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Introduction 

1 These submissions are filed on behalf of the following submitters on the 

Additional RMD Proposal for Papanui: 

 Stuart Crichton (RMD114); 

 Michael Hillard (RMD93); 

 Jeanette Spencer (RMD93); 

 Valarie Sykes (RMD111); 

 Neil Davidson (RMD85); 

 Anna Hall (Group submission RMD 82) 

 Christopher Winefield and Philippa Tucker (RMD89); 

 Susan Dawber (Group submission RMD82); 

 Mary Scales (RMD129); 

 Leah Scales (RMD102); 

 Graeme Keeley (RMD70); 

 Margaret Howley (RMD130);  and  

 Paul Scott (FS27). 

(Collectively the "Papanui Residents") 

2 The Papanui Residents have been financially constrained as to the extent of 

evidence and legal assistance they could provide at the recent hearing.  

Effectively, their case has been limited to the expert evidence of Dr. Williams, 

together with the lay evidence of a number of the Papanui Residents 

themselves. The Panel will no doubt have noted the extent of local knowledge 

contained within this well-informed lay evidence.  

3 The Papanui Residents have engaged in prior consultation with the Council on 

the appropriateness of RMD zoning for Papanui and have been involved in 

mediation on the current proposal.  

4 The general position of the Papanui Residents is that they oppose the RMD 

Zoning for Papanui South and Papanui South West (together "Papanui South"). 

As such, they support the recommendations of Ms Oliver in her evidence in 

chief and rebuttal. 

5 The case for the Papanui Residents can be summarised as follows: 

5.1 The Objectives and Policies of Chapter 6 of the Regional Policy Statement do 

not require the Panel to rezone Papanui South  as RMD; 



5.2 When read as a whole, the Strategic Directions and Residential Objectives and 

Police make it neither necessary nor more appropriate to rezone Papanui 

South as RMD. 

5.3 The locational criteria for supporting the establishment of new RMD Zones in 

Policy 14.1.1.2 are a starting point for a decision on whether it is appropriate 

to rezone Papanui South.  A further granular assessment is required.  In that 

respect: 

(a) The Papanui Residents agree with the assessments by Ms Oliver and 

Ms Schroeder that the character and amenity values of Papanui South 

make an RMD zone inappropriate.   

(b) The valuation analysis of Papanui undertaken by Mr. Blake is 

inadequate as it fails to address relevant matters identified in evidence 

for the Residential Stage 1 hearing. As a consequence, there is a high 

probability that Mr. Blake's evidence overstates the likelihood of 

redevelopment for medium density within Papanui South ; 

5.4 On the basis of significant new information, the Panel can find that Papanui 

South has values which are worthy of identification, and which are more 

appropriately managed by the Residential Suburban Zoning. 

5.5 If the Panel decide to rezone part or all of Papanui South as RMD, the Papanui 

Residents support the amended map identifying Langdons Road as an 

appropriate location from which to apply the 800m locational criterion.  

5.6 The Papanui Residents oppose the 11 metre height limit overlay sought by 

Housing New Zealand.  

6 GIVING EFFECT TO THE INTENSIFICATION PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER 

6 OF THE CANTERBURY REGIONAL POLICY STATEMENT 

6.1 Objective 6.2.2 – Urban Form and settlement pattern sets a goal of 

consolidation and intensification of existing urban areas, by amongst others: 

(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;  

6.2 "Intensification" for the purposes of this Objective is identified as:" an increase 

in the residential household yield within existing urban areas.  For the 

purposes of the Replacement Plan, the Objective therefore applies (at least) 

across all residential zones, Residential Suburban and Residential Suburban 

Density Transition included.  

6.3 Priority areas for achieving higher density living environments are in and 

around the Central City, Key Activity Centres, larger neighbourhood centres, 

and in greenfield priority areas and brownfield sites.   

6.4 In respect of greenfield priority areas, the Panel has yet to make a decision on 

whether to enable higher densities within, for example, the North Halswell 

Residential New Neighbourhood Zone.  From counsel's involvement on behalf 

of another client, it is understood there is no opposition to this enablement, at 

least in a policy sense.  

