 

administering the Operative Christchurch City Plan and assessing resource 

consent applications, including within the existing residential zones.  

1.5 Prior to the conception of the Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

("Replacement Plan"), I assisted CERA in finalising the Land Use 

Recovery Plan.  Specifically, I assisted in the development of the 

immediate housing interventions that were ultimately included in the 

Operative City Plan by way of statutory direction.  

1.6 I have advised Housing New Zealand Corporation ("Housing New 

Zealand") on the Replacement Plan since its inception, and assisted with 

preparing submissions as part of the Crown submission.  I am familiar 

with the areas subject to this proposal. 

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

panel.  

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

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

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

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

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

alter or detract from the opinions that I express. 

3 SCOPE 

3.1 I have been asked to provide evidence in relation to the provisions of 

Proposal 14 – Residential, Additional Residential Medium Density Zone 

areas ("RMD Proposal"), as it relates to the interests of the Housing New 

Zealand.  

3.2 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 (“CRDP”) 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). 

3.3 I also rely on the evidence of:  

(a) Ms Jane Rennie for the Housing New Zealand; 

(b) Mr Phil Osbourne for the Housing New Zealand. 
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And reference the evidence for the Council for this proposal of: 

(a) Ms Sarah-Jane Oliver; 

(b) Mr Edward Jolly; 

(c) Ms Josephine Schröeder; 

(d) Mr William Blake; 

(e) Ms Bridget O’Brien; 

(f) Mr Brian Norton; and 

(g) Mr Timothy Wright. 

And evidence provided to earlier hearings from: 

(a) Mr Paul Commons1 for Housing New Zealand. 

3.4 I refer specifically to the evidence of Mr Commons for the Stage 1 

hearings which sets out Housing New Zealand’s statutory role and 

functions, how it has been impacted by the Canterbury Earthquakes, and 

the delivery programme for recovery of its social housing portfolio in 

Christchurch.  Housing New Zealand owns some 6,120 residential units in 

Christchurch making it the largest residential property owner in 

Christchurch and housing approximately 20,000 people2.  Housing New 

Zealand therefore has a particular interest in the provisions of the 

Residential Proposal and particularly in these additional RMD areas which 

incorporate many Corporation properties.   

3.5 Pre-hearing discussions between Council and Housing New Zealand 

occurred at mediation on 23rd May 2016, with a level of agreement being 

reached that RMD zoning is appropriate for the area to the north/north-

west of Hornby, including the additional sites sought by Housing New 

Zealand.   

3.6 In my evidence I address:  

(a) The relevant statutory considerations, including consistency with the 

Hearings Panel's decision on Strategic directions and outcomes; 

                                       
1 Statement of Evidence of Paul Commons on Behalf of Housing New Zealand Corporation, 20 March 
2015. 
2 Statement of Evidence of Paul Commons on Behalf of Housing New Zealand Corporation, 20 March 
2015, para 14. 
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(b) Support for the proposal and specifically the extent of the RMD 

zone; and 

(c) The application of a lower height limit overlay. 

4 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 Housing New Zealand wishes to ensure that the Replacement Plan enables 

the efficient and effective delivery of social housing to provide for its 

Christchurch rebuild and redevelopment programme.   In relation to the 

RMD zones, 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 their developments into the 

community3. 

4.2 Essentially the relief sought by Housing New Zealand in relation to this 

additional proposal is: 

(a) Retain RMD zoning in the areas as notified and identified on Planning 

Maps 24, 32, 33, 36, 37, 39 and 40; 

(b) Include additional properties in Linwood4 and Hornby5; 

(c) Include additional areas requested by landowners if they meet the 

requirements of Policy 14.1.1.2; and 

(d) Delete the Residential Medium Density Lower Height Limit Overlay 

from the areas identified on Planning Maps 24, 32, 33, 36, 37, 39 

and 40. 

4.3 The identified resource management issue with reference to this Proposal 

is the need for provision of housing in terms of capacity, intensification 

and choice.  This issue is clearly stated in the higher order documents and 

within Strategic Objective 1.  The Panel determined at Stage 1 that more 

RMD areas are necessary to address the issue and the notified proposal 

for additional areas is the response to this.  However, it is my assessment 

that the recommendations now supported by Council do not address this 

important resource management issue particularly as they remove 

significant portions of the proposed RMD zoning and dilute the balance 

                                       
3 Statement of Evidence of Paul Commons on Behalf of Housing New Zealand Corporation, 20 March 
2015, paras 20, 44, 46, and 89. 
4 75, 77, 77A, B, & C, and 79 Mackworth Street, Linwood. 
5 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. 
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significantly (through imposing a lower height limit overlay).  This has the 

result of undermining the response to the issue such that the ability to 

achieve provision of housing as needed is essentially lost. 

4.4 I consider that the areas notified as additional areas of RMD zoning are 

necessary to meet the intent of the higher order documents to provide for 

residential intensification and to meet the needs for residential household 

growth as set out in the CRDP Strategic Objectives.  The extensions 

sought in Housing New Zealand’s submission are also appropriate to be 

rezoned RMD as they meet the criteria set out in Policy 14.1.1.2 of the 

Replacement Plan and can be developed in an appropriate manner under 

the approved rules for the RMD zone. 

4.5 It is however important not to unduly constrain the development of these 

areas and in my view the proposed 8m height limit is inappropriate in this 

context as it will result in an unnecessary restriction on the housing able 

to be delivered.  I do not consider it appropriate to undermine the ability 

of the RMD areas to meet the demand for capacity by limiting 

development through a height limit. The result of the lower height limit 

overlay proposed will mean there is very little effective difference between 

the RMD and the Residential Suburban Density Transition (“RSDT”) zone. 

4.6 I consider the additional zoning, together with the extra land proposed by 

Housing New Zealand, will achieve consistency with the intent of the 

LURP, the statement of expectations, and the strategic objectives of the 

Replacement Plan.  

5 BACKGROUND 

5.1 The RMD zones have been the subject of previous evidence in relation to 

the Stage 1 consideration of Chapter 14 Residential.  In that process 

evidence was put forward6 that opposed the limited extent of the RMD 

zone in the notified Residential Proposal and questioned the ability of the 

areas of RMD zoning to meet the needs for future residential 

development, particularly those set out in the RPS7, LURP8, Statement of 

Expectations9 and CRDP Strategic Directions10. 

