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DAY 01 – 04 July 2016 

 

  [10.02 am] 

 

SJH:   Just to record Counsel appearances, Mr Winchester you and Ms Scott 5 

for the Council? 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Correct, sir. 

 

SJH:   Mr Carranceja, you are for the Crown? 10 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes, sir, thank you. 

 

SJH:   And Ms Semple and Ms March, you are for Housing Corporation? 

 15 

MS SEMPLE:   Yes, sir. 

 

SJH:   All right, there are various other submitters who we have recorded and 

will come to in due course. 

 20 

 Are there any queries from lay submitters before we start.  We will hear 

opening submissions initially from counsel and then we will go on to 

the evidence and submissions as listed in the schedule.  Any questions 

from anyone before we start? 

 25 

 All right thank you, yes Mr Winchester. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Good morning, sir, good morning to the Panel.  

Opening legal submissions were filed yesterday on behalf of the 

Council, I am in your hands as to - - - 30 

 

SJH:   You filed them Sunday? 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Yes, sir, so they are, hopefully, with the Panel. 

 35 

SJH:   We have them yes, that was not in accordance with the timetable was t? 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   I suspect not, sir, I apologise for that.  I am happy to 

take the Panel through these in some detail if you would wish.  There 

are some matters I will take as read, so they are for the Panel’s 40 

convenience. 

 

SJH:   Well it is not unfamiliar territory so there seems to be a somewhat 

different focus perhaps from Residential 1, Mr Winchester, but we will 

get to that in questioning no doubt. 45 
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MR WINCHESTER:   Yes, I suspect that is correct, sir.  Sir, 1.1. 

 

 This Hearing is about the appropriateness of up-zoning various areas of 

land close to the key activity centres of Papanui, Linwood and Hornby 

from either a residential suburban or residential suburban density 5 

transition zone to residential medium density, and I have noted there 

are two categories of land in question. 

 

 Land notified with an RMD zone through this Proposal and land not 

notified with an RMD zone, yet sought to be zoned through a 10 

submission. 

 

 The Council has directed and notified this proposal to consider and 

allow for public input on the appropriateness of up-zoning further land 

around the three KACs to residential medium density. 15 

 

 In light of submissions received and the evidence filed, Council 

supports on the merits of rezoning to RMD for some of the notified 

RMD land at Papanui.  The majority of notified RMD land as well as 

additional RMD land owned by Housing New Zealand at Hornby, and 20 

a limited amount of additional RMD land at Linwood, which is owned 

by Housing New Zealand, plus three further blocks. 

 

  [10.05 am] 

 25 

 And I have noted at 1.3 that the Council wishes to foreshadow that 

there are scope and natural justice issues for the rezoning of additional 

RMD - - - 

 

SJH:   I must say, that has intrigued me a little bit given the regards you had to 30 

national justice and cultural and natural heritage, for example, 

Mr Winchester. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Sir, - - - 

 35 

SJH:   It seems to be when you choose that it is a matter of importance. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Well, sir, I am bringing it to the Panel’s attention that 

the Council on the merits is satisfied with the rezoning of some of the 

additional land.  It is really there for the Panel’s convenience in terms 40 

of the legal position.  The Council does not necessarily take a view one 

way or another, it is simply here to assist the Panel on approved 

application of the law. 

 

 And that is the purpose of that part of it - - - 45 
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SJH:   If you could be consistent right through this process, it would be much 

more helpful. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Sir - - - 

 5 

SJH:   Do not go there, just carry on with your submission. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   The land supported by the Council on the merits for 

RMD zoning as shown on the planning maps attached to Ms Oliver’s 

evidence-in-chief for Papanui and Hornby and rebuttal for Linwood.  10 

And those are attached to these submissions at appendix 4. 

 

 The Council’s position will release additional land for intensified 

residential development which was the purpose of the Panel directing 

notification of further RMD, and will assist in better giving effect to the 15 

intensification targets and the Regional Policy Statement and Strategic 

Direction 334. 

 

 It is, however, the Council’s position that rezoning all of the notified 

and additional RMD land is not the most appropriate outcome under 20 

Section 32 of the Act and it is simply rezoning any land surrounding a 

KAC that meets the policy 14.1.1.2 criteria.  In order to take a 

prudently generous approach is not the correct approach under the 

RMA. 

 25 

 Sir, I have included section 2 in these submissions as context, it rather 

traverses some of the salient points from the Stage 1 decision, I am 

happy to take this read if that is convenient to the Panel. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. 30 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   I will return to some of these points later on in the 

submissions, though, sir, because they are important. 

 

 In terms of infrastructure, it is noted that there are no limitations in the 35 

infrastructure and capacity area for traffic, water supply, and base water 

in the three areas, and I understand Mr Wright and Ms O’Brien have 

been excused.  You will hear from Mr Norton in relation to the 

storm water matters I have recorded in paragraph 3.2. 

 40 

 In sections 4 and 5 and indeed 6, of these submissions, sir, I have 

sought to summarise the Council’s evidence which you have already 

had before you as to its view on the merits of RMD zoning at Papanui, 

Hornby and Linwood.  There is nothing in there by way of legal 

submission, so with your leave, I am happy to take that as read and 45 

move on. 
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 Thank you, sir.  Moving to section 7 of the submissions on page 10, in 

dealing to height overlay issues.  Council’s position on eight metre 

versus 11 metre overlay for land zoned Living 1 or 2 in the existing 

City Plan, and rezones RMD through this process is that it should have 5 

an eight metre height overlay. 

 

 The Council is comfortable with an 11 metre height limit for land that 

was Living 3 in the existing City Plan and zoned RMD in the 

Replacement Plan given it is already zoned for medium density 10 

purposes in the existing Plan. 

 

 This was the Council’s position in Stage 1 which is outlined in detail in 

the Council’s memorandum dated 22 June. 

 15 

 Neither Housing New Zealand nor the Crown submitted against the 

eight metre height limit overlay applying to the Living 1, Living 2 

areas in Stage 1.  It did not make a further submission nor bring any 

evidence opposing the Council’s submission on that point. 

 20 

 The first time Housing New Zealand has clearly advanced support for 

the 11 metre limit is in this Hearing. 

 

 Council’s witnesses, Mr Jolly and Ms Schroder in terms of urban 

design and Ms Oliver in terms of planning, all support an increase 25 

height limit for the most by an eight metre to 11 eleven, but only where 

intensification is undertaken in a comprehensive and efficient manner. 

 

 Mr Jolly is concerned that if the 11 metre height limit was applied to 

small or narrow sites, with development undertaken in a piecemeal 30 

manner, then potential negative amenity and effects will occur for 

existing and future residential housing where there is an abrupt change 

in urban form. 

 

  [10.10 am] 35 

 

 Ms Schroder’s evidence is that the proposed height and setback rule 

will better address the transition from the existing context to RMD as 

well as encourage comprehensive redevelopment. 

 40 

 This is where other policies rather than simply policy 14.1.1.2 and 

meeting intensification targets become of particular relevance.  And I 

have recorded policy 14.1.4.2 which directs high quality medium 

density residential development for the Panel’s convenience, I won’t 

read it, but in my submission, sir, it carries equally as much weight as 45 
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the intensification targets and policy 14.1.1.2.  It is not a matter of 

meeting 14.1.1.2 at all costs. 

 

 Housing New Zealand’s urban designer, Ms Rennie, has not visited the 

Papanui RMD areas yet Housing New Zealand rely on her evidence in 5 

support of a blanket 11 metre height limit across that area of land.  

Ms Rennie’s evidence also appears to have given little consideration to 

what is actually on the ground in terms of the existing character and 

amenity given the three perspective areas and the actual effects on the 

affected residents of an eight metre versus an 11 metre height limit.  10 

Mr Osborne’s evidence for Housing New Zealand has not considered in 

any detail the impact on yield in terms of an eight metre versus 

11 metre height limit. 

 

 Now, sir, as I said earlier in these submissions, the issue of scope is 15 

raised simply for completeness.  You will note that in terms of the 

Council’s position on the merits of some of the additional areas it 

accepts on the merits some of the additional areas requested through 

submissions.  So I simply recorded the legal position, particularly in 

terms of the Motor Machinists case and how it would apply to the 20 

particular factual circumstances in section 8 of these submissions, I am 

happy to address it if you would like me to otherwise - - - 

 

SJH:   Well, we have been over that ground a number of times already and 

there has been a memo issued by the Panel in relation to it so I think we 25 

are well familiar with the point. 

  

MR WINCHESTER:   Yes, thank you, sir.  Well, with your leave I will take it 

as read. 

 30 

 There is an updated accept or reject table which is attached at 

appendix 3 to these submissions, again for the Panel’s convenience, 

and I set out at 10.1 who the Council’s witnesses are.  The first two 

witnesses of course have been excused so Mr Norton will lead off and 

the rest of the witnesses will follow in order other than Mr Jolly who is 35 

appearing by telephone tomorrow morning I understand. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Dr Mitchell? 

 

DR MITCHELL:   No, I have nothing thank you, sir. 40 

 

SJH:   Ms Dawson? 

 

MS DAWSON:   No, nothing, thank you. 

 45 

SJH:   Ms Huria? 
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MS HURIA:   No, thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Judge? 

 5 

JUDGE HASSAN:   No, thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Mr Winchester, what we were told about these areas in residential 1 was 

that councillors (ph 3.24) had removed them and there was no reasons 

given.  Do you not think it would have been helpful if the Council had 10 

advised us, for example, that some of these areas were effectively “war 

memorials”, it may have saved everyone a lot of time? 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Yes. 

 15 

SJH:   So why didn’t the Council bother to adduce that evidence to assist the 

Panel? 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   I can’t answer that question, sir, it was not known to us 

as counsel.  Had it been that evidence would have been presented I can 20 

assure you of that. 

 

SJH:   You accept it would have been helpful to the Panel? 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Absolutely, sir, no question about that. 25 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  The other point, you may have to go to witnesses and if so 

just say so, but you seem to rely by comparison quite heavily on 

Riccarton Bush and the Panel’s decision in that regard? 

 30 

MR WINCHESTER:   Only in terms of it is different factual circumstances and 

a different setting but in terms of the issue of public interest and 

concern about amenity there are parallels there and that is really the 

only comparison I wish to make. 

 35 

SJH:   I may have missed it but you don’t seem to say that we made it clear that 

was a finely balanced decision? 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Well, sir, that is what the Panel’s decision says in 

stage 1, I accept that, and I probably could have recorded that more 40 

clearly in submissions. 

 

SJH:   All right, thank you.  If you go to your first witness then please. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Well, sir, just looking at the - - - 45 
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  [10.15 am] 

 

SJH:   I see, we have got all the openings, Mr Carranceja? 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Yes, sir, thank you. 5 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes, sir, thank you.  First of all, sir, on behalf of the 

Crown I just want to thank the Panel for the indulgence to make a 

submission and briefly comment on the Crown’s position today, sir.  

As noted in the Crown’s submission - - - 10 

 

SJH:   Well, the Panel shouldn’t have had to ask given it was the Crown that 

invited us to re-notify these additional areas, should we, to have the 

Crown here? 