6.5 It is also understood that the ability to provide for higher densities within 

greenfield priority areas has not been factored into any of intensification 

capacity analysis undertaken for the Residential Stage 1 hearing.  It is 

suggested therefore that, if the Panel is minded to remove Papanui South from 

the proposed RMD area, any potential reduction in medium density zoning 

capacity is likely to be compensated for in North Halswell, if not elsewhere.1  

6.6 Objective 6.2.3  Sustainability relevantly states that recovery and rebuilding is 

undertaken in a way that retains identified areas of special amenity and 

heritage values.  The explanation states: 

Intensification and consolidation of residential development in Christchurch 

needs to protect areas of special amenity and historic heritage value, as these 

contribute to the areas's identity and character. For Greater Christchurch 

particular attention should be paid to the provision of open space, maintenance 

and promotion of a sense of identity and character, and the availability of 

community and recreation facilities and appropriately located business centres, 

so as to ensure the maintenance and/ or provision of high quality living 

environments. 

6.7 Policy 6.3.1  Development within the Greater Christchurch area repeats that 

Key Activity Centres provide a focus for commercial activities and residential 

intensification. This focus is broadened in a subsequent Policy 6.3.7 - 

Residential location, yield and intensification to refer to the other areas 

identified in Objective 6.2.2.  Methods of implementation include a 

                                                
1 For example, and subject to resolving the issue of scope, other areas identified in 
submissions may well compensate for the potential reduction. 



requirement on Council to identify areas in district plans that are suitable for 

urban intensification, including brownfield redevelopment.   

6.8 The principal reasons and explanation  for Policy 6.3.7 include the following: 

….Further work will be required to increase intensification, and work towards 

accommodating future growth. Certain areas in Christchurch City have been 

identified for more intensive residential use for many years. Other suitable 

areas may be identified, including the redevelopment of brownfields sites for 

residential or mixed-use activities.   

6.9 Applying all of the above to the present circumstances, it is submitted that in 

order to give effect to the RPS, there is no mandatory requirement in the 

Replacement Plan to rezone Papanui South even if it were to be geographically 

described as being "around" the Papanui KAC.  By way of simple comparison, 

areas for intensification have not been specifically identified unlike residential 

Greenfield Priority Areas (Map A), which must be rezoned in the Replacement 

Plan to give effect to the RPS and the companion Land Use Recovery Plan 

(LURP). 

6.10 In contrast to, for example, the language of avoidance used prolifically within 

Chapter 6, the "aim to achieve" wording of Objective 6.2.2 in respect of 

intensification targets is far from prescriptive.  Rather, the wording can be 

described as aspirational as indeed are the targets themselves.  Similarly, the 

implementing Policy 6.3.7 does not state that new areas of intensification must 

be identified; rather, other suitable areas may be identified.  

6.11 Furthermore, Objective 6.2.3 makes it clear that intensification is not to be 

achieved at all costs; rather it must protect areas that have special amenity 

character and heritage.  Intensification is therefore likely to be inappropriate in 

locations where protection of these values is not achievable. 

6.12 The unchallenged evidence before the Panel is of course that Papanui South 

has a range of character and amenity values that, in my submission, make a 

Residential Suburban zoning more appropriate than a RMD zoning for this 

area.  Understandably, the Panel has commented adversely on the timing of 

receipt of this evidence i.e it should have been produced by the Council at the 

Residential Stage 1 hearing.  As is discussed below, this belated receipt of 

important new evidence is not fatal to the case for the Papanui Residents. 

  



7 OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES OF THE STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS AND 

RESIDENTIAL CHAPTERS 

7.1 Relevant Objectives within the Strategic Directions Chapter include Objective 

3.3.4 and 3.3.7: 

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  

… 

(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 (1); 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  

(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  

… 

7.2 Within the Residential Chapter, relevant objectives and policies include of 

course Objective 14.1.1 relating to housing supply.  This Policy is to be 

implemented by, amongst others, Policy 14.1.12 Establishment of New 

Medium Density Residential Areas: 

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. 

7.3 Also of relevance is Objective 14.1.4:  

 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. 