                                       
6 A range of evidence was presented on this matter for the Crown, specifically the evidence of Mr 
Teesdale. 
7 Objective 6.2.2, Policy 6.3.1 and Policy 6.3.7. 
8 Action 2. 
9 Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014, Schedule 4. 
10 Chapter 3 Strategic Directions, Objective 3.3.1, Objective 3.3.4, and Objective 3.3.7. 
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5.2 The Independent Hearing Panel’s decision on this matter (Decision 10) 

incorporated a direction for the Council to notify a new proposal for 

additional RMD zoning in proximity to the Key Activity Centres (‘KACs’) at 

Hornby, Linwood and Papanui11.   

5.3 To fully understand the background to this issue I note the comments 

made by the Panel in Decision 10, including:  

 in relation to the need for additional RMD zoning, that there is a need 

to “take a prudently generous, rather than barely sufficient, 

approach to the provision of RMD zoning” (page 33, para [100]); and 

 “the importance of both being generous in the provision of RMD 

zoning, where it is appropriate and also in providing for suitable 

other planning and non-planning mechanisms for intensification” 

(page 41, para [136]); and  

 “intensification is important for ensuring that the CRDP gives effect 

to the RMA’s sustainable management purpose” (page 45, para 

[154]); and 

 “the evidence demonstrates to us that there is a growing demand for 

smaller, more affordable, housing in Christchurch” (page 45, para 

[154]). 

5.4 The Council has now notified additional areas of RMD around the KACs of 

Linwood, Papanui and Hornby to meet the Panel’s direction.  In 

considering this additional proposal, it is important to note that it is simply 

the zoning that is the subject of the proposal (and the application of a 

height overlay to those areas) and not the RMD rules themselves as those 

were determined through Decision 10.  Likewise, the framework for 

considering areas appropriate for consideration as RMD is set out in the 

Objectives and Policies of the Decision version (including Policy 14.1.1.2) 

and is beyond challenge. 

6 STATUTORY CONTEXT 

6.1 The higher order documents all clearly set out the need for the CRDP to 

make provision for increased residential capacity12.  The CRPS specifically 

notes the need to achieve consolidation and intensification with targets for 

intensification in Objective 6.2.2 and specifically higher density living 

                                       
11 Decision 10, Paragraph 87, and further detail in Paragraph 454. 
12 See key statutory drivers in Attachment One to this evidence. 
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environments in and around KACs and larger neighbourhood centres.  The 

Recovery Strategy and LURP also anticipate provision for housing choice 

and intensification with Action 2 of the LURP specifically tasking the CRDP 

to provide for intensification. 

6.2 The Statement of Expectations highlights the need to provide for capacity 

to accommodate up to 23,700 additional dwellings by 2028 and 

specifically targets intensification around Key Activity Centres and the 

Central City. 

6.3 In my opinion, the CRDP Strategic Objectives which are relevant to this 

proposal are 3.3.1, 3.3.4, and 3.3.7.  Taking these Objectives together, I 

consider that there is a clear intention for housing needs to be met to 

promote the community’s social and cultural wellbeing.  This includes 

providing for community and social housing and specifically enabling 

achievement of the target of an additional 23,700 dwellings13. Diverse 

housing opportunities are to be provided14, including through 

intensification in and around KACs, and larger neighbourhood centres, 

thereby improving accessibility15. Further objectives and policies within 

the Residential chapter reiterate these points. 

6.4 It must be acknowledged that the Strategic Objectives that seek to enable 

new development must also be considered in light of other Strategic 

Objectives that seek to meet the community's social and cultural 

wellbeing, including a high quality urban environment16. Again this is 

further reinforced through policies in the Residential chapter. 

6.5 In my opinion, these sometimes conflicting objectives should be 

reconciled in favour of ensuring that the community's needs for housing 

are provided for first and foremost.  The community's immediate and 

longer term needs for social and community housing in particular is a core 

component of ensuring social and cultural wellbeing.  I consider this has 

heightened importance over other Strategic Objectives given its inclusion 

in Strategic Objective 3.3.1 which has primacy over other objectives as 

set out in the interpretation for this section17.  

                                       
13 Strategic Objective 3.3.4 
14 Strategic Objective 3.3.4 
15 Strategic Objective 3.3.7(d) and (h) 
16 Strategic Objectives 3.3.7(a) 
17 3.3 Objectives, Interpretation, “For the purposes of preparing, changing, interpreting and 
implementing this District Plan: a. All other objectives within this Chapter are to be expressed and 
achieved in a manner consistent with Objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2; and b. The objectives and policies 
in all other Chapters of the District Plan are to be expressed and achieved in a manner consistent 
with the objectives in this Chapter.” 
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6.6 Furthermore, the consideration of quality and character is not explicitly 

mentioned in Primary Objective 3.3.1, and is instead mentioned in 

secondary Objective 3.3.7 which must be expressed and achieved in a 

manner consistent with Primary Objective 3.3.1. The objectives and 

policies are required to be consistent with the Strategic objectives. 

6.7 In relation to the matter of residential development I also note the 

recently released Proposed National Policy Statement on Urban 

Development Capacity, Consultation Document, which includes as one of 

its key objectives “OA2: To provide sufficient residential and business 

development capacity to enable urban areas to meet residential and 

business demand.”. This also includes requirements to provide sufficient 

capacity for residential development and to ensure that zoning is 

appropriate.  Christchurch is listed as a high growth urban area and this 

raises the requirements for provision of capacity for residential 

development. 

7 REZONING SUPPORTED 

7.1 Housing New Zealand’s submission supported the additional proposal to 

the extent that it provides for additional housing capacity and increases 

housing choice.  It also notes that the areas proposed for RMD zoning are 

consistent with Policy 14.1.1.2 as confirmed in the Stage 1 Residential 

Decision; and will assist redevelopment of Housing New Zealand’s 

property to meet future social and affordable housing demands.  In this 

respect I understand from Housing New Zealand that within the areas 

identified in this proposal Housing New Zealand owns some 122 existing 

dwellings and 106 existing land parcels encompassing 72,833m2 of land. 