 15 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Sir, I was operating under instructions but I apologise - 

- - 

 

SJH:   I appreciate that but unfortunately you are the one on your feet here. 

 20 

MR CARRANCEJA:   I accept that, sir, but thank you - - - 

 

SJH:   As Mr Winchester was before you. 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes, sir.  But, sir, certainly I still want to pass the thank 25 

you. 

 

SJH:   All right. 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:  Sir, the Crown’s position on this proposal is it is neutral.  30 

The Panel’s stage 1 residential decision satisfied the Crown’s concerns 

especially with the policy that noted the encouragement of more RMD 

areas, sir, within the criteria specified in policy 14.1.1.2, the locational 

criteria. 

 35 

 The Crown was also particularly satisfied with the monitoring policy 

and that was the requirement that the Council continue to monitor the 

effectiveness of the residential provisions for achieving supply.  And 

certainly, sir, when the Panel directed the Council to notify additional 

RMD areas, sir, the Crown was also satisfied with that. 40 

 

 But in terms of the final form and location of this specific proposal, sir, 

the Crown is content to abide by the Panel’s decision as to the 

appropriateness of specific final form with areas and locations, sir.  So 

on that basis, sir, the Crown’s position is neutral, it is satisfied to abide 45 
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by the Panel’s decision and, sir, we are not intending to, as noted, call 

any evidence or make any further submissions beyond that, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. 

 5 

MR CARRANCEJA:   On that basis, sir, if I may be excused, I will find an 

appropriate time in the proceedings to leave if that is okay, sir? 

 

SJH:   When we have finished openings. 

 10 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   I will see if there is any questions as well, Dr Mitchell? 

 

DR MITCHELL:   No, thank you, sir. 15 

 

SJH:   Ms Dawson? 

 

MS DAWSON:   No, thank you. 

 20 

SJH:   Ms Huria? 

 

MS HURIA:   No, thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Judge? 25 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Just one, Mr Carranceja, in terms of that submission I take 

it the Crown’s position is that policy 14.1.1.2 should not be changed? 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   That is right, sir, it is satisfied with it in its current form 30 

and we have no intention to – we are not aware of that needing to be 

changed, sir. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes, I just have it in mind as a question given the theory 

of some of the Council’s evidence. 35 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes, sir. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Thank you. 

 40 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Thank you, sir. 45 
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SJH:   Ms Semple? 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Thank you, sir.  At the outset I apologise our submissions were 

also filed late but perhaps if I could just run through very quickly in 

respect of those. 5 

 

 Perhaps if I could take you to paragraph 4 which sets out the matters 

that remain at issue and you will appreciate, I think from the questions 

that have already been asked this morning, that Housing New Zealand 

finds itself in perhaps the curious position of supporting the proposal as 10 

notified, which now it appears that the Council doesn’t support, and the 

Crown is generally neutral on. 

 

 So Housing New Zealand’s position is that in respect of the RMD 

zoning these are the matters that are at issue.  The RMD zoning in 15 

Papanui South-East and Papanui South-West continues to be supported 

by Housing New Zealand on the basis that it meets the policy.  

Similarly Housing New Zealand continues to support the RMD zoning 

as notified by the Council in Linwood North, Linwood East and 

Linwood West and again those are areas where the Council’s experts 20 

no longer support rezoning of these areas with the exception of part of 

Linwood East.  Housing New Zealand continues to support the zoning 

of those areas on the basis that they meet the policy. 

 

 There is an issue as has been identified in respect of the lower height 25 

limit overlay, Housing New Zealand opposes that overlay. And 

Housing New Zealand also considers that the provisions of the natural 

hazards chapter, as set out in decision 8, are sufficient to ensure that 

development is appropriately controlled within flood management 

areas and fixed minimum floor level areas and as such Housing 30 

New Zealand does not support the removal of such areas from the 

notified RMD areas. 

 

 Now, I have taken you through at some length the higher order 

documents.  I appreciate that they are well known to you and I don’t 35 

intend to traverse them with you other than really to set the scene for 

why Housing New Zealand considers that the areas that have been 

identified and were notified met those higher order documents and the 

framework that was created by them. 

 40 

  [10.20 am] 

 

 If I could take you then to paragraph 23 on page 9.  This simply sets 

out, members of the Panel, the evidence or parts of the evidence that 

supports Housing New Zealand’s position as I outlined to you in 45 

respect of each of those areas.  Support there from Ms Rennie in 
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relation to urban design supporting the criteria as set out in policy 

14.1.1.2.  And then Mr Osborne from an economic perspective 

identifying the positive effects for both the key activity centres and the 

benefits for future RMD residents with respect to accessibility of 

amenities for areas that are consistent with those locational criteria as 5 

set out in the policy. 

 

 At paragraph 26 perhaps we get to the nub of things because, in seeking 

to resile from or reduce the extent of the notified RMD areas, the 

evidence for the Council has been particularly locally focused, 10 

categorising the three notified areas into a number of smaller subareas 

for assessment.  Now, for some of those smaller areas rezoning is 

supported and in other areas it is not, and in some circumstances, as 

you will have determined, particular streets are identified as appropriate 

whilst others are not. 15 

 

 Now, on behalf of Housing New Zealand, Ms Styles in her planning 

evidence considers that that fine grained approach is unnecessary and 

inappropriate and she reflects particularly on the strategic objectives 

and strategic objective 3.3.2, which seeks clarity and efficiency 20 

including minimisation of the number, extent and prescriptiveness of 

development controls, and she notes that the fine grained approach that 

is now taken is inconsistent with that. 

 

 I then turn to take you through the evidence of the various witnesses in 25 

respect of the areas in dispute Papanui South-East and South-West, 

Linwood East, Linwood North and Linwood West and just set out there 

both the Council’s position as it is understood and Housing 

New Zealand’s response to that. 

 30 

 At paragraph 40, Housing New Zealand sought some additional sites to 

be included.  Those sites constitute small increases and they are 

immediately adjacent to the notified areas in Hornby North-West and 

South Linwood.  Those have been assessed by Ms Styles and 

Ms Rennie and confirm that those additional sites meet the criteria in 35 

policy 14.1.1.2 and are appropriate for rezoning to RMD. 

 

 Ms Oliver for the Council agrees that the additional sites in North-West 

Hornby are appropriate but in relation to the additional sites at 

Linwood Ms Oliver agrees that the redevelopment of the sites would be 40 

less restricted under an RMD but her evidence-in-chief suggests that 

the floating Community Housing Redevelopment Mechanism, the 

CHRM, would be a more appropriate zoning.  Ms Styles disagrees with 

that and continues to prefer the RMD zoning over a spot zoning. 

 45 
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 And particularly if I could take you to paragraph 46, Housing 

New Zealand does not consider it appropriate that their developments 

are the only areas zoned for RMD development.  And that goes back to 

a matter that Mr Commons on behalf of Housing New Zealand raised 

in his (INDISTINCT 4.16) in the stage 1 hearing where he spoke 5 

about Housing New Zealand’s aspirations to integrate its housing with 

the surrounding community. 

 

 And Ms Styles is referred to there in saying “I understand that Housing 

New Zealand does not particularly wish to be treated differently from 10 

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 way”. 

 15 

 And, Panel, that really goes to the nub of why Housing New Zealand 

continues to support RMD zoning across a variety of areas and not 

necessarily in areas where they have landholdings but simply in places 

that are deemed to be appropriate by virtue of consistency with the 

policy framework that has already been set.  And for that reason 20 

utilising the CHRM as opposed to the RMD zoning is not supported by 

Housing New Zealand. 

 

  [10.25 am] 

 25 

 The question of the lower height overlay at paragraph 48 appears to 

have become somewhat vexed and counsel for the Council has made 

some moment of the fact that Housing New Zealand has not raised this 

previously.  What I would say, sir, is that it was only when the maps 

were finally provided with the overlays shown that it was clear to 30 

Housing New Zealand, and I would suggest any other submitter, 

exactly where it was suggested that this was going to be applied and it 

was at that time that Housing New Zealand has raised the issue. 

 

 However, simply in relation to this hearing and in relation to the new 35 

areas of RMD proposed, Housing New Zealand’s position is that the 

11 metres is appropriate and that it does provide the opportunity for 

meaningful intensified development in those areas and I set out there 

the evidence in respect of that. 

 40 

 I say at paragraph 53, “Neither the section 32 assessment nor the 

Council’s evidence adequately considers the significant impact the 

lower height limit will have on the ability to develop to medium density 

against a perceived benefit to neighbours”. 

 45 
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 I also point out that there are built form standards within the 

Residential Medium Density zone provisions that have been 

specifically designed to ensure effects on neighbours are appropriately 

managed. 

 5 

 Perhaps if I might then take you to the last issue in the submissions 

which relates to a matter of storm water.  Now, Mr Norton has 

provided some evidence for the Council in relation to that matter and 

addresses the question as to whether the rezoning of the areas notified 

will have an adverse impact on the storm water system. 10 

 

 Mr Norton’s initial brief of evidence highlights that intensification 

generally creates more impervious surfaces on a site, as you would 

expect, which will generate more storm water runoff.  He then goes on 

to explain that there are ways any potential increase in storm water can 15 

be addressed and I have quoted from him there. 

 

 Despite recognising that onsite options are available and that storm 

water servicing should not be a substantial impediment to residential 

intensification, Mr Norton recommends that rezoning should not take 20 

place in some specific areas in Linwood where he considers the risk of 

adverse effects are too great. 

 

 I won’t need to remind you that the natural hazards chapter was 

predominantly heard in stage 1 of this process.  Interested parties have 25 

given evidence and the Panel have made a decision that includes a rules 

package and associated maps indicating flood hazards.  Some of the 

Linwood area that has been notified as RMD is shown as being in a 

flood management area on the decision maps.  A very small part in 

South Linwood is within the fixed minimum floor level overlay.  It is 30 

noted that we have had some difficulty in reconciling the maps 

appended to Mr Norton’s evidence with the decision version of the 

natural hazards maps. 

 

 Specifically areas highlighted by Mr Norton as posing a high risk and 35 

therefore as inappropriate to rezone are not shown as having a higher 

risk in the decision maps.  Despite this inconsistency it is submitted 

that where areas notified for RMD zoning are within the natural 

hazards overlay it is appropriate that they comply with the provisions 

of the natural hazards chapter.  Those provisions have been developed 40 

to ensure that in areas where there is a risk of damage occurring as a 

result of flooding a resource consent will be required in order to 

confirm that any new development appropriately manages that risk. 

 

 No evidence has been called that indicates that these areas of Linwood 45 

differ in any way from the remainder of the city such that they should 
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be treated differently and, as such, it is submitted that the provisions of 

the natural hazards chapter will operate to ensure any development that 

takes place within the flood management area or the fixed minimum 

floor level overlay is appropriate and does not pose a risk of increased 

flooding onsite or to other properties. 5 

 

  [10.30 am] 

 

 I also note that policy 6.3.5 action 3 of the regional policy statement 

requires local authorities to give consideration to any infrastructure 10 

projects that may be needed or to make allowance for that in their 

planning and this was reiterated by you in Decision 10 which states “on 

the question of the relevance or otherwise of infrastructure constraints 

we start by observing that the Regional Policy Statement does not 

intend that infrastructure constraints operate to veto a zoning, rather it 15 

contemplates integration of across both RMA and wider statutory 

infrastructure planning and programming.  This can include, for 

instance, adapting infrastructure programming as needs may require.”   