7.4 The above Objective is supported by a range of policies, including Policy 

14.1.4.2 relevant to medium density development. 

 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: 



i. consultative planning approaches to identifying particular areas for 

residential intensification and to defining high quality, built and urban 

design outcomes for those areas; 

ii. encouraging and incentivising amalgamation and redevelopment across 

large-scale residential intensification areas; 

iii. providing design guidelines to assist developers to achieve high 

quality, medium density development; 

iv. considering input from urban design experts into resource consent 

applications; 

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

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

vi. 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. 

7.5 In addition, there are a range of further policies dealing with specific 

intensification mechanism and also provision of housing opportunities for the 

aged.  All of these other policies are positively implemented by rules that are 

vastly more permissive than the previous City Plan.  

7.6 At the hearing, witnesses on behalf of Housing New Zealand (HNZ) were 

questioned on HNZ's base position that areas which meet the locational criteria 

in Policy 14.1.1.2 must be zoned as RMD.2  The answers provided by both Ms. 

Rennie or Ms Styles did not support their client's position: 

MS SCOTT: No, sir. If I can turn you, Ms Rennie, to the policy 14.1.1.2. So sub 

clause (a) that sets out what we call the locational criteria. The first words of 

that policy, they say, the policy uses the words “support establishment of new 

Residential Medium Density zones”, do you see those words there? 

MS RENNIE: Yes. 

MS SCOTT: They don’t say, do they, that the Council must rezone all land that 

meets that criteria? 

MS RENNIE: No, that is not what is says. It says “support establishment of 

new residential density zoned to meet demand for housing within 800 metres” 

of those range of considerations. 

                                                
2 Opening submissions on behalf of Housing New Zealand at paragraph 29 



MS SCOTT: So do you agree with me that policy 14.1.1.2(a) is not the only 

relevant consideration that the Council must take into account when rezoning 

land to RMD? 

MS RENNIE: This is the policy which enables the establishment of new 

residential medium density areas. 

MS SCOTT: Yes, and then the Council must consider other relevant objectives 

and policies in both chapter 3, the strategic directions, and elsewhere in 

chapter 14, do you agree with that? 

MS RENNIE: This is one of a number of policies, yes.3 

 …. 

MS SCOTT: And Mr Jolly for the Council. You understand that the Council’s 

position is that the locational criteria should not be the sole driver for rezoning 

to RMD but that all relevant objectives and policies must be considered and 

balanced. You understand that is the Council’s position? 

MS STYLES: I understand. 

MS SCOTT: The section 32 evaluation requires as to zoning further 

consideration in terms of detailed matters of urban form, effects on character 

and amenity and the specific needs of local communities by way of example? 

MS STYLES: Yes. 

…. 

MS SCOTT: Thank you, so in terms of the Panel’s decision-making on the 

appropriate zoning the locational criteria are not the only relevant factor, it 

must go beyond that policy and consider other relevant objectives and policies, 

correct? 

MS STYLES: I believe that a hierarchical approach needs to be taken looking at 

the objectives and policies from the strategic objectives down through, but 

that policy  14.1.1.2 provides the locational criteria where RMD should or 

should not be depending on which part of that policy you are looking at. 

Beyond that there are a whole range of other considerations but that is the 

primary focus on location.4 

7.7 Consistent with the approach adopted by the Council in opening and through 

its cross-examination, it is submitted that the concessions made  by HNZ's 

                                                
3 Transcript at Page 107 
4 Transcript at Page 122 



witnesses that a range of other factors and policies must be considered as part 

of the s 32 & 32AA analysis is appropriate.    

7.8 The s 32 analysis must take into account factors such as the appropriateness 

of a chosen location in terms of feasibility and efficiency of a proposed 

rezoning.  Matters such as the special characteristics and heritage and amenity 

of a candidate area must also be addressed, otherwise a decision-maker is left 

within incomplete information as to whether or not a proposed RMD zoning is 

the most appropriate method for implementing all relevant objectives and 

policies.  The results of the consultation process undertaken by the Council 

must also be considered, as is anticipated by Policy 14.1.4.2. In that respect, 

the views expressed by those most directly affected do not support the change 

to the character of the Papanui South area that would be wrought by an RMD 

zoning.  