7.2 I consider that such areas of rezoning are necessary to contribute to the 

achievement of Strategic Objectives 3.3.1(a), 3.3.4 and 3.3.7. These 

areas will assist in meeting the intensification targets in the LURP and 

RPS, and the requirements of clauses (d) and (e) of the Statement of 

Expectations.  The locations identified for RMD zoning are consistent with 

the requirements of Strategic Objective 3.3.7(d) and Policy 14.1.1.2. The 

proposed locations are close to Key Activity Centres and provide for 

access to key amenities. They avoid areas of infrastructure constraints 

and significant environmental constraints, such as high hazard areas. 
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7.3 While Ms Oliver states that comprehensive developments are the primary 

type of development (urban form) sought in the RMD Zone18, I do not 

consider this to be the case.  The description of anticipated RMD zone 

development is included in Table 14.1.1.1a which states “The zone 

provides for medium scale and density of predominantly two or three 

storey buildings, including semi-detached and terraced housing and low-

rise apartments, with innovative approaches to comprehensively 

designed, high quality, medium density residential development also 

encouraged. Residential intensification is anticipated through well-

designed redevelopments of existing sites, and more particularly through 

comprehensive development of multiple adjacent sites.”  This clearly 

anticipates some comprehensive development occurring but neither 

requires this to be the primary form of development or expects it to be 

predominant. 

7.4 I understand from Ms Oliver’s evidence19 that none of the notified RMD 

areas are located within a high hazard area, and the evidence of Ms 

O’Brien shows the areas to be adequately serviced for water and 

wastewater as required by part (b) of the policy.  I also consider that the 

rules determined for the RMD zone are appropriate in achieving the 

quality of development anticipated in these areas in relation to part (c) of 

the policy.  

7.5 From an urban design perspective, I understand from the evidence of Ms 

Rennie that20: 

 Intensification is necessary from an urban form perspective and 

supports good urban design practice. 

 The RMD zone as proposed is not necessarily a dramatic a change 

nor is it actually very intense. 

 The urban design rules that apply to the RMD zone and the process 

of considering applications as a restricted discretionary activity, 

enables development of a range of medium density design outcomes 

of a good quality. 

                                       
18 Statement of Evidence of Sarah-Jane Oliver on behalf of Christchurch City Council, 9 June 2016, 
para 7.9. 
19 Statement of Evidence of Sarah-Jane Oliver on behalf of Christchurch City Council, 9 June 2016, 
para 4.7. 
20 Statement of Evidence of Jane Rennie on behalf of Housing New Zealand, 16 June 2016, section 
6. 
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7.6 I acknowledge that changing the zoning of these areas will result in some 

level of change to the character of these areas.  I understand this to be a 

difficult and emotive issue for people living in areas of change.  However, 

this is inevitable in a growing and evolving City and especially in areas 

that are located close to key areas of activity.  I am of the opinion that 

the growth of the City to meet the wellbeing of the community requires 

change to occur and the key issue is about where this should occur, rather 

than whether it should occur.  Without the ability for the City to have 

areas of intensification there will inevitably be further demand for 

expansion and greenfield growth which is not sustainable in the long term. 

7.7 In this regard I recognise some commentary provided by the Panel21 in 

relation to change and consider that this is also relevant to the current 

proposal, especially for the change in zoning in Linwood and Hornby: 

 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-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 impacts on residential 

character, but intensification should be given greater priority” (page 

41, para [137]). 

7.8 In this regard I also note that none of the areas subject to these changes 

in zoning have been identified as having any kind of special character or 

amenity such that they qualify as a character area under the CRDP.  I also 

note that there do not appear to be any particular transport effects that 

would make RMD zoning inappropriate in these areas. 

7.9 Mr Blake’s assessment of these RMD areas in relation to the likelihood of 

properties to be redeveloped for medium density housing concludes that 

“there will be very limited prospects of intensive redevelopment, under 

normal market conditions” beyond parts of Linwood and Papanui22.  In 

considering Mr Blake’s evidence, Mr Osbourne states “…the propensity for 

                                       
21 Decision 10. 
22 Statement of Evidence of William Blake on behalf of Christchurch City Council, 8 June 2016, para 
3.2. 
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redevelopment is linked to zoning. Therefore, a potential response to Mr 

Blake’s evidence is to provide more enabled capacity through increased 

RMD zoning, thereby increasing the viable capacity in these locations”. I 

consider that the limited likelihood of redevelopment under current 

conditions should not necessarily be a deterrent to rezoning the land. A 

change in zoning shows a clear intention that intensification could occur in 

these areas, and it also enables the opportunity for this 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. 

7.10 In this regard, I note that this aspect of Housing New Zealand’s 

submission is in support of the proposal as notified and I consider that it 

is important that the areas rezoned are not substantially reduced as 

sought by some submitters.  A substantial reduction would have a 

significant impact on the ability to provide additional housing capacity and 

increase housing choice, including social and affordable housing 

opportunities. 

Alternative Zoning Suggested by Ms Oliver 

7.11 I note that Ms Oliver has suggested that in Linwood the Housing New 

Zealand “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.”23 

7.12 I note that the Community Housing Redevelopment Mechanism (“CHRM”) 

provisions were not requested within any submission.  The CHRM and the 

EDM provisions were initially developed as part of the LURP as a response 

to the disaster recovery process and were designed to be a limited 

measure applied to specific areas.  While the CHRM provisions serve a 

useful purpose in the context of the CRDP, they do not provide the full set 

                                       
23 Statement of Evidence of Sarah-Jane Oliver on behalf of Christchurch City Council, 9 June 2016, 
para 8.6. 
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of provisions that the RMD zone does and would not fully enable 

development of this area.  Accordingly I do not consider them to be the 

most appropriate option for this situation and  I consider that the RMD 

zoning is better for this location given the need for increased development 

capacity. 