 

 I have set out there at 69 the evidence to be called by 20 

Housing New Zealand.  That closes my submissions.  I am happy to 

take any questions. 

 

SJH: Thank you.  Dr Mitchell. 

 25 

DR MITCHELL:  No, thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Ms Dawson: 

 

MS DAWSON:   No questions, thank you, sir. 30 

 

SJH: Ms Huria? 

 

MS HURIA:   No, thank you. 

 35 

SJH:   Judge? 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   No, thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Ms Semple.  Mr Carranceja, you may be excused now. 40 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Yes, Mr Winchester. 

 45 

MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you, sir.  I call Mr Norton for the Council. 
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<ROBERT BRIAN NORTON, affirmed [10.31 am] 
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<EXAMINATION BY MR WINCHESTER [10.31 am] 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   You confirm your full name is Robert Brian Norton and 

that you hold the qualifications and experience set out in your 

statement of evidence dated 8 June 2016? 5 

 

MR NORTON:   Yes. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you, and you have prepared two statements of 

evidence for this matter, Mr Norton, your evidence-in-chief dated 10 

8 June 2016 and short supplementary statement dated 22 June 2016? 

 

MR NORTON:   Yes. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Do you have any amendments or additions to those 15 

statements? 

 

MR NORTON:   No. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you.  Do you confirm then that to the best of 20 

your knowledge and belief those statements of evidence are true and 

correct? 

 

MR NORTON:   Yes. 

 25 

MR WINCHESTER:  Thank you.  Now, please provide a short summary of 

your evidence to the Panel and remain where you are and answer any 

questions. 

 

MR NORTON:   Thank you.  My evidence on the proposed additional RMD 30 

areas are similar to the evidence given under Stage 1 Intensification 

chapter in that the storm water network capacity issues are able to 

generally be mitigated in most cases by a provision alongside storm 

water storage or implementation of other low impact or water sensitive 

design techniques. 35 

 

 A second but related effect of development is in flood hazard areas 

which is much more difficult to mitigate on small sites and that is the 

effect of displacing already ponded floodwaters on to other low lying 

properties by filling of land to meet minimum finished floor levels. 40 

 

 This is particularly difficult to mitigate on small sites because there are 

fewer options.  In many cases the only available option is to not fill the 

land and have open foundations that allow water to pass under the 

building, sites using this technique to mitigate displaced floodwaters 45 
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would likely be given a flood hazard notice on their title under 

sections 72 and 73 of the Building Act. 

 

 It is my opinion that the Council should not be encouraging 

intensification of sites where it may be unusually difficult and costly to 5 

develop or where the densities allowed by the zone are unlikely to be 

fully realised. 

 

 It is on this basis that I have not supported zoning of some properties in 

the Linwood and Papanui area.  As specified in my evidence-in-chief 10 

some of these areas were further modified in my supplementary 

evidence in response to Ms Oliver’s rebuttal evidence.  Thank you. 

 

SJH:   Dr Mitchell? 

 15 

DR MITCHELL:   Thank you, sir.  Just two quick matters, thank you, 

Mr Norton, at paragraph 4.12 where you are talking about the Linwood 

proposal you say in the second sentence “I consider that the cumulative 

filling and development of properties have at least 50 percent of their 

land affected or have adverse effects” and it is on that basis that you do 20 

not recommend them.  What is the basis for the 50 percent figure? 

 

MR NORTON:   My opinion is if the site is only affected partially by flooding 

it is likely that flooding will be shallow in depth.  Whereas if the whole 

site is affected by flooding in the flood model that that depth could be 25 

deeper and/or there is no available land above the flood plain on the 

site that could be used to mitigate for the loss of flood storage. 

 

  [10.35 am] 

 30 

DR MITCHELL:   I understand that in principle but I am specifically interested 

in why you have selected 50 percent as the cut off between 

acceptability and unacceptability. 

 

MR NORTON:   It was a balance of trying to be as enabling as possible with 35 

adding properties to the RMD area, I suppose. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   And in a general sense, the properties that you have 

recommended not be included, are they much greater than 50 percent? 

 40 

MR NORTON:   Yes, most of them are 100 percent affected by 

(INDISTINCT 0.47). 

 

DR MITCHELL:   All right, thank you, and secondly, do you have any 

comment to make about Ms Semple’s submission and her paragraph 65 45 
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where she talked about the difference between the maps that you have 

used and the decision maps on Residential Stage 1? 

 

MR NORTON:  I have not compared.  The map I used was based on the most 

recent flood model.  It may not align exactly with the FMA area maps. 5 

 

DR MITCHELL:   All right, okay, thank you. 

 

MR NORTON:   It is possible that modelling has changed since those were 

developed even. 10 

 

DR MITCHELL:   All right, thank you.  Thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Ms Dawson? 

 15 

MS DAWSON:   Thanks, Mr Norton.  A couple of questions from me too, 

please, when I look at the maps of the FMA or the fixed floor level 

maps and they seem to go across quite extensive areas of RMD zoning 

that is been in the Plan for a long time.  Could have been Living 3 

previously rolled over as RMD, even new RMD areas, so where does 20 

your opinion on these new areas fit against the fact that we have, I 

think we have quite large areas of RMD that are in the same situation. 

 

MR NORTON:   Yes, I think there are areas where flooding may be confined 

mostly to roads where maybe possibly filling of areas along roading 25 

may not actually affect other low lying properties. 

 

MS DAWSON:  So have you looked at the maps of the existing RMD zones 

that are now confirmed and compared it with the FMA boundaries? 

 30 

MR NORTON:   At some point I have, yes. 

 

MS DAWSON:  And are you saying that those areas would only be flooded 

along roads.  I mean, it does not look like that from the maps but, of 

course, I cannot tell it would happen on the ground. 35 

 

MR NORTON:   I think there are flooding areas in the originally proposed 

RMD areas but I feel that they could mitigate the effects of that. 

 

MS DAWSON:   Do you think there are differences between how the flooding 40 

would occur and could be mitigated in these new RMD areas compared 

with the ones that are - - - 

 

MR NORTON:   Just specifically the Linwood area is the only one where I do 

not believe – I think there is a reasonable chance that there could be 45 



 Page 18 

  

Additional Proposal: Residential Medium Density Zone Commenced 04.07.16 

recommendations for decline of resource consents in those areas based 

on the effects of filling. 

 

MS DAWSON:  But like right across St Albans, for example, Papanui, where 

there are clearly areas of dots on the maps you feel that they could be 5 

dealt with through mitigation in a way that Linwood could not? 

 

MR NORTON:   I think there are areas where there could be requirements that 

would restrict development.  I think anywhere where there is the flood 

management area there is the potential that development will need to be 10 

restricted somehow. 

 

MS DAWSON:   So, therefore, the flood management rules could be used in an 

effective way to manage flood risks in these other areas.  Why couldn’t 

they be used in the same way in the new Linwood areas? 15 

 

MR NORTON:   I think the expectation of developers is that if the land is 

up-zoned that it should be able to be developed at a full potential of its 

zoning. 

 20 

MS DAWSON:   And do you know whether any of the areas that have been 

proposed in Stage 1 by the Council as RMD that were up-zoned, in 

other words, they were not Living 3 previously, do you know how 

much or the extent to which those areas are covered by a flood 

management area? 25 

 

MR NORTON:   There are some areas that are covered by flood management 

areas. 

 

MS DAWSON:   And do you think that the same problems could arise in those 30 

areas - - - 

 

MR NORTON:   I do, yes. 

 

MS DAWSON:  - - - in Linwood? 35 

 

MR NORTON:   Yes. 

 

MS DAWSON:   But there is nothing we can do about it because it has been 

and gone, is that really the nub of it? 40 

 

MR NORTON:   I suppose so, yes. 
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  [10.40 am] 

 

MS DAWSON:   Yes, all right.  And you say in your evidence, you talk about 

a consent process that, I think you said, Ms Brooklyn covered in her 

evidence whereby when a resource consent is lodged for the 5 

development of a new residential structure within FMA, a process is 

undertaken by officers to, (a) establish the minimum floor level, that is 

fine, and then the other is to see whether fill would achieve this. 

 

 Do you know a better rule under the operative 8.5 of the Natural 10 

Hazards section of this Replacement Plan or is it a process that you 

have done in the past? 

 

MR NORTON:   The process will not effectively change by the new rules.  The 

effects of filling in flood areas is something that has been assessed as 15 

part of resource consent. 

 

MS DAWSON:   So would you be able to point me to the rules that would 

trigger this consent consideration in Chapter 5, or should I ask 

Ms Oliver about that? 20 

 

MR NORTON:  I did not give evidence on Chapter 5 so I could not point you 

to- - - 

 

MS DAWSON:   All right that is fine, I will ask about that.  Thank you, that is 25 

all my questions. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Ms Huria. 

 

MS HURIA:   No thank you, sir. 30 

 

SJH:   Judge. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Mr Norton, you gave evidence in Stage 1- - - 

 35 

MR NORTON:   Yes. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:    - - - including in regard to natural hazards? 

 

MR NORTON:   Yes.  Sorry, no, not natural hazards. 40 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   But in terms of the determination of the RMD zoning and 

so forth, your evidence was before the Panel on that? 

 

MR NORTON:   Yes. 45 
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JUDGE HASSAN:   I have got a difficulty with your evidence now in terms of 

whether or not it is inconsistent with your evidence then.  Part of that 

difficulty is in the vagueness of your answers.  So in your answer to 

Ms Dawson around existing areas of RMD and the potential for decline 

which you acknowledged. 5 

 

 Do you think that is a significant potential of that particular RMD 

zoning or an insignificant proportion of it? 

 

MR NORTON:   Significant meaning could it happen at all? 10 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Well significant in the sense of the Council being able to 

deliver on the Regional Policy Statement and the Strategic Objectives 

around intensification. 

 15 

 Do you think it would have a significant consequence for being able to 

deliver on that? 

 

MR NORTON:   Probably not. 

 20 

JUDGE HASSAN:   But you do not know, because you have not done the 

work, have you? 

 

MR NORTON:   It would be quite an undertaking to do flood modelling for the 

number of scenarios required. 25 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   And if we take Linwood, your answers indicated that they 

related to developer expectations, do you recall that answer, that 

developers, when they see up-zoning would think they could develop? 

 30 

MR NORTON:   Yes. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   It was not related in any specific sense to your analysis of 

that particular area and its proclivity for flooding, was it? 

 35 

MR NORTON:   No. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   And in that sense your analysis there is no more precise 

than it is for the other areas, is it? 

 40 

MR NORTON:   No. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Thank you. 

 

SJH:   Mr Norton, can I remind you of your paragraph 1.5. 45 
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MR NORTON:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   There are a number of notified RMD zones we heard about earlier with 

flooding overloads? 