7.9 Objective 3.3.7 recognises the need for a high quality urban environment, one 

that appropriately manages areas of special character and amenity (3.3.7 b).  

As such, the values associated with Papanui South should be taken into 

account in deciding whether or not a RMD zoning for Papanui South is more 

appropriate than the Residential Suburban Zone in implementing this 

Objective.  To repeat, the unchallenged evidence regarding the special values 

of this area, including its war memorial heritage characteristics and its existing 

high quality built form, are such that the lower density RS zoning more 

appropriately protects or manages these values. 

7.10 Equally, it is submitted that there is no evidence, persuasive or otherwise, that 

the Residential Suburban zoning of Papanui South will in any way compromise 

the housing supply Objective 3.3.4.  Nor is there evidence that the monitoring 

requirements in Chapter 14 will not address any negligble reduction in RMD 

capacity should the relatively limited area that is Papanui South be zoned as 

Residential Suburban.  

7.11 Further, the acceptance by Ms Rennie that Policy 14.1.1.2 does not mean that 

the Panel must rezone Papanui South must also be correct.  The wording of 

that particular Policy is not couched in directive terms, rather it refers to 

supporting the establishment of RMD zones to meet demand for housing.  

8 ADEQUACY OF VALUATION ANALYSIS TO SUPPORT THE LIKELIHOOD 

OF REZONING AT PAPANUI 

8.1 The Panel has of course already heard substantial evidence on the issue of 

intensification, in particular for the Residential Stage 1 hearing.  All the 



evidence concluded that, for a whole host of reasons, delivering medium to 

high-density residential development is certainly challenging.5 

8.2 A consideration of what areas should be identified for intensification involves a 

filtering exercise, to adopt the term used by Mr. Schellekens on behalf of the 

Crown. Mr. Schellekens' high-level evidence provided just such a filtering 

exercise.  Given his particular expertise, this analysis was based on feasibility 

considerations, as opposed to a planning analysis of locational factors.  

8.3 A particularly important factor identified in Mr. Schellekens' evidence was the 

extent of on-site capitalisation which would make acquisition for 

redevelopment non-viable.  On that, Mr. Schellekens was of the opinion that if 

the value of improvements on an otherwise developable site exceeded 25% 

(later adjusted by agreement with Dr. Fairgray to 27.5%) of the capital values, 

this would directly impact on and strain already challenging development 

economics. 

8.4 Mr. Schellekens' evidence included a number of area specific case studies for, 

amongst others, Riccarton and Papanui.  

8.5 As to Papanui, he first commented on its demographics6: 

Characteristics of Papanui 

Despite being only 2kms further away from the CBD than Riccarton, Papanui 

has a significantly different demographic profile.  According to the 2013 

census, the median age is 42.0 years (compared to 38.6 years in Christchurch 

City).  20.1% of people in Papanui are aged 65 years and over, compared with 

15.0% in Christchurch City. 

Couples with children make up 44.2% of all families in Papanui, (compared to 

39.8% of all families Christchurch City) and 67.3% of households own their 

dwelling compared to 64.8% in Christchurch City. 

These statistics imply materially fewer renters than in Riccarton, and an older 

and more family dominated market. This drives a different demand which is 

more likely to support lower density townhouse typologies. In relative terms, 

standalone dwellings on their own sites will be preferred in this market.  

The sales data I have analysed supports this conclusion. Since Sept 2012, 

there have been no sales of new multi-unit developments and significant 

subdivisions in Papanui. Of the 10 sales recorded of buildings built after 2010, 

                                                
5 See, for example evidence of Mr. Schellekens at para 4.9 : " I conclude in the CBRE 
Report that there are many challenges associated with medium to high density residential 
development feasibility reflecting a complex matrix of issues associated with land cost, 
construction costs and market acceptability of built product. 
6 Appendix JBJS3 of Evidence of John Schellekens at page 44 



all were developed on individual freehold vacant lots. The average lot size was 

485sqms implying an achieved density of 20.6h/ha. The average sale price for 

each stand-alone dwelling was $691,000 incl. GST and the average floor area 

was 185sqms.  