7.13 Also on this matter, I understand that Housing New Zealand does not 

particularly wish to be treated differently from other parties developing 

medium density housing options or from the wider community.  Their 

intention is to build and manage positive ‘blind tenure’ integrated 

communities, not to create an identifiable development imposed upon a 

community and treated in a special way24.  To achieve this it is necessary 

to enable more than just Housing New Zealand to develop medium 

density housing and to spread the ability to get a wide range of housing 

options. 

7.14 To better illustrate the differences in what is now proposed by Council I 

set out below a comparison between the key RMD zone, the CHRM 

provisions and the EDM provisions: 

 Residential 

Medium 

Density Zone 

Community Housing 

Redevelopment 

Mechanism 

Enhanced 

Development 

Mechanism 

Activity 

status 

>3 residential 

units = 

restricted 

discretionary 

in relation to 

design 

principles 

Residential activities 

utilising the CHRM on 

sites located within the 

CHRM areas shown on 

Planning Maps that are 

not in breach of the 

built form standards or 

breach certain built 

form standards = 

restricted 

discretionary in 

relation to design 

principles 

Residential activities 

utilising the CHRM on 

sites not located within 

the within the CHRM 

areas shown on the 

planning maps or 

breach certain 

standards = non-

Residential activities 

utilising the EDM 

that comply with all 

qualifying standards 

and are not in 

breach of the built 

form standards or 

breach certain built 

form standards = 

restricted 

discretionary in 

relation to design 

principles 

Residential activities 

utilising the EDM 

where part of the 

site, but not all of 

the site, complies 

with all of the 

location qualifying 

standards, and 

complies with all 

                                       
24 See Statement of Evidence of Paul Commons on Behalf of Housing New Zealand Corporation, 20 
March 2015, para 44. 
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complying other qualifying 

standards = 

discretionary  

Otherwise non-

complying 

Site 

density 

No minimum 

site area 

Sites utilising the CHRM 

shall be:  

i. of a size greater than 

1500m2 and less than 

10,000m2; and 

ii. in one continuous 

block of land 

Qualifying sites shall 

be:  

i. of a size greater 

than 1500m2 and 

less than 

10,000m2; and 

ii. in one continuous 

block of land 

Height 11m Within 15 metres of the 

site boundary, the 

maximum height of any 

building shall not 

exceed 8m where the 

site adjoins the RS Zone 

and the RSDT Zone. 

Across the rest of the 

entire site of the CHRM 

area the maximum 

building height shall not 

exceed 11 metres 

Within 15 metres of 

the site boundary, 

the maximum height 

of any building shall 

be 8 metres where 

the site adjoins the 

RS Zone. Across the 

rest of the site area 

the maximum 

building height shall 

be 11 metres 

Site 

coverage 

50% 40% 40% 

Outdoor 

living 

space 

30m2 30m2 30m2 

Recession 

planes 

Diagram C Diagram C Diagram C 

7.15 I consider that this comparison shows that there is limited effective 

difference between these provisions, such that introducing the CHRM or 

EDM provisions would be an unnecessary complication.  I also note that 

the use of such provisions would limit the range of developers able to 

undertake development to those who can afford to buy large blocks of 

land or amalgamate sections, essentially penalising against smaller 

developers.  Given the ability to consider a wide range of matters through 

the restricted discretionary activity status, I consider that the RMD 

provisions are more appropriate in this area as they provide sufficient 

flexibility for development balanced with control of character, design and 

development outcomes. 
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Council Assessment of the Notified Areas 

7.16 In preparing its evidence the Council has undertaken a comprehensive 

and fine grained consideration of the proposed RMD areas, resulting in 

recommendations that areas notified as RMD should now be amended to 

some RS, some RSDT, some RMD, some with a height limit overlay 

applied, some with partial release of the height limit overlay, and still 

others with EDM or CHRM provisions.  I consider that this approach has 

led to a rather confusing set of zoning recommendations that provides too 

much complexity and does not provide certainty.   

7.17 I reflect on Strategic Objective 3.3.2 which seeks clarity and efficiency, 

including minimisation of the number, extent and prescriptiveness of 

development controls.  I do not consider that this issue is so complicated 

that it requires such a high degree of complexity to be applied.  

7.18 I do not consider it necessary or appropriate to take consideration of the 

appropriateness of areas to be RMD zoning to a block, or lower, level as 

suggested by Ms Oliver25.  This adds an unnecessary degree of complexity 

to the issues.  It also could be perceived to be “picking winners”.  If a 

very fine grain approach is taken it would appear likely to me that many 

reasons can be found not to intensify a site, street or area.  This is 

precisely why it is hard to achieve areas of growth and change.   

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

the inherent uncertainty of actual change that may occur with this 

influenced by so many factors out of the control of the District Plan e.g. 

market forces, up take of zoning opportunities, development sector 

changes, and development costs.   

7.20 As stated previously, 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 development is 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. 

7.21 The identified resource management issue is the need for the provision of 

housing in terms of capacity, intensification and choice.  The Council 

evidence does not show how the capacity/intensification target will be 

                                       
25 Statement of Evidence of Sarah-Jane Oliver on behalf of Christchurch City Council, 9 June 2016, 
para 7.3. 

RMD-126 and FS 1-4
Housing NZ Corp

Evidence of Stephanie Styles
Page 16 of 33



 

15 

achieved, nor the extent to which the new recommendations to 

remove/dilute the proposed RMD areas will impact on the ability to 

achieve intensification goals.  I do not have access to data on this matter 

but it would appear likely that if the conclusion reached in the Stage 1 

hearings was that considerable additional areas were required to achieve 

the goals, this present reduction in areas would be unlikely to remedy the 

deficit.  I am not provided any comfort that the Council recommendations 

would assist to ensure that the CRDP RMD zonings as a whole would 

enable a meaningful contribution to meeting the intensification targets in 

the higher order documents. 

7.22 Section 32 of the RMA requires an examination of whether the proposals 

are the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives of the 

Replacement Plan by identifying other reasonably practicable options, and 

assessing the efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions in achieving 

the objectives. Having reviewed the Council's section 32 evaluation 

report, it is apparent that the effectiveness of the proposed approach to 

RMD zoning has only been considered against those objectives of the 

Residential Chapter and not against the Strategic Objectives. For the 

reasons given above, I consider that the RMD zoning proposed as notified 

will be more effective in achieving the Strategic Objectives of the 

Replacement Plan.  