 5 

MR NORTON:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   Your map differs from the decision map? 

 

MR NORTON:   My map is? 10 

 

SJH:   Your map differs from the decision map? 

 

MR NORTON:   I have not compared them. 

 15 

SJH:   Should you have compared them? 

 

MR NORTON:   If the question were whether or not a property is affected by 

flooding, I would say no.  If there is an importance in a consistency 

between the FMA map and RMD map, I would say yes. 20 

 

SJH:   In terms of 1.5, should you have compared them? 

 

MR NORTON:   I suppose. 

 25 

SJH:   Have you done a specific comparison for all of those earlier areas that 

are RMD with the overlay where no comments like you are making 

now was made, with the Linwood property by property? 

 

MR NORTON:   The scope of my original RMD evidence did not cover the 30 

effects of filling in flood areas. 

 

  [10.45 am] 

 

SJH:   Have you compared those properties with the Linwood properties? 35 

 

MR NORTON:   Not specifically, no. 

 

SJH:   Can you say are they different or not in flooding terms, and the potential 

for flooding? 40 

 

MR NORTON:   I am specifically aware of ponding areas in Linwood which I 

believe would be difficult to mitigate. 

 



 Page 22 

  

Additional Proposal: Residential Medium Density Zone Commenced 04.07.16 

SJH:   Have you compared those with the other RMD areas that are under the 

overlay.  I thought you just told me you had not, did I misunderstand 

you? 

 

MR NORTON:   Have I compared them.  I am aware that there are flooding 5 

areas in RMD overlay. 

 

SJH:   And I thought you answered earlier that in a number of those, the 

flooding was street flooding problems? 

 10 

MR NORTON:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   Have you done a specific comparison with all of the other RMD areas to 

see what the guts of the concern is compared to Linwood? 

 15 

MR NORTON:   No. 

 

SJH:   The rules that Ms Dawson put to you with some tweaking was what the 

Council asked for to allow development where the overlay apply, the 

fixed minimum floor level for example? 20 

 

MR NORTON:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   So tell me why that applies elsewhere successfully but would not apply 

for Linwood if you have not done a site by site comparison? 25 

 

MR NORTON:   I think that in all RMD areas where there is a flood hazard 

there will be difficulty, in some cases, to develop to the extent of the 

zoning allowance. 

 30 

SJH:   So the existing rules which were put forward by the Council and 

accepted by and large by the Panel - - - 

 

MR NORTON:   The hazard rules? 

 35 

SJH:   Yes, deal with the situation you are concerned with? 

 

MR NORTON:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Anything arising, Mr Winchester? 40 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   No sir, thank you. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Mr Norton, you may stand down.  Yes, thank you, 

Mr Winchester. 45 
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<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [10.47 am] 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you, sir.  The Council’s next witness is 

Ms Schroder. 

5 
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<JOSEPHINE FREDERIKA JANE SCHRODER, affirmed [10.48 am] 
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<EXAMINATION BY MR WINCHESTER [10.48 am] 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Do you confirm that your full name is Josephine 

Frederika Jane Schroder? 

 5 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes, I do. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   And that you have the qualifications and experience set 

out in previous statements of evidence given to this Panel? 

 10 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes, I do. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you, and you have prepared two statements of 

evidence for this matter Ms Schroder, the first being your evidence in 

chief dated 9 June 2016 and the second being a rebuttal statement dated 15 

22 June 2016? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes, that is right. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Do you have any amendments or additions in either of 20 

those statements? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes, I do.  I would like to make a couple of corrections to 

my rebuttal evidence.  First, in attachment A to my rebuttal, on page 2, 

figure 5, and that should read, “Long multi-unit blocks with narrow 25 

street frontage.” 

 

SJH:   Sorry, could you just take us to that again. 

 

MS SCHRODER:   Attachment A to my rebuttal - - - 30 

 

SJH:   Yes. 

 

MS SCHRODER:   - - - yes, page 2, figure 5. 

 35 

MR WINCHESTER:   And do you want to add to the wording or delete any of 

the wording? 

 

MS SCHRODER:  I would like to delete, “Newly completed Housing 

New Zealand Corporation apartment development within the inner city 40 

east.” 
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  [10.50 am] 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   And replace it with? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   Long multi-unit blocks with narrow street frontage. 5 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you. 

 

MS SCHRODER:   And then in respect to attachment B to my rebuttal, the 

axonometric modelling.  The notations on the model were omitted in 10 

the final version so I have an updated rectified version for attachment 

B, for distribution. 

 

SJH:   That should be exhibit 1, Mr Winchester. 

 15 

MR WINCHESTER:   Yes, sir, thank you. 

 

EXHIBIT #01 – REPLACEMENT ATTACHMENT B TO REBUTTAL 

EVIDENCE OF JOSEPHINE SCHRODER 

 20 

MR WINCHESTER:  All right, so we should disregard your existing 

attachment B and replace it with exhibit 1. 

 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes. 

 25 

MR WINCHESTER:   Yes, thank you.  And is that it? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   That is it. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you. 30 

 

MS SCHRODER:   Thank you. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Subject to those corrections and additions, Ms Schroder, 

do you confirm that to the best of your knowledge and belief your 35 

evidence is true and correct? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   And you have a summary of your evidence.  Please give 40 

that to the Panel and remain where you are to answer any questions. 

 

MS SCHRODER:   I do, thank you very much.  In respect to the additional 

residential medium density zones there is considerable variation within 

the notified areas in respect of character and amenity as well as in 45 

respect of the potential to undertake comprehensive development to 
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residential medium density.  The public space environments which are 

integral to achieving high quality neighbourhoods are highly variable 

and the Council does not currently have, nor is likely to have in the 

medium term, the resources to improve the quality of these spaces in all 

of the RMDs, existing and notified. 5 

 

 I consider that when rezoning is proposed an appropriate urban design 

framework is to be in place to ensure comprehensive redevelopment to 

medium density is undertaken to ensure high quality outcomes.  I also 

consider that comprehensive rather than piecemeal redevelopment 10 

offers greater opportunity to address amenity, residential capacity and 

contextual matters, particularly where the existing environment is of a 

relatively poor quality. 

 

 In conjunction with Ms Oliver we have proposed a heightened setback 15 

rule that I consider will better address the transition from the existing 

context to RMD as well as to encourage comprehensive development.  

In addition to this I have proposed a change to the street setback rule 

from two metres to three metres to allow for better public and private 

space amenity. 20 

 

 Irrespective of the above however, in respect to the notified RMD 

zones and the opportunity they provide for comprehensive residential 

development, I consider that the following areas are suitable to rezone 

from an urban design perspective, and those are Hornby north west, 25 

Hornby south, Papanui north, Linwood west, Linwood east and north, 

and then I do not consider that the following areas are suitable, which is 

Hornby south west, Papanui west, Papanui south east except for Blighs 

Road, and Linwood south.  And if you have any questions I am happy 

to answer those. 30 

 

SJH:   Ms Semple? 

 

<CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MS SEMPLE [10.53 am] 

 35 

MS SEMPLE:   Thank you, sir, Ms Schroder just a few questions for you.  As I 

understand in your evidence, you say that a number of areas should be 

removed from the notified RMD zones for character and amenity 

reasons, is that correct? 

 40 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes that is right. 

 

MS SEMPLE:  And is it also correct that on that assessment those areas should 

never have been notified as RMD zones? 

 45 

MS SCHRODER:   I would have said that, yes. 
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MS SEMPLE:   You accept I think though, that those areas that you consider 

should now be excluded do meet the policy criteria in 14.1.1.2? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   I respect of locational values, yes I do. 5 

 

MS SEMPLE:  So is it therefore your position that that policy, 14.1.1.2, 

requires some alteration? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   No, I do not consider that in respect, I have not looked at 10 

the policy in respect to alteration, however I would say that, and as I 

have stated in my evidence-in-chief, I consider it is a starting point and 

that there are other matters that should be taken into account, including 

the aspects around quality and achieving a good environmental 

outcome. 15 

 

  [10.55 am] 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Would you accept that, to an ordinary person reading the plan, 

a policy that is entitled, the establishment of new residential medium 20 

density areas”, or words of that nature, might set out what criteria 

should be considered? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   I would assume as a lay person, yes that may be the case. 

 25 

MS SEMPLE:  And if amenity or character matters were important 

considerations in determining where new RMD zonings should be 

established, would it be your opinion that those should be included in 

that criteria? 

 30 

MS SCHRODER:   I consider that they are included in other policies including 

14 – I have to ensure I have got the right reference to that, but I believe 

14.1.2.3 has the amenity considerations. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Perhaps I could take you to 14.1.1.3, I think that - - - 35 

 

MS SCHRODER:   Oh, sorry, no. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   - - - all right, I think it is .5 actually, sorry. 

 40 

MS SCHRODER:   I will just check which. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   I think the policy that you are referring to is the creation of 

neighbourhoods. 

 45 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes. 
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MS SEMPLE:   High quality residential neighbourhoods? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   That is right. 

 5 

MS SEMPLE:   I wonder if we might look specifically at that policy once we 

both locate it.  So 14.1.4.2 I think is perhaps the one or perhaps you are 

referring to 1.4.1? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   I am actually referring to 14.1.2.3. 10 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Sorry, 14.1.2.3? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes.  Yes, in part. 

 15 

MS SEMPLE:   I think that policy relates to getting HRM. 

 

MS SCHRODER:   That is right.  I think I have made a mistake there. 

 

SJH:   So what one is it, Ms Schroder, that you are relying on? 20 

 

MS SCHRODER:   Just give me a moment, I will just double check.  I am 

sorry I seem to have made a mistake in the numbering. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Perhaps if I could take you to policy 14.1.4.1 which might be 25 

what you were alluding to about neighbourhood character amenity and 

safety. Or 14.1.4.2 which is the high quality medium density residential 

development? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes, you are right, yes that is right. 30 

 

MS SEMPLE:  And if we look at for example policy 14.1.4.2, that talks 

specifically about encouraging innovative approaches to 

comprehensively designed high quality medium density residential 

development and then sets out a series of matters.  That is quite a 35 

different policy to the policy around zoning though, is it not? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes, it is the next stage of the zoning which I believe is 

when you start to work in terms of the detail, yes. 

 40 

MS SEMPLE:  And so do you not think that that policy relates more to 

development within zones than to the identification of areas to be 

zoned? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   I believe that it still needs consideration in terms of 45 

actually understanding what you are rezoning. 
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MS SEMPLE:   Yes, so if I can take you back then to the policy which is 

specifically about zoning new areas, to 14.1.1.2.  Would it be your 

position that if character and amenity matters were important in 

establishing zones, that they should be included in that policy? 5 

 

  [11.00 am] 

 

MS SCHRODER:   In discussion with you now, I think that you have still got 

C there in terms of the comprehensively designed high quality 10 

innovative medium density.  In my view that goes hand in hand and 

maybe the words amenity are emitted from that policy.  My view, in 

terms of – and from an urban design prospective, I would have 

assumed that with 14.1.4.1 and 2 that this would come into effect. 