8.6 This was followed by an analysis of 10 newly constructed dwellings in Papanui, 

Mr. Schellekens concluding that the available data for Papanui …does highlight 

the challenge of feasibly building even freestanding homes (for which there is 

strong demand) in already established locations where land is scarce prices 

[sic] accordingly7. 

8.7 Mr. Mitchell, another witness for the Crown, referred to the need to consult 

with the development community.  He also emphasised the apparent futility of 

zoning areas as RMD unless this was in locations that could be profitably 

developed: 

MR MITCHELL: Well in that context no, it does not, because I suppose I am 

looking at it from the point of view of if you actually want intensification to 

occur you have to ensure it is in locations where developers can make a profit. 

So if the developers cannot make a profit they will not go there and they will 

not build anything. So you can have all the RMD zone you want in locations 

spread across the city, but unless you put it in locations which can be 

profitably developed, nothing is going to happen.8 

8.8 The above evidence indicates, firstly, that from an economic feasibility 

perspective Papanui South is likely to be too challenging economically to be 

considered as an appropriate candidate for RMD zoning.  Mr. Schellekens 

evidence is effectively saying that there is no market demand for intensified 

development in Papanui; the demographics show a dominance of a family 

market and there are feasibility challenges associated with the high land 

values within this area.  

8.9 Secondly, it is submitted that in assessing the appropriateness or otherwise of 

Papanui South, there has been a failure to date to engage with development 

community in order to identify locations that can be profitably developed to 

use Mr. Mitchell's words. 

8.10 Finally, nowhere in the evidence of Mr. Blake is there any explicit regard paid 

to the key factor of on- site capitalisation of land i.e whether the ratio of value 

of improvements is  more or less than the 27.5% figure agreed by Fairgray 

and Schellekens.  This factor should have been readily ascertainable. Its 

absence represents a significant gap in the evidence.  

                                                
7 Evidence of John Schellekens at paragraph 17.11 
8 Residential Stage 1 Transcript at 353 



9 BELATED NATURE OF THE EVIDENCE RECEIVED ON THE VALUES OF 

PAPANUI SOUTH  

9.1 During the hearing, the Panel Chair commented on a number of occasions 

regarding the belated nature of evidence in respect of the values of Papanui 

South.   

9.2 For example: 

SJH: Ms Scott, I indicated earlier that we had never heard any of this history 

until we got to this Hearing. Has any consideration been given to some effigies 

as long as they align with the objectives and policies we must give effect to 

with these sorts of areas? 

It seems to me that some of this has arisen by the insistence that heritage and 

character get split apart and treated separately which I still struggle – can 

some consideration be given to this? Because if we had been told all of this 

right at residential one, only speaking for myself, I am not quite sure we would 

have been here about this area today. 

9.3 The Papanui Residents agree with the sentiment expressed by the Chair that 

had earlier consideration being given to the values of the Papanui South, the 

extent of potential RMD zoning for Papanui is likely to have been reduced to 

take into account the particular values and characteristics of the area. 9 

9.4 In terms of the reference to "effigies" in the transcript, this is interpreted as 

suggesting some form of identification of the values associated with Papanui 

South in the Replacement Plan.   

9.5 The Panel has already made a decision on the St James Avenue Character 

Area, a decision which was open to it on the evidence available at the time of 

the Residential Stage 1 hearing, albeit in hindsight it is clear the evidence 

leading to this decision was far from complete. 

9.6 It is submitted that, notwithstanding this earlier decision, it remains open to 

the Panel to nevertheless exclude Papanui South from RMD zoning on the basis 

of its recognised values.  This would align with the higher order Objective 6.2.3 

of Chapter 6 and Objective 3.3.7 (b).   

9.7 A residual question, and one which is open to interpretation, is whether for the 

purposes of Objective 3.3.7 (b) these values must be already identified in the 

Replacement Plan before a decision is made as to whether or not a particular 

form of zoning is more appropriate? 

                                                
9 I am informed by my clients that evidence on the war memorial nature of a number of the 
streets in Papanui South was made available during the earlier consultation exercise which 
Council undertook prior to the notification of Residential Stage 1.  