8 ADDITIONAL AREAS 

8.1 Housing New Zealand’s submission seeks small additions to the rezoned 

areas in Linwood and Hornby.  These are minor additions to the areas 

proposed for rezoning and are contiguous with the RMD proposed areas.  

All of these properties meet the location requirements of Policy 14.1.1.2 

and are appropriate to be rezoned to RMD.   

8.2 In addition these areas will assist, albeit in a small way, in adding to 

capacity and choice of development and thus in contributing to achieving 

Strategic Objective 3.3.1. 

8.3 These additional areas have been considered by Ms Rennie in relation to 

their appropriateness from an urban design perspective, noting: 

 There is agreement between herself and the Council witnesses that 

RMD zoning is appropriate in north-west Hornby26. 

                                       
26 Statement of Evidence of Jane Rennie on behalf of Housing New Zealand, 16 June 2016, paras 
4.1 and 4.2. 

RMD-126 and FS 1-4
Housing NZ Corp

Evidence of Stephanie Styles
Page 17 of 33



 

16 

 That for Linwood south 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 14.1.1.227. 

9 PROVISIONS OPPOSED – HEIGHT LIMIT OVERLAY 

9.1 The Council in the notified proposal has applied a Residential Medium 

Density Lower Height Limit Overlay on Planning Maps 24, 32, 33, 36, 37, 

39 and 40 to all the areas proposed to be RMD.  This limits buildings to 

8m in height or two storeys, as opposed to the base 11m (3 storey) 

provision for RMD zones. 

9.2 The Section 32 for the proposal provides no analysis of the need for this 

height limit to be applied to all of these RMD areas simply stating at page 

15 “This overlay applies to areas zoned Residential Medium Density 

through the Panel's Decision 10. For the purposes of consistency with 

Decision 10 and to effectively achieve the outcomes sought through 

Objective 14.1.4, the overlay is extended through this proposal over the 

new Residential Medium Density areas”. 

9.3 I understand that the Panel issued a memorandum on 9 June clarifying 

the situation for Decision 10 in relation to whether this provided for the 

lower height limit overlay to apply to all RMD areas that had previously 

been Living 1 or 2 zones28.  I understand this memo to confirm that the 

Panel made a decision limited to the Central Riccarton Medium Density 

area only and not to any other RMD areas.  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 applying to any of the RMD zoning around Hornby or 

Papanui KACs.  There is no reason therefore for any of the areas proposed 

to be rezoned as part of this current proposal to be limited to 8m in height 

on the basis of consistency with RMD areas determined under Decision 10. 

9.4 In relation to capacity and development opportunity, the additional 3m or 

one storey is one of the few key differences between the RMD zone and 

the RSDT zone and one of the key factors in achieving greater floor area 

within the RMD zone.  The table below outlines the key differences 

                                       
27 Statement of Evidence of Jane Rennie on behalf of Housing New Zealand, 16 June 2016, para 
8.12. 
28 Minute of the Independent Hearings Panel, 9 June 2016. 
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between the zones as relevant to this proposal from Housing New 

Zealand’s perspective: 

 Residential 

Suburban 

Zone 

Residential 

Suburban 

Density 

Transition 

Zone 

Residential 

Medium 

Density 

Zone (8m 

height 

limited) 

Residential 

Medium 

Density 

Zone 

Social 

housing 

complexes29 

or multi-unit 

developments 

<4 residential 

units = 

permitted 

activity 

>4 units 

residential 

units = 

restricted 

discretionary 

in relation to 

design 

principles 

<4 residential 

units = 

permitted 

activity 

>4 units 

residential 

units = 

restricted 

discretionary 

in relation to 

design 

principles 

>3 

residential 

units = 

restricted 

discretionary 

in relation to 

design 

principles 

>3 

residential 

units = 

restricted 

discretionary 

in relation to 

design 

principles 

Site density Social housing 

= no 

minimum site 

area 

Social 

housing = no 

minimum site 

area 

No minimum 

site area 

No minimum 

site area 

Height 8m 8m 8m 11m 

Site coverage 40%30 Social 

housing = 

40% 

50% 50% 

Outdoor 

living space 

Social housing 

= 30m2 

Social 

housing = 

30m2 

30m2 30m2 

Recession 

planes 

Diagram A/B Diagram A/B Diagram C Diagram C 

9.5 A limit to 8m or 2 storeys in height would appear to me to be likely to 

have a noticeable impact on the ability to develop these RMD areas to 

achieve increased residential capacity.  This would also impact on the 

ability to realise the growth anticipated to occur and the achievement of 

the intensification goals within the higher order documents.  While I do 

not have access to data on the impact of such a limit on achievement of 

                                       
29 Permitted Activities 14.2.2.1, P5 
30 Rule 14.2.2.3 RD22 provides that “Multi-unit residential complexes, social housing complexes, 
and older person’s housing units that do not comply with Rule 14.2.3.4 – Site coverage, where the 
site coverage is between 40-45% (calculated over the net site area of the site of the entire complex 
or group of units). Any application arising from this rule will not require written approval and shall 
not be publicly or limited notified.” 
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capacity, it appears at least at face value that this would largely negate 

any change in zoning and any uplift in development potential.   

9.6 This view is reinforced by my reading of the modelling provided as 

Attachment G to Ms Oliver’s evidence.  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. 

9.7 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. 

9.8 In relation to the ability of Housing New Zealand to provide social 

housing, a restriction from 11m to 8m would have an impact on the 

flexibility to provide for a range of housing options and to provide for the 

type of housing needed by Housing New Zealand’s tenants.  As set out in 

Mr Commons’ evidence, there is a demand for single bed units to be 

provided31.  The ability to achieve flexibility in development design is also 

important in realising development efficiency and meeting tenant needs.  

The 8m height overlay would preclude development of viable small-scale 

apartment buildings. 

9.9 Ms Oliver suggests (with the support of Ms Schröeder) that a response to 

this issue is to introduce an exception for larger or amalgamated sites and 

refers to this as a “density bonus for site amalgamation”32.  The 

suggested rule wording is “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”. 