 15 

MS SEMPLE:   All right, so we have to assume something when we read this 

policy to read them as character and amenity criteria on the basis of the 

wording as it currently stands? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   In my view, character and amenity are an aspect of high 20 

quality.  They are relatively synonymous with each other. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Would you accept, though, it would be quite difficult for a lay-

reader of this plan to understand all of that from this policy? 

 25 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes, that may be the case. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Thank you.  And similarly there are built form standards 

within the RMD zone as it stands, aren’t there? 

 30 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes, there are. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   And you have suggested some amendments to those standards 

if the Panel sees fit to do so? 

 35 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes, I have, in respect to the street setback rule. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   So is it your position that within the RMD zones currently 

operative that the built form standards are not sufficiently robust to 

ensure a high quality residential neighbourhood? 40 

 

MS SCHRODER:   I have some concern particularly where the public space 

environment is not a well support amenity within the neighbourhood. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Thank you.  No further questions. 45 
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SJH:   Dr Mitchell? 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Thank you, sir.  Good morning, Ms Schroder.  Pardon me.  

Just in your primary statement where you go through your summary of 

recommendations for those areas that you support and those that you do 5 

not and it is specifically your executive summary in sections 3 of your 

primary statement. 

 

 Just using number I on page 5 as an example where you are talking 

about a particular part of Linwood North and you say there as you do in 10 

other areas, “I consider that the area does not contain character values 

that are important and should be maintained.”  And then you go on to 

say, “However, I am hesitant to recommend rezoning given the 

intactness and quality of existing housing.”  To what extent is that an 

urban design consideration? 15 

 

MS SCHRODER:   In respect to the intactness and quality of housing, in part it 

was looking at the likelihood, I suppose, in my experience of where 

sites are redeveloped and I drew part on the evidence of Mr Blake in 

that it says you have a fairly intact neighbourhood already.  There is a 20 

certain quality to it and over the shorter to medium term, is it likely to 

redevelop in my experience, and so that is part of the reason that I 

looked at the hesitance in it because I considered that there is a lot of 

opportunity in those areas for redevelopment, and particularly for 

longer term comprehensive redevelopment. 25 

 

 So I do see that from an urban design perspective there and partly it 

comes from experience with these sites. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   All right, thank you.  To what extent have you considered 30 

the, the possibility of title amalgamation when looking at those types of 

areas?  And your concerns in particular about redevelopment of some 

of these long, skinny sites? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   So that is why I have really I suppose focused on the 35 

opportunities around amalgamation in quite a number of areas and 

these areas would be the same.  In respect to actually having the 

opportunity to do some very good comprehensive redevelopment.  

Whether the time is right now, I would have to question that. 

 40 

  [11.05 am] 

 

DR MITCHELL:   All right, thank you.  And just finally, can you explain to 

me what attachment B to your rebuttal statement is attempting to show? 

 45 
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MS SCHRODER:   Essentially that was showing that for each of the site sizes 

and we had similar diagrams or the same diagrams actually as an 

attachment to Ms Oliver’s evidence, and they are effectively showing 

the scope (INDISTINCT 0.39) of redevelopment on each of the site 

sizes in comparison to the height metre, to the height rule.  So you have 5 

got the 11 metre height limit with the RMD zone and then the 

opportunities in the residential suburban zone and the transition zone 

and the amount of development potential that is available then. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Is it simply showing height in relation to boundary against 10 

that maximum height?  Is that all it is doing? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   And it is also showing the building opportunity on the site 

as well. 

 15 

DR MITCHELL:   If we just take the red example at the bottom right-hand 

corner - - - 

 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes. 

 20 

DR MITCHELL:   - - - which I think is the 607 m2 property in the RMD zone, 

what is the basis on which – it looks that you have got one, two, three, 

four, five units on that.  On what basis have you selected five units?  Is 

that simply, what? 

 25 

MS SCHRODER:   The five units are on the basis now, in Ms Oliver’s 

evidence-in-chief, attachment – the basis for these was a variety of 

layouts that we have done and their ability to place a development on 

the site, taking into account things like the open space requirements and 

manoeuvring requirements, so this attachment B is a, I suppose, a 30 

smaller version of attachment G to Ms Oliver’s evidence. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Is it attempting to show maximum development potential of 

a permitted nature for a property of that size, is that the bottom line? 

 35 

MS SCHRODER:   No, it does have – it is attempting to show bulk on sites in 

comparison to site size, that is more along those lines because in terms 

of the RSDT Zone there is, you know, differing discretion – so they 

have restricted discretionary status across some of these sites, and so 

those sites there would be – it is not a permitted activity at any rate, so 40 

it really intending to show bulk and location on sites. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Okay, thank you.  And just finally, is there any particular 

reason why there is no orange diagram in the left-hand box?  There is 

one missing for the 1,012 m2 site, I am just wondering what the reason 45 

– for the RSDT Zone, is there any reason for that? 
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MS SCHRODER:   No, there is no particular reason.  I am afraid I took this 

from our modeller and he had undertaken this model and I just wanted 

to capture what he had in terms of the screen image and that was what 

we had at the time. 5 

 

DR MITCHELL:   All right, thank you.  Thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Dawson. 

 10 

MS DAWSON:   Thank you, Ms Schroder.  I have got a few questions, a 

number of the submitters have talked about – they refer to existing core 

quality intensive residential development and you have got some 

photos in your attachments that you suggest are of poorer quality than 

they could be, and I think even the mediation refers to Linwood as 15 

being an area, and I presume that means the existing RMD Zone in 

what I might call West Linwood. 

 

 So would the development that has gone on in some of these RMD 

Zones that have been there for a while and would have presumably 20 

been Living 3, would it have been subject to the same urban design 

consent requirements that development is now under the Operative 

Plan and will be under this Proposed Replacement Plan? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   So some of them were not.  So through plan change 53, 25 

came into effect in July 2011, that considerably changed the approach 

to RMD areas, or to the living 3 areas, and that has, in my view, 

improved the quality of developments that we are now getting in 

comparison to pre-2011. 

 30 

  [11.10 am] 

 

 I still see quite a number of developments where I consider that they do 

not necessarily meet the outcomes intended by the new urban design 

rules, or those introduced in 2011, for various reasons.  So there is, but 35 

there has been a substantive change pre and post 2011, I believe. 

 

MS DAWSON:   So given that any of the RMD zones are going to have a 

transition period, it could be a long one, it is more than likely to be a 

longish transition period, I am interested in what you think are the 40 

actual effects at a local level that the built form standards, which have 

been supported by the Council through stage one, Residential, and the 

consent process, which is a restricted discretionary as I recall it, for 

more than three units, or three or more, in the RMD, so it could be 

turned down, so what are the effects at a local level that would not be 45 
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taken into account from an intensive development occurring in 

transition in an established area? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   The difficulty I suppose and part of the reasoning behind 

the statement as I have made it is around the length of the transition 5 

period.  In terms of the rules as they are now operative, I think that 

most of the effects or the potential effects have been taken into account 

from the perspective of some of the impacts on neighbours, albeit as I 

say, if there is a longer transition period there is the potential for these 

to have an effect for a longer period of time. 10 

 

 In terms of the two metre setback, which I have already made a 

comment about prior to the decision on stage one there was a four 

metre setback, which did give some allowance to be able to negotiate 

and work through the setback issues and then therefore the privacy 15 

issues, particularly in relation to the front unit, and the ability to offset 

some of the matters of amenity. 

 

 So, sorry, to answer your question, I consider that most of the matters 

in terms of the impacts on neighbours will have been taken into 20 

account.  What I saw the eight metres to 11 metres doing was to 

provide an opportunity for site amalgamation where a straight eight 

metre height limit would not. 

 

MS DAWSON:   So you talked about the setback from the street and as I 25 

understand your answer to me that really is more an issue for the 

residents of the new units as opposed to effects on neighbours of those 

units? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   I think it is a combination of both because you still have an 30 

amenity effect on your neighbour if you are from the street or not, in 

terms of what you can actually do with that street frontage.  So that 

contributes to the whole of the street, but in terms of things like 

sunlight access, no, from a neighbouring property, no. 

 35 

MS DAWSON:   So and then you have given evidence about the eight metre to 

11 metre height and how on a smaller site the recession planes kick in, 

especially on the longer narrow sites that we tend to have in 

Christchurch, the recession planes kick in and often or in many times 

actually prevent the higher height being achieved on these smaller sites 40 

anyway.  And the recession plane itself gives protection to neighbours.  

Are you saying that that is not sufficient? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   What I am saying is that really on narrow sites where the 

difficulties in providing for a good quality outcome with 11 metres, and 45 

if there is an expectation that the property could or the development 
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could go to 11 metres, that expectation is already built in with the 

developer generally.  And then in actually looking at the effects of that, 

it is quite hard to come back from – and this is from a pragmatic 

perspective through the consenting process – it is quite hard to come 

back from the 11 metres. 5 

 

  [11.15 am] 

 

 The recession planes are very useful in doing that because they have 

the impacts on neighbours.  In respect to managing other amenity 10 

aspects of the site it is a little bit more difficult. 

 

MS DAWSON:   But I mean I am interested in the keeping the height at eight 

metres but allowing 11 metres for a bigger site is more there in the 

nature of an incentive or a disincentive on the smaller lots, which then 15 

results in an incentive on the larger lots, for better urban design of that 

site itself, or whether the eight metres with the recession planes has 

really got anything to do with neighbours and effects on neighbours. 

 

 In other words, is the rule you have suggested, eight metres with an 20 

incentive to 11 metres at the larger site, more about encouraging good 

urban design on amalgamated sites or is it more about ensuring 

neighbours are not adversely affected? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   I believe that it is a combination of both because with 25 

neighbours it is not only about sunlight and daylight access it is 

actually about the quality of their environment overall, but I do believe 

that, it is more obvious that that aspect of it, in terms of the larger site it 

is more about good urban design outcomes provided through giving the 

bonus density, essentially. 30 

 

MS DAWSON:   Okay.  All right so I am interested in your comment about 

time frames.  I mean from your experience in Christchurch, are there 

not always long time frames involved in transitioning from a more 

suburban density to a medium density area?  I mean I think Ms Oliver 35 

has looked at St Albans and Riccarton as areas that have reached high 

densities.  I mean I have been here for 40 years or so and that has taken 

a long time.  Could you expect these transitions to be anything other 

than a long time? 

 40 

MS SCHRODER:   It has taken a long time, I agree with you, and having 

looked at the development of Christchurch for at least the last 15 years 

and having understood also the angst, I worked with both the St Albans 

communities and the Charleston community, sort of Phillipstown area.  

I have worked with both of those communities at points in my career 45 

where the transition was creating quite significant impacts on residents 
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in terms of how they viewed their neighbourhood and how they 

considered the change in density to be working. 

 

 So I agree, yes it does take a long time.  It is about whether or not that 

can be managed in an appropriate manner. 5 

 

MS DAWSON:   But is that not what the built form standards and the consent 

processes around urban design are intended to do?  Head to an end 

point, which is the higher density, but manage effects on neighbours in 

the meantime. 10 

 

MS SCHRODER:   They are intended to do that.  I consider that they also need 

to do that in conjunction with aspects such as providing good open 

space, providing good streets scenes, and if you note in both Riccarton 

and St Albans there has been, and even in Papanui there have been 15 

substantive programmes that Council has undertaken to effect change 

to make those open spaces better. 