9.8 There can be no argument that the uncontested values of the Papanui South 

area have been identified in real terms.  More particularly, they have been 

identified in the evidence now before you, which in turn forms part of  your s 

32AA analysis.  It is submitted accordingly that where areas with special 

characteristics are identified as part of this analysis, this is sufficient for the 

purposes of Objective 3.3.7 (b). 

9.9 Moreover, the ultimate obligation of the Panel is to make a decision that 

accords with Part II of the Act, a decision that engages the provisions of 

section 7 in respect of maintenance of amenity values and the quality of the 

environment.   

9.10 It remains open for the Panel to direct that a further additional proposal be 

notified to enable the specific identification of Papanui South as a character 

area.  Equally, the Council could initiate the same on its own initiative.  Neither 

step is however necessary should the Panel simply decide to retain the 

Residential Suburban Zone as originally notified for the area in Stage 1: 

Residential.  At a later date, the Council could then choose to undertake a plan 

change exercise to further enhance the protection of the values of Papanui.  

10 THE ALTERNATIVE MAP - MEASURING THE 800M CRITERION FROM 

LANGDONS ROAD 

10.1 At the request of His Honour, Judge Hassan, the Council has prepared and 

circulated an updated map identifying Langdons Road as the centre point for 

measuring the 800m criterion under Policy 14.1.  The Papanui Residents agree 

that this is a more logical starting point given that it is adjacent to Northlands 

Mall.  

10.2 If the Panel's decision is to rezone part of Papanui South as RMD (which is 

opposed), the Papanui Residents partially support this alternative map. They 

request the following changes: 

(a) Exclusion of the portion of St James Avenue. This small front section of 

the street shown in the map prepared by the Council is where the 
ANZAC Parade has always traditionally begun and contains the trees 
planted as memorial in 1947; 

(b) The areas of Dormer and Perry Street should also be removed out of 

respect for their war memorial status; 

(c) The area shown as including Watford Street should be removed. It 
would represent an isolated and small RMD area and would not lead to 

a cohesive zoning; and 

(d) Bellevue Avenue between St James Avenue and the railway underpass 
should be removed as it would represent an inconsistent and isolated 
RMD. 



10.3 A map identifying the above requested changes is attached to these 
Submissions.   

11 THE APPROPRIATENESS OF THE 11 HEIGHT OVERLAY SOUGHT BY 
HOUSING NEW ZEALAND 

11.1 It is submitted that HNZ has not established a compelling case that an 11 

metre height limit is necessary in order to achieve the 30 households/per 

hectare density average set out in Policy 6.3.7(4)(b) of Chapter 6 RPS for 

intensification development outside the Central City.  

11.2 Appendix B to Ms Oliver's evidence gave the perfect example of Riccarton 

where densities in the order of 40 households per hectare have been achieved 

even with an 8m height limit.  

11.3 It is submitted that common sense would indicate that the primary planning 

tool for achieving the specified density would invariably be minimum allotment 

size, which in the case of the RMD zoning is specified as 200m2.  Simple 

mathematics applied, it is submitted that this creates the potential for a 

household/per hectare average that is well in excess of 30, even accounting 

for other built form standards such as setbacks and access.   

11.4 The Papanui Residents consider that if the Panel's decision is to rezone Papanui 

South as RMD (which is opposed),  an 8m height limit would be a more 

appropriate method of achieving the objectives and policies, when considered 

in the round. An 8m height limit would more appropriate recognise and provide 

for the special characteristics of the Papanui South area.  

11.5 In respect of Papanui South, the Papanui Residents do not support Ms Oliver's 

suggested alternative of an 11 metre height limit for sites in excess of 1500m2, 

as buildings of this scale would be incongruous with the values of Papanui 

South.   Further, the evidence regarding existing allotment size indicates that 

this height bonus would apply to very few, if any, sites.  The height bonus 

would therefore be futile absent amalgamation of sites.   

11.6 If minded, it is of course open to the Panel to have a mixed overlay for 

Papanui with areas other than Papanui South having a higher 11 metre height 

limit. 

 

G J Cleary 

On behalf of the Papanui Residents 

15 July 2016 



 

 