9.10 The wording suggested by Ms Oliver appears to me to be deficient in a 

number of ways: 

                                       
31 Statement of Evidence of Paul Commons on Behalf of Housing New Zealand Corporation, 20 
March 2015, para 14. 
32 Statement of Evidence of Sarah-Jane Oliver on behalf of Christchurch City Council, 9 June 2016, 
paras 7.37 and 7.38. 
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(a) It is premised on the need for sites to be amalgamated to at least 

1,500m2 which is not consistent with the theme of development 

enabled in all the RMD areas under the Stage 1 decisions.  This 

requirement for amalgamation biases development away from 

smaller developers who are less likely to be able to afford to 

purchase larger or multi blocks of land, and also stops single site 

development which may be more likely to occur on an incremental 

basis across these zones.  While I agree that amalgamation of land 

is desirable and can enable better development outcomes to be 

achieved, I do not consider it to be so necessary that smaller 

development should be precluded. 

(b) It suggests restricting building height to 8m “within 10 metres of a 

site boundary” but does not explain why 10m has been chosen or 

why this should relate to all site boundaries.  The EDM provisions 

restrict building height to 8m within 15 metres of the site boundary 

(a larger distance) but only where the site adjoins the Residential 

Suburban Zone.  As currently proposed Ms Oliver’s suggested rule 

wording would restrict development on all internal boundaries 

without reference to what is occurring or could occur on the 

adjoining site.   

9.11 Essentially this suggested rule is simply partially giving back the building 

height that I consider should have been applied to these areas in any case 

as it is appropriate and necessary to enable them to actually perform as 

RMD areas.  However, should the Panel be of a mind to consider the 

imposition of such a rule I recommend it be worded the same as the EDM 

rule, as follows: 

“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”. 

10 OTHER SUBMISSIONS 

10.1 I also note that Housing New Zealand’s further submission opposes the 

submissions from Elmarie Grublys, Linda Mary Kirk, and Christian Paul 

Jordan33 to the extent that these submissions seek to impose additional 

car parking, height and site area restrictions.  Such restrictions are in my 

                                       
33 Submissions RMD05, RMD40, RMD90 and RMD91. 
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opinion unnecessary and would inappropriately limit the ability to utilise a 

RMD zoning in these areas. 

 

Stephanie Amanda Louise Styles 

16 June 2016 
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ATTACHMENT ONE: KEY STATUTORY DRIVERS 

[Highlighting added] 

 

1. Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

Objective 6.2.2 – Urban form and settlement pattern 

The urban form and settlement pattern in Greater Christchurch is managed to 

provide sufficient land for rebuilding and recovery needs and set a foundation for 

future growth, with an urban form that achieves consolidation and intensification of 

urban areas, and avoids unplanned expansion of urban areas, by: 

(1)  aiming to achieve the following targets for intensification as a proportion of 

overall growth through the period of recovery: 

(a) 35% averaged over the period between 2013 and 2016 

(b) 45% averaged over the period between 2016 to 2021 

(c) 55% averaged over the period between 2022 and 2028; 

(2)  providing higher density living environments including mixed use 

developments and a greater range of housing types, particularly in and 

around the Central City, in and around Key Activity Centres, and larger 

neighbourhood centres, and in greenfield priority areas and brownfield sites; 

(3)  reinforcing the role of the Christchurch central business district within the 

Greater Christchurch area as identified in the Christchurch Central Recovery 

Plan;  

(4)  providing for the development of greenfield priority areas on the periphery of 

Christchurch’s urban area, and surrounding towns at a rate and in locations 

that meet anticipated demand and enables the efficient provision and use of 

network infrastructure; 

(5)  encouraging sustainable and self-sufficient growth of the towns of Rangiora, 

Kaiapoi, Woodend, Lincoln, Rolleston and Prebbleton and consolidation of the 

existing settlement of West Melton; 

(6)  Managing rural residential development outside of existing urban and priority 

areas; and  
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(7)  Providing for development opportunities on Māori Reserves. 

 

Policy 6.3.1 – Development within the Greater Christchurch area 

In relation to recovery and rebuilding for Greater Christchurch: 

(1)  give effect to the urban form identified in Map A, which identifies the location 

and extent of urban development that will support recovery, rebuilding and 

planning for future growth and infrastructure delivery; 

(2)  give effect to the urban form identified in Map A (page 64) by identifying the 

location and extent of the indicated Key Activity Centres; 

(3)  enable development of existing urban areas and greenfield priority areas, 

including intensification in appropriate locations, where it supports the 

recovery of Greater Christchurch; 

(4)  ensure new urban activities only occur within existing urban areas or 

identified greenfield priority areas as shown on Map A, unless they are 

otherwise expressly provided for in the CRPS; 

(5)  provide for educational facilities in rural areas in limited circumstances where 

no other practicable options exist within an urban area; and 

(6)  avoid development that adversely affects the function and viability of, or 

public investment in, the Central City and Key Activity Centres. 

 

Policy 6.3.7 – Residential location, yield and intensification 

In relation to residential development opportunities in Greater Christchurch: 

(1)  Subject to Policy 5.3.4, residential greenfield priority area development shall 

occur in accordance with Map A. These areas are sufficient for both growth 

and residential relocation through to 2028. 

(2)  Intensification in urban areas of Greater Christchurch is to be focused around 

the Central City, Key Activity Centres and neighbourhood centres 

commensurate with their scale and function, core public transport routes, 

mixed-use areas, and on suitable brownfield land. 
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(3)  Intensification developments and development in greenfield priority areas 

shall achieve at least the following residential net densities averaged over the 

whole of an ODP area (except where subject to an existing operative ODP 

with specific density provisions): 

(a)  10 household units per hectare in greenfield areas in Selwyn and 

Waimakariri District; 

(b)  15 household units per hectare in greenfield areas in Christchurch 

City; 

(4)  Intensification development within Christchurch City to achieve an average 

of: 

(a)  50 household units per hectare for intensification development 

within the Central City; 

(b)  30 household units per hectare for intensification development 

elsewhere. 