 

 So there is a lot of street renewal works that have gone on, a lot of 

money that has gone into infrastructure in terms of the parks and 20 

things, so I think that there is actually a combination of things that 

needs to happen.  My concern here is I suppose that the quality of some 

of the environments at the moment is not particularly high, and as I 

have stated in my evidence, that Council does not have potentially the 

ability to put that or improve that infrastructure. 25 

 

MS DAWSON:   So that side of the equation will not be able to be met over 

these extended areas? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes, not necessarily, no. 30 

 

MS DAWSON:   And just on the same theme as my last question, over time, I 

mean if eight metres is cemented in as the height limit for these RMD 

areas, albeit with a bonus to 11 metres for amalgamation, if a 

development occurs at eight metres because it is permitted and they do 35 

not need to amalgamate, will that not stick for quite a while?  I mean 

would not the overall endpoint of these areas be more of an eight metre 

height as opposed to the 11 metres which is what has been intended in 

the past or for the established RMD areas? 

 40 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes, I agree with that.  In terms of RMD areas the 

expectation would generally be for a higher height limit. 
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  [11.20 am] 

 

MS DAWSON:   Than eight metres, yes, and the eight metres, if you are 

looking at the zoning transition would not provide such a substantial 

difference from the RSDT than as is anticipated with the 11 metres in 5 

the RMD? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes. 

 

MS DAWSON:   Just a couple of other questions, with Linwood Park you talk 10 

about the safety, about the connections, because the area I think it is 

called Linwood East, is it, that is on the - west I mean. 

 

MS SCHRODER:   Linwood South - - - 

 15 

MS DAWSON:   Yes, South. 

 

MS SCHRODER:   You are probably - - - 

 

MS DAWSON:   Which is on the far side of Linwood Park, then Linwood 20 

Road and then Eastgate Mall and, as I understand it, to get from that 

area to Eastgate because of the street layout and the closing off of some 

of those streets to Aldwins Road, it would be quite a long route to get 

to Eastgate from that area if you did not go through the Park? 

 25 

MS SCHRODER:   That is right.  So in respect to Linwood South it was 

around both cross connectivity, in terms of my evidence, and the 

connection through Linwood Park.  I have since spoken to our CPTED 

advisor in Council who has advised me that there are a number of 

programmes that are going on in relation to Linwood Park and that they 30 

should see the improvement of that connection.  So the key connection 

really or the key issue would be the cross connectivity to Aldwins Road 

if you did not wish to use the Park for access. 

 

MS DAWSON:   That was what I was going to ask you because Ms Rennie 35 

refers to the potential for improvements for that access across Linwood 

Park as it is well used already, and that is really what you are saying, 

that there is a programme of improvements for that pedestrian access? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   To the Park, yes. 40 

 

MS DAWSON:   Yes, through the Park.  That is all my questions, thank you 

very much, Ms Schroder. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Huria? 45 
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MS HURIA:   Just one very quick question, thank you.  Could you clarify for 

me please, I am a bit unsure when you say “short”, “medium” and 

“long term”, can you attach any years to that? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   What I would consider as the shorter term is sort of up to 5 

sort of around 10 years.  The medium term I would say is that sort of 

10 to 20 years. 

 

MS HURIA:   Thank you.  Thank you, sir. 

 10 

SJH:   Judge? 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Ms Schroder, just a few questions, let us start I think with 

policy 14.1.1.2, which is the policy on the establishment of a new 

medium density residential area.  Just looking at that policy and you 15 

will see (a) refers to the walkability aspect and the 800 metre reference, 

do you see that? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes, I do. 

 20 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So as an urban designer do you think that walkability is an 

important criterion to maintain in the policy? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   I do think walkability is important, yes, it offers modal 

choice. 25 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   And do you consider that the policy at 800 metres for 

walkability from all of those (iv) matters is important to maintain that 

in the policy? 

 30 

MS SCHRODER:   I do consider it so, yes. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   And in that sense you differ I think on that matter from 

the Council planner, Ms Oliver, who suggests that there could be some 

flexibility introduced, you take issue with that? 35 

 

MS SCHRODER:   In terms of flexibility of extending the distance, I am sorry 

I am not sure - - - 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes, that is exactly right, so you differ from Ms Oliver on 40 

that matter? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   I am sorry, I am not sure of the direct reference to that. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Okay.  I want to know whether as an urban designer you 45 

think we should maintain reference to the 800 metre walkability 
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distance in the policy or whether or not as an urban designer you think 

we should be more flexible than that? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   I actually probably think you could be slightly more 

flexible in terms of above 800 metres. 5 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So what is your distance? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   800 metres is a good (INDISTINCT 4.31) and it is really 

in terms of the – I think that 800 metres is an accepted distance.  I am 10 

probably actually referring to actually on the ground where you can 

have changes in difference depending what the environmental quality 

is. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So you do not have advocate for change in the reference 15 

to 800 metres like Ms Oliver does? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   No, I do not. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   I may have misunderstood Ms Oliver, I will ask her about 20 

that, but it is something that she says in her evidence and I will come 

back to that. 

 

  [11.25 am] 

 25 

MS SCHRODER:   All right, no, I am not sure of that, sorry. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So you do not go with that, I understand.  Now, as I 

understand your answers in regard to the public space environment and 

the importance of that, and then there is a question in my mind at the 30 

moment just to test around whether or not that is a dimension that 

should be in the policy or not.  But if we look at, say, let us take 

Saint Albans or let us take one or two of the other established 

residential medium density areas around the city. 

 35 

 Now, in terms of, say, improvement to this public space environment I 

would be fair to observe, wouldn’t I, that the Council so far at this point 

in time, given how long those areas have been zoned, has provided for 

that amenity in some parts of the suburbs and not in others? 

 40 

MS SCHRODER:   That is right. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So with that in mind, if one was to specify that as a 

prerequisite in the policy that the public space environment be 

improved, then in hindsight that would have seen a lot of those areas 45 

not being rezoned RMD at this point, wouldn’t it? 
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MS SCHRODER:   Yes, that is right. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So you would not advocate for that being prerequisite to 

rezoning? 5 

 

MS SCHRODER:   No, not in itself, no. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Thank you.  And just finally, just answering Dr Mitchell, I 

also had a question on your reference and it appears in various parts of 10 

your evidence to this concept of hesitancy, you are “hesitant given the 

intactness and quality of much of the housing”, you make that 

statement a number of times, and you referred to Mr Blake’s evidence 

in terms of likelihood, do you recall that? 

 15 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Have you read the Stage 1 Decision? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes, I have. 20 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So you are familiar with that, that the findings of that 

informed by the Council’s evidence and the Crown’s was that actually 

there is a very low likelihood of conversion to intensification 

anywhere, do you understand that? 25 

 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes, I do. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   All right, I will take the rest of that up with Mr Blake I 

think. 30 

 

SJH:   Could you bring up 14.1.2 again.  Ms Schroder, I just want to 

understand your answers to Ms Semple, am I correct that what you 

were saying is that (c) of that policy is the basis upon which you say 

that amenity and character consideration should come into account in 35 

the delineation of medium density residential areas? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   That in my view there is - - - 

 

SJH:   No, I just want to know was that what you were saying to Ms Semple in 40 

your answer? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   In part, yes. 

 

SJH:   All right.  So (a) establishes the criteria for such a zone, doesn’t it? 45 
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MS SCHRODER:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   It can only happen if those four factors are met within 800 metres? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes, that is right. 5 

 

SJH:   And what (c) says is “To encourage comprehensively designed…” 

et cetera, et cetera “…. within these areas”, correct? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes. 10 

 

SJH:   And that can only be the areas defined by (a), can’t it? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   I believe so. 

 15 

SJH:   So even if you included, as I think you were requesting or suggesting, 

amenity into that sub-policy it would not affect the criteria for the 

selection of area to add in amenity or character, would it? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   No, not as you have stated it, no. 20 

 

SJH:   So are you now suggesting that policy 14.1.1.2(a) should be amended by 

adding in what you would put as amenity and character? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   I consider because I had in the way that I had interpreted 25 

the policies, in particular 14.1.4.2, that they would actually help reflect 

character and amenity.  If in regard to this policy is establishing that 

without those other aspects, yes, I consider that is important. 

 

SJH:   Well, it is not quite answering.  Do you say it should go into this policy 30 

or not? 

 

MS SCHRODER:   I would have to say that, yes. 

 

SJH:   Could we just bring up 14.1.4.2.  Yes, thank you, anything arising, 35 

Ms Semple? 

 

MS SEMPLE:   No, thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Mr Winchester, anything arising or re-examination? 40 

 

<RE-EXAMINATION BY MR WINCHESTER [11.30 am] 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Just one matter with your leave, sir.  Ms Schroder, you 

have just had some questions from the Panel, particular Sir John about 45 
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policy 14.1.1.2 and you had some exchange with my learned friend, 

Ms Semple. 

 

 Can I ask you to look at objective 14.1.1, what is your understanding of 

the relationship between 14.1.1.2 and that objective? 5 

 

MS SCHRODER:   And 14.1 – sorry, can you repeat that? 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   14.1.1.2 sits under that objective. 

 10 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes it does. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   What is your view in terms of there being a relationship 

between the two?  Does the policy have a relationship to the objective? 

 15 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes, it does. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Yes, and you will see the objective (i) refers to 

objectives 3.3.4A and 3.3.7, I wonder if they could be brought up on 

the screen from the Strategic Directions decision, particularly 3.3.7. 20 

 

 Now you see that the objective states that, “It intends for there to be a 

well-integrated pattern of development and infrastructure consolidated 

urban form in a high quality urban environment.”  Do you see those 

words? 25 

 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes, I do. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   And you see in B, makes reference to “areas of special 

character and amenity value identified and the specifically recognised 30 

values appropriately managed.”  Can you see those words?  

 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes, I do. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   And can you see in H, when we just go down the page, 35 

the reference to, “Improving overall accessibility and connectivity for 

people transport including opportunities for walking, cycling and 

public transport and services.”  Can you see those words?  

 

MS SCHRODER:   Yes, I do. 40 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Yes, and when you consider the relationship between 

that objective and 14.1.1 and 14.1.1.2, would you care to revisit the 

answer you gave to Sir John about the need for a specific change to 

14.1.1.2? 45 
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MS SCHRODER:   Yes, I do.  Considering – and I am sorry I did not take this 

into account – considering the relationship between those objectives 

and policies, that the policy contains that matters that I have concern 

over. 

 5 

MR WINCHESTER:   Yes, thank you, Ms Schroder, you may stand down. 

 

SJH:   We will take the morning adjournment for 15 minutes, thank you. 

 

<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [11.34 am] 10 

 

ADJOURNED [11.34 am] 

 

RESUMED [11.55 am] 

 15 

SJH:   Yes, thank you.  Mr Winchester. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   That brings us to Mr Blake.  Mr Blake. 
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<WILLIAM BLAKE, sworn [11.55 am] 
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<EXAMINATION BY MR WINCHESTER [11.56 am]  

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Do you confirm your full name is William Blake? 