(5)  Provision will be made in district plans for comprehensive development across 

multiple or amalgamated sites. 

(6)  Housing affordability is to be addressed by providing sufficient intensification 

and greenfield priority area land to meet housing demand during the recovery 

period, enabling brownfield development and providing for a range of lot 

sizes, densities and appropriate development controls that support more 

intensive developments such as mixed use developments, apartments, 

townhouses and terraced housing. 

 

2. Land Use Recovery Plan 

Action 2: Christchurch City Council district plan review 

Christchurch City Council to enable in the next review of its district plans to provide 

for the following measures: 

Housing choice 

i. a range of housing types and locations recognising the changing population and 

loss of housing options as a result of the Canterbury earthquakes 
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Intensification 

ii. a choice of housing through a range of residential density and development 

provisions to facilitate intensified development 

iii. comprehensive residential and mixed use developments, including on brownfield 

sites 

Supporting rebuilding activities 

iv. reduced consenting and notification requirements 

v. address the efficiency and effectiveness of urban design provisions. 

 

3. Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 

2014, Schedule 4, Statement of Expectations 

The expectations of the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery and the 

Minister for the Environment are that the replacement district plan— 

… 

(d)  facilitates an increase in the supply of housing, including by— 

(i)  confirming the immediate residential intensification changes included in 

the Land Use Recovery Plan; and 

(ii)  ensuring that the district plan has capacity to accommodate up to 

23700 additional dwellings by 2028 (as compared with the number of 

households in the 2012 post-earthquake period); and 

(iii)  addressing further intensification opportunities, in line with the Land 

Use Recovery Plan principle of supporting Key Activity Centres and the 

Central City; and  

(iv)  having regard to constraints on environmental and infrastructure 

capacity, particularly with regard to natural hazards; and 

(v)  providing for a wide range of housing types and locations:…  

 

4. Replacement Plan, Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes (Chapter 3) 

 

3.3.1 Objective - Enabling recovery and facilitating the future enhancement 

of the district  
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The expedited recovery and future enhancement of Christchurch as a dynamic, 

prosperous and internationally competitive city, in a manner that: 

a. Meets the community's immediate and longer term needs for housing, 

economic development, community facilities, infrastructure, transport, and 

social and cultural wellbeing; and 

b. Fosters investment certainty; and 

c. Sustains the important qualities and values of the natural environment. 

 

3.3.4 Objective - Housing capacity and choice 

a. For the period 2012 to 2028, an additional 23,700 dwellings are enabled 

through a combination of residential intensification, brownfield and greenfield 

development; and 

b. There is a range of housing opportunities available to meet the diverse and 

changing population and housing needs of Christchurch residents, including:  

i. a choice in housing types, densities and locations; and 

ii. affordable, community and social housing and papakāinga. 

 

3.3.7 Objective - Urban growth, form and design 

A well-integrated pattern of development and infrastructure, a consolidated urban 

form, and a high quality urban environment that: 

a. Is attractive to residents, business and visitors; and 

b. Has its areas of special character and amenity value identified and their 

specifically recognised values appropriately managed; and 

c. Provides for urban activities only: 

i. within the existing urban areas; and 

ii. on greenfield land on the periphery of Christchurch's urban area 
identified in accordance with the Greenfield Priority Areas in the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, Map A; and 

d. Increases the housing development opportunities in the urban area to meet the 

intensification targets specified in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, 

Chapter 6, Objective 6.2.2 (I); particularly: 

i. in and around the Central City, Key Activity Centres (as identified 

in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement), larger 
neighbourhood centres, and nodes of core public transport routes; 
and 
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ii. in those parts of Residential Greenfield Priority Areas identified in 
Map A, Chapter 6 of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement; and 

iii. in suitable brownfield areas; and 

e. Maintains and enhances the Central City, Key Activity Centres and 

Neighbourhood Centres as community focal points; and 

f. Identifies opportunities for, and supports, the redevelopment of brownfield sites 

for residential, business or mixed use activities; and 

g. Promotes the re-use and re-development of buildings and land; and 

h. Improves overall accessibility and connectivity for people, transport (including 

opportunities for walking, cycling and public transport and services; and 

i. Promotes the safe, efficient and effective provision and use of infrastructure, 

including the optimisation of the use of existing infrastructure; and 

j. Co-ordinates the nature, timing and sequencing of new development with the 

funding, implementation and operation of necessary transport and other 

infrastructure. 

 

5. Replacement Plan, Residential Zone Objectives and Policies (Chapter 14) 

 

14.1.1 Objective - Housing supply 

a. An increased supply of housing that will:  

i. enable a wide range of housing types, sizes, and densities, in a manner 

consistent with Objectives 3.3.4(a) and 3.3.7; 

ii. meet the diverse needs of the community in the immediate recovery period and 

longer term, including social housing options; and 

iii. assist in improving housing affordability. 

 

14.1.1.1 Policy - Housing distribution and density 

a. Provide for the following distribution of different areas for residential 

development, in accordance with the residential zones identified and 

characterised in Table 14.1.1.1a, in a manner that ensures:  

i. new urban residential activities only occur in existing urban areas or in 

greenfield priority areas identified in Map A of the Canterbury Regional Policy 

Statement;   

ii. high density residential development in the Central City, that achieves an 

average net density of at least 50 households per hectare for intensification 

development; 
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iii. medium density residential development in and near identified commercial 

centres in existing urban areas where there is ready access to a wide range of 

facilities, services, public transport, parks and open spaces, that achieves an 

average net density of at least 30 households per hectare for intensification 

development; 

iv. a mix of low and medium residential density development in greenfield 

neighbourhoods, that achieves a net density (averaged over the Outline 

Development Plan) of at least 15 households per hectare;  

v. greenfield land that is available for further residential development up to 2028; 

and 

vi. low density residential environments in other existing suburban residential 

areas and in the residential areas of Banks Peninsula, and in small settlements 

are maintained, but limited opportunities are provided for smaller residential 

units that are compatible with the low density and township suburban 

environment; and 

vii.  within Banks Peninsula, limited low density residential development adjacent to 

existing residential townships and small settlements, that complements the 

surrounding environment, is able to be efficiently serviced by public 

infrastructure and in some limited circumstances private infrastructure; and is 

in locations not subject to significant risks to life safety and property damage 

from natural hazards.  