 

MR BLAKE:   Blake, yes. 5 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   And that you hold the qualifications and experience set 

out in your statement of evidence-in-chief dated 8 June 2016? 

 

MR BLAKE:   Yes. 10 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   And you have prepared two statements of evidence for 

this matter, Mr Blake, the first being your evidence-in-chief, 8 June 

2016, and the second being a short rebuttal statement dated 22 June 

2016? 15 

 

MR BLAKE:   Yes. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Do you have any amendments or additions to those 

statements? 20 

 

MR BLAKE:   No. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you.  Please confirm then, that to the best of your 

knowledge and belief your statements of evidence are true and correct? 25 

 

MR BLAKE:   Yes. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you.  And you have got a short summary of your 

evidence, I will ask you to read that please and remain where you are to 30 

answer any questions. 

 

MR BLAKE:   My evidence assesses the likelihood of RMD development in 

the notified areas of Papanui, Linwood and Hornby.  I made a roadside 

inspection of the various properties and have referred to plans which 35 

give some details concerning the approximate age of properties, land 

sizes and the nature of the ownership. 

 

 The notified areas, for the most part, contain residences of varying age 

and quality, with very few vacant sites or sites that have buildings in a 40 

dilapidated condition. 

 

 With the exception of properties owned by Housing Corporation of 

New Zealand, most appear to be individually owned family homes or 

ownership flats. 45 
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 In an open market redevelopment is only likely to occur when the 

prices paid for vacant sites start to equate with the prices paid for sites 

with buildings. 

 

 In my opinion, most properties in the notified areas will have market 5 

values that considerably exceed the prices likely to be paid for vacant 

sites, in other words, the existing improvements can continue to have 

significant added value. 

 

 I think it is unlikely the prices achievable for a newly developed 10 

medium density housing units will be at a level that justifies the 

sacrifice of the existing improvements. 

 

 I recognise that some infill housing may be feasible depending upon 

the existing sites sizes and dimensions and the placement of existing 15 

improvements. 

 

 I think it is very unlikely that existing multi-unit properties, typically 

ownership flats, would become available for redevelopment in the 

foreseeable future. 20 

 

 Evidence has been provided by Mr Robert Paton to the effect that the 

rental values of existing houses will be diminished as a result of 

increased intensification nearby.  I do not agree with this view, I think 

it is very unlikely that rental values for existing properties will be 25 

materially affected unless surrounding development is such that a 

significant complete compromises the utility of existing homes. 

 

 Contrary to the evidence provided by Mr Philip Osborne on behalf of 

the Housing Corporation of New Zealand, I remain of the view that 30 

zoning can lead to value growth but only if coupled with demand.  I 

accept that a change of zone may give greater potential for 

development, but this does not necessarily mean that land prices will be 

automatically elevated. 

 35 

 Land prices are a function of demands and the end prices that can be 

achieved for completed new dwellings. 

 

 In summary, I believe that for most of the identified areas, it is 

unlikely, very unlikely, that many sites in the proposed RMD zones 40 

will become available for redevelopment in the short to medium term. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Dr Mitchell. 
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DR MITCHELL:   Just one question thanks, Mr Blake.  In your paragraph 4.13 

where you put this table about what you think the likelihood of 

redevelopment is, you talk about the short to medium term. 

 

  [12.00 pm] 5 

 

MR BLAKE:   Yes. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   What does that mean? 

 10 

MR BLAKE:   10 years. 

 

DR MITCHELL:    That is within 10 years? 

 

MR BLAKE:   Yes. 15 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Thank you.  Thank you, sir.  That is all I have. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Ms Dawson? 

 20 

MS DAWSON:   Thank you, Mr Blake. I was going to ask the same question 

as has just been asked.  On that same matter, you have been here in 

private practice in Christchurch as a valuer since 1987, I think you 

said? 

 25 

MR BLAKE:   Yes. 

 

MS DAWSON:   So, you would have seen change in property types and 

property intensity in swathes of Christchurch over that time. 

 30 

MR BLAKE:   Yes. 

 

MS DAWSON:   So, you would have heard me ask the question to 

Ms Schroder in what sort of timeframe do you think is needed to or 

over what sort of timeframe does such a significant change from 35 

suburban density to the two to three storey medium density occur, is it 

in 10 years or is it a longer time? 

 

MR BLAKE:   I think it is probably longer than that.  I think it will be a 

function of the quality of the existing improvements.  In other words, if 40 

we have substantial buildings on the sites now that will have a bearing 

on the rate in which there might be redevelopment, but I think we are 

talking of periods of decades or significant change in character and 

intensification. 

 45 



 Page 48 

  

Additional Proposal: Residential Medium Density Zone Commenced 04.07.16 

MS DAWSON:   Do you think that the likelihood of that change occurring 

over significant periods of time is increased by a zoning change that 

foreshadows that into the future even if it does not happen 

immediately? 

 5 

MR BLAKE:   Yes, certainly it must enhance those prospects. 

 

MS DAWSON:  All right, rather than waiting for another 10 years and then 

showing again. 

 10 

MR BLAKE:   Yes. 

 

MS DAWSON:   All right, thank you, that is all my questions. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Ms Huria? 15 

 

MS HURIA:   Thank you, sir, you said, Mr Blake, made a comment about 

significantly compromises the utility of an existing home or homes.  

Can you describe for me what that might look like, this being 

significantly compromised? 20 

 

MR BLAKE:   Oh, this is in relation to the rental values.  I was really thinking 

in terms of structures that might create excessive shading, result in a lot 

more noise or unsociable activities, that type of thing. 

 25 

MS HURIA:   Okay, thank you.  Thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.   Judge? 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:  Oh, yes, just a couple of matters, Mr Blake.  Just in answer 30 

to Mr Osborne’s evidence you commented before around zoning and 

you said coupled with demand.  I took from your answer that really if 

one boils it all down you do not really substantially differ from 

Mr Osborne on that? 

 35 

MR BLAKE:   No, I do not but I just wanted to draw the distinction that by 

creating a new zone there should be no expectation there is an 

automatic increase in values. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes, but zoning, on the other hand, is a factor that can 40 

influence demand? 

 

MR BLAKE:   Absolutely. 
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JUDGE HASSAN:   And now, you refer to the evidence that the Panel heard in 

making its findings in Decision 10, and you have read Decision 10 for 

those findings, which is the Residential Stage 1 decision. 

 

MR BLAKE:  Yes, I have read it in part, yes. 5 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:    Well, I take it you read the RMD part? 

 

MR BLAKE:   Yes. 

 10 

JUDGE HASSAN:   All right, so in terms of that, of course, the theory of those 

findings were on the basis of a lot of consensus in the middle of 

different opinions between the different experts was one consensus 

being, in effect, the rate of return is very low in terms of RMD, and that 

is the theory of your evidence here, so am I right to assume that really 15 

you are not saying anything different in that regard pertaining to the 

proposed new areas.  Effectively, it is the same? 

 

MR BLAKE:   Yes, that is correct. 

 20 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Thank you. 

 

SJH:   Mr Blake, have you read the Higher Order documents? 

 

MR BLAKE:   Can you enlighten me please, sir, about what the - - - 25 

 

SJH:   Regional Planning Statement, the Land Use Recovery Plan et cetera? 

 

MR BLAKE:   I have. 

 30 

SJH:   Yes, so you will be aware of the intensification targets? 

 

MR BLAKE:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   But you do not mention in your evidence that you have looked at them. 35 

 

MR BLAKE:   No, I did not consider that was relevant in terms of my brief. 

 

SJH:   But have you read the Strategic Directions chapter? 

 40 

MR BLAKE:   Yes. 

 

  [12.05 pm] 

 

SJH:   And from your answer to Judge Hassan you have read at least the RMD 45 

part of Residential 1. 
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MR BLAKE:   Yes. 

 

SJH:    And Judge Hassan put to you about the position of Dr Fairgray and 

Mr Schellekens it is RMD’s low yielded, somewhat unpredictable 5 

means of delivering on intensification targets? 

 

MR BLAKE:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   In the areas of Christchurch since you have been here where there has 10 

been intensification from the infill, smaller units, et cetera, has there 

been a drop in value of other properties? 

 

MR BLAKE:   Not to my knowledge. 

 15 

SJH:   In fact, has it increased values? 

 

MR BLAKE:   I think it will probably depend on the areas we are talking of.  If 

one looks for example at obvious areas of intensification such as 

Merivale or Riccarton, I think there has certainly been an increase in 20 

value over time which would be, in part, a result of the increased 

density opportunities. 

 

SJH:   Now, I just spoke to you about RMD and acceptance of it being low 

yielding and somewhat unpredictable for delivering on intensification 25 

and in our decision we referenced that and then said, “Given those 

factors, we find on the evidence it is better to take a prudently generous 

rather than a barely sufficient approach to the provision of RMD 

zoning.”  Would you take issue with that? 

 30 

MR BLAKE:   No. 

 

SJH:  So, in other words, if Christchurch is to meet its intensification targets 

we probably need more, not less areas of RMD because of the low 

yield. 35 

 

MR BLAKE:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Mr Winchester, anything arising? 

 40 

MR WINCHESTER:   No thank you, sir. 

 

<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [12.07 pm] 
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<SARAH-JANE OLIVER, affirmed [12.07 pm] 



 Page 52 

  

Additional Proposal: Residential Medium Density Zone Commenced 04.07.16 

<EXAMINATION BY MR WINCHESTER [12.08 pm] 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Good morning, do you confirm that your full name is 

Sarah-Jane Oliver? 

 5 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   And that you hold the qualifications and experience set 

out in this statement of evidence and other statements you have 

provided to the Panel? 10 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you and you have prepared two statements of 

evidence for this matter, Ms Oliver, the first being your 15 

evidence-in-chief dated 9 June 2016 and the second being a rebuttal 

statement dated 22 June 2016? 

 

MS OLIVER:    Yes. 

 20 

MR WINCHESTER:   And do you have amendments or additions to either of 

those statements? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes, just a correction to my evidence-in-chief attachment B 

which sets out the objectives and policies that I consider most relevant.  25 

The numbering in some of those policies, so it is on page 7 of that 

attachment and it is the policy on Monitoring.  It is numbered as 

14.1.1.2.  It is actually 14.1.1.7.  Sorry, it has auto-corrected there. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   So, page 7 of 16? 30 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes and the following objective which says “Objective High 

Quality Residential Environments,” that numbering is 14.1.4.  The 

policy which reads “Neighbourhood Character and Amenity” it just 

follows on.  It should read numbering 14.1.4.1 and the following, 35 

turning the page, the following policy on High Quality Medium 

Density, it should read 14.1.4.2 and the next policy as well is 

incorrectly numbered, it should read 14.1.4.4. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you and subject to those corrections, do you 40 

confirm that your evidence is true and correct to the best of your 

knowledge and belief? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 45 
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MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you and you have a summary of your evidence.  I 

will ask you to read that and remain where you are and answer any 

questions. 