Table 14.1.1.1a 

Residential 
Suburban Zone  

Provides for the traditional type of housing in Christchurch in the form of 
predominantly single or two storeyed detached or semi-detached houses, with 
garage, ancillary buildings and provision for gardens and landscaping.  

The changing demographic needs and increasing demand for housing in 
Christchurch are provided for through a range of housing opportunities, 
including better utilisation of the existing housing stock. A wider range of 
housing options will enable a typical family home to be retained, but also 
provide greater housing stock for dependent relatives, rental accommodation, 
and homes more suitable for smaller households (including older persons).  

Residential 
Suburban Density 
Transition Zone  

Covers some inner suburban residential areas between the Residential 
Suburban Zone and the Residential Medium Density Zone, and areas 
adjoining some commercial centres.  

The zone provides principally for low to medium density residential 
development. In most areas there is potential for infill and redevelopment at 
higher densities than for the Residential Suburban Zone.  
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Residential Medium 
Density Zone  

Located close to the central city and around other larger commercial centres 
across the city. The zone provides a range of housing options for people 
seeking convenient access to services, facilities, employment, retailing, 
entertainment, parks and public transport.  

The zone provides for medium scale and density of predominantly two or three 
storey buildings, including semi-detached and terraced housing and low-rise 
apartments, with innovative approaches to comprehensively designed, high 
quality, medium density residential development also encouraged.  

Residential intensification is anticipated through well-designed redevelopments 
of existing sites, and more particularly through comprehensive development of 
multiple adjacent sites. Zone standards and urban design assessments 
provide for new residential development that is attractive, and delivers safe, 
secure, private, useable and well landscaped buildings and settings.  

 

14.1.1.2 Policy - Establishment of new medium density residential areas 

a. Support establishment of new residential medium density zones to meet demand 

for 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 4000m2; 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. 

c. Encourage comprehensively designed, high quality and innovative, medium 

density residential development within these areas, in accordance with Objective 

14.1.4 and its policies. 

d. Provide for medium density residential development in defined arterial locations 

identified as suitable for larger scale community facilities and guest 

accommodation.  

Note: This policy also implements Objective 14.1.2. 

 

14.1.1.5 Policy - Provision of social housing 
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a. Enable small scale, medium density social housing developments throughout 

residential areas as a permitted activity and social housing developments 

generally throughout residential areas. 

 

14.1.1.7 Policy – Monitoring 

a. Evaluate the effectiveness of the District Plan’s residential provisions by 

monitoring the supply of additional housing through residential intensification, 

greenfield and brownfield development (including housing types, sizes and 

densities), and its contribution to: 

i. meeting regional growth targets for greater Christchurch in the Land 

Use Recovery Plan and the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement; 

ii. achieving an additional 23,700 dwellings by 2028 (Objective 3.3.4(a)); 

iii. meeting the diverse and changing population and housing needs for 

Christchurch residents, in the immediate recovery period and longer 
term; 

iv. improving housing affordability; and 

v. meeting the housing intensification targets specified in Objective 
3.3.7(d). 

b. Undertake the monitoring and evaluation at such intervals as to inform any other 

monitoring requirements of other statutory instruments, and make the results 

publicly available. 

c. Have regard to the information from this monitoring when determining priority 

areas for residential intensification and provision for new and upgraded 

infrastructure. 

 

14.1.4 Objective - High quality residential environments 

a. High quality, sustainable, residential neighbourhoods which are well 
designed, have a high level of amenity, enhance local character and 

reflect the Ngāi Tahu heritage of Ōtautahi.  

 

14.1.4.1 Policy - Neighbourhood character, amenity and safety 

a. Facilitate the contribution of individual developments to high quality residential 

environments in all residential areas (as characterised in Table 14.1.1.1a), 

through design:  

i. reflecting the context, character, and scale of building anticipated in the 

neighbourhood; 

ii. contributing to a high quality street scene; 

RMD-126 and FS 1-4
Housing NZ Corp

Evidence of Stephanie Styles
Page 31 of 33



 

 Page 30 

iii. providing a high level of on-site amenity;  

iv. minimising noise effects from traffic, railway activity, and other sources 

where necessary to protect residential amenity; 

v. providing safe, efficient, and easily accessible movement for pedestrians, 

cyclists, and vehicles; and 

vi. incorporating principles of crime prevention through environmental design.  

 

14.1.4.2 Policy - High quality, medium density residential development  

a. Encourage innovative approaches to comprehensively designed, high 
quality, medium density residential development, which is attractive to 

residents, responsive to housing demands, and provides a positive 
contribution to its environment (while acknowledging the need for 

increased densities and changes in residential character), through:  

vi. consultative planning approaches to identifying particular areas for 
residential intensification and to defining high quality, built and urban 
design outcomes for those areas; 

vii. encouraging and incentivising amalgamation and redevelopment across 
large-scale residential intensification areas; 

viii. providing design guidelines to assist developers to achieve high 
quality, medium density development; 

ix. considering input from urban design experts into resource consent 

applications; 

x. promoting incorporation of low impact urban design elements, energy 

and water efficiency, and life-stage inclusive and adaptive design; and 

xi. recognising that built form standards may not always support the best 
design and efficient use of a site for medium density development, 

particularly for larger sites. 

 

14.1.4.4 Policy - Character of low and medium density areas 

a. Ensure, consistent with the zone descriptions in Table 14.1.1.1a, that:  

i. low density residential areas are characterised by a low scale open 
residential environment with predominantly one or two storey 
detached or semi-detached housing, and significant opportunities for 

landscaping and good access to sunlight and privacy are maintained; 
and 

ii. medium density areas are characterised by medium scale and density 
of buildings with predominantly two or three storeys, including semi-
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detached and terraced housing and low rise apartments, and 
landscaping in publicly visible areas, while accepting that access to 

sunlight and privacy may be limited by the anticipated density of 
development and that innovative approaches to comprehensively 

designed, high quality, medium density residential development are 
also encouraged in accordance with Policy 14.1.4.2. 
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