 

  [12.10 pm] 5 

 

MS OLIVER:   I support the intensification of the urban areas around or in 

close vicinity of these three key activity centres.  It is, however, my 

opinion that policy 14.1.1.2 which just really sets out the established 

policy for establishing new medium density areas, should be viewed as 10 

a starting point rather than an end point in terms of determining what 

are the most appropriate medium density areas in each location. 

 

 My evidence considers in more detail, and I know this is beyond the 

Section 32 that was provided for with the notified areas, matters of 15 

urban form, character amenity, the likelihood of an area to be 

developed for medium density, and the specific needs of these local 

communities. 

 

 Turning to Papanui.  It is my view that the areas in Papanui South are 20 

more appropriately zoned residential suburban to better maintain the 

character amenity of these areas. 

 

 It is also my opinion that other areas around Papanui are better suited 

for comprehensive development, these being a desirable form of 25 

development sought in a medium density zone. 

 

 These alternative potential areas comprise close to the same land area 

as the Papanui South areas which I recommend not being zoned.  I 

accept that in the case of Papanui, my recommended approach may not 30 

result in the medium density zoning that has been prudently generous 

in the short term at least.  However, in my opinion, the potential urban 

design effects outweigh the potential benefits for the RMD zoning in 

this area.  That is just regarding Papanui South. 

 35 

 Turning to Hornby.  It is my view that aside from some properties 

along Blankney Street, Park Avenue, and Foremans Road, this 

comprises 30 properties, that the notified RMD areas and the additional 

RMV areas are appropriate.  This includes Housing New Zealand 

properties along Gilberthorpes Road. 40 

 

 I however, consider that within the Amyes Road and Brynley Street 

area, the rezoning of the subject properties would not achieve a logical 

urban form at this stage because they are quite piecemeal.  And 

therefore my preferred option is that the wider area in the near future be 45 

considered for medium density zoning.    
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 Turning to Linwood.  I do not support a rezoning approach where the 

sole goal is to maximise housing capacity in Linwood. 

 

 Planning for communities, current and future generations is as much 5 

about meeting the social and cultural needs of a community as its 

economic needs. 

 

 To this end, I have recommended to Council that a social impact 

assessment be undertaken for Linwood. 10 

 

 I note that multi-unit residential complexes are provided for under both 

the transition zone, that is the residential suburban density transition 

zone but I just refer to it as the transition zone, and the medium density 

zones, and it is only through significant site amalgamation that the true 15 

benefits of the medium density zone can be effectively more realise. 

 

 As aside, the transition zone still can potentially yield over, well over 

30 houses per hectare, therefore either a transition zoning or a medium 

density zoning will effectively contribute in my view to the 20 

intensification targets. 

 

 If a medium density zoning must be provided in Linwood, then in my 

view, it needs to be more focused, and it is imperative that the quality 

of a multi-unit development be delivered, a high quality of multi-unit 25 

development be delivered.  Anything less does, in my view, have the 

risk of only exacerbating community issues and detract rather than 

improve community identify in the overall strength of this key activity 

centre. 

 30 

 I therefore support a more focused RMD zoning approach in Linwood.  

The three recommended blocks largely avoids the areas within the 

flood management area, but still creates a reasonably sized 

consolidated blocks of medium density zoning.  These recommended 

areas are as set out in my rebuttal evidence. 35 

 

 I just note here, that in my rebuttal evidence, sections 3.19 to 3.25, I am 

recommending some focus medium density, but it is also my preferred 

position that the eight metre overlay with my recommended overlay 

exemption rule, apply to Linwood. 40 

 

 In regard to the eight metre height overlay and my proposed exemption 

to this rule to encourage amalgamated sites, I wish to first record that 

my evidence-in-chief and rebuttal is based on the lower height limit of 

the eight metre height overlay, which applies in Bishopdale, Papanui, 45 
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Shirley and Hornby, where the up-zoning of the medium density areas 

was from Living 1 or Living 2 zone in the previous City Plan. 

 

 The Council’s position on Stage 1 was that the overlay should apply to 

these areas, and I do not understand that to have been challenged by 5 

Housing New Zealand, the Crown or any other submitter.  I understand 

there will be a separate Hearing on this next week. 

 

 I accept that with the removal of the Stage 1 lower height limit, there 

may be a stronger case to remove it from the medium density areas 10 

notified in this Proposal to ensure a consistent approach is taken across 

the city’s medium density zones that are outside the Living 1 or 2 to 

medium density zone. 

 

  [12.15 pm] 15 

 

 I have however recommend an exemption to the eight metre height 

limit for sites of 1,500 square metres or greater.  That would allow an 

11 metre height limit. 

 20 

 This approach essentially will act as a density bonus for site 

amalgamation through the increased height limit and will incentivise 

and could incentivise site amalgamation. 

 

 It will enable on larger sites, a greater range of housing developments 25 

while reducing the visual impact on adjoining properties, that is from a 

wider street environment perspective, and potentially achieve better 

outcomes in terms of site and building design. 

 

 In reality, the gain in building form a capacity between eight metres 30 

height limit and 11 metre height limit, is only likely to be realised in 

large sites with three or more residential units and it is a restricted 

discretionary activity status either way, but if no additional consenting 

costs or uncertainty is, in my view, created there would remain the 

opportunity through the restricted discretionary status to demonstrate 35 

an appropriate design outcome at 11 metres on a smaller site. 

 

SJH:   Ms Semple. 

 

<CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MS SEMPLE [12.16 pm] 40 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Thank you, sir, good morning Ms Oliver, sorry, afternoon.  As 

I understand your evidence, rezoning of additional areas of RMD 

should be informed first by the location or criteria in policy 14.1.1.2, 

and then by a range of other factors.  Is that correct? 45 
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MS OLIVER:   Yes, that is correct. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   And those other factors are amenity and character? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 5 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Demographic makeup of the affected community or of the 

community in question? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes, it can be a consideration, but I think the policy sets out a 10 

very sound basis for these areas and then it is these other things such as 

urban form, character amenity and yes, sometimes the needs of the 

community, yes. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Right, so in your understanding of the needs of the community, 15 

I have referred to that as the demographics of the community.  Is that 

something different, am I phrasing it wrongly? 

 

MS OLIVER:   No, it is the same, yes. 

 20 

MS SEMPLE:   Okay, and also something around the likelihood of 

redevelopment? 

 

MS OLIVER:   That is a consideration, another one, yes. 

 25 

MS SEMPLE:   And as you have said, you have accept that policy 14.1.1.2 is I 

think, in your words, a sound basis, starting position for that analysis? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 30 

MS SEMPLE:   Would you accept though that reading in those other criteria, 

amenity and character and demographic make-up, likelihood of 

redevelopment, makes it difficult for the reader to understand how that 

policy works because those matters are not listed in the policy, are 

they? 35 

 

MS OLIVER:   No, and when I reassessed and looked at these areas, I have 

done it in terms of the assessment under a Section 32 analysis where I 

have looked at, well, is the area going to give effect to other policies 

such as meeting the Strategic Directions and the housing targets for 40 

each area. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   So would it be fair to say that your approach has been that the 

policy 14.1.1.2 is a sieve almost to which if you get through that, then it 

is open for a further assessment of other matters.  Would that be a fair 45 

way - - - 



 Page 57 

  

Additional Proposal: Residential Medium Density Zone Commenced 04.07.16 

 

MS OLIVER:   All the policies and objectives work together when you are 

considering the appropriateness of the zoning, what is the most 

appropriate zoning, and so I considered all the objectives and policies 

and whether these areas will be the most effective in achieving those. 5 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Would you accept that a policy that is specifically entitled 

“Establishment of New Medium Density Residential Areas,” if those 

matters that you have identified are important criteria, that it might be 

useful for that policy to include those? 10 

 

MS OLIVER:   I believe a Strategic Direction in terms of character, amenity 

and urban form, and I have referenced that in my evidence, I do not 

think this policy needs to be altered in any way, I believe the Higher 

Order, the Strategic Directions objectives set out those matters, and 15 

they are also matters when considering the Act, sections of the Act, 

Section 5, 6 and 7. 

 

  [12.20 pm] 

 20 

MS SEMPLE:   So when the Council went through its initial process of giving 

effect to that policy and it notified a variety of areas, why were those 

matters not considered critical then? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes, so at the – from my understanding and I was not involved 25 

at that time so this is my understanding of the process that the Council 

went through, it took the direction, it use the GIS layering approach, in 

terms of just those policy criteria and at which it produced the 

boundaries for the notified areas, in terms of more detailed assessments 

of character and amenity at that time, and it was quite a short period of 30 

time that the analysis was done and then the areas were notified - in my 

view they were not adequately considered. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   So a section 32 analysis was carried out. 

 35 

MS OLIVER:   It was and then I have reviewed that section 32 analysis with 

the – and together with Ms Schroder and Mr Blake and Mr Norton, we 

have looked at those areas, and I call it “a finer grained assessment” in 

terms of than just adopting the GIS analysis approach to that policy. 

 40 

MS SEMPLE:   So is it open then, cos clearly on its first pass through, Council 

read that policy and applied it, in a way that has led to a series of 

outcomes that you do not consider are appropriate? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes, that is right, yes. 45 
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MS SEMPLE:   And would that not continue to happen again and again, for 

example if a developer was to initiate a private plan change for the 

establishment of a new medium density residential area, they might go 

to that policy, might they not, and determine that an area was 

appropriate according to that policy? 5 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes, a developer will have to follow the same processes by 

which Council does in looking at the appropriateness of that area for 

medium density, that is why my evidence says that I believe this is a 

very good – it is an excellent starting point for looking at medium 10 

density areas, but then there may be – because the way that criteria has 

been applied through a GIS analysis, it does not necessarily lead to 

what I consider would be more appropriate urban form in some of these 

areas, because it, it, it drops out properties that might be 820 metres 

walking distance or they might even be up to a thousand. 15 

 

 Now in the case of Hornby for example, where I see this is, this policy 

as maybe, if you apply it to literally or too narrowly, then you cut out 

blocks which are say within a thousand metre walking distance, but 

given the scale of Hornby and when you go out and visit these areas, in 20 

my view it just accounts to maybe two minutes longer walk, even 

though it’s in a spatial area. 

 

 So I do not think you can just look at that criteria, you need to look at – 

you need to apply it on the ground, you need to go out there, you need 25 

to look at the areas, you need to say – look at a whole lot of factors 

because the example I gave in Hornby in my evidence is, I actually 

think that whole Amyes Road block has a lot of potential for medium 

density development, but when you just use a GIS it has not resulted in 

my view of what, you know, it is lost opportunity in my view, if you 30 

just look at that policy. 

 

 And I think that goes for a lot of areas in Christchurch and I know it is 

beyond the scope of this proposal, but you know I think when you 

consider a number of factors, there are a number of other areas in 35 

Christchurch which hopefully over time will – could see in zoning. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Can you see though that anyone else approaching this might 

find it somewhat disconcerting to find that there is a range of other 

factors being taken into account, which they cannot necessarily locate 40 

anywhere in the plan. 

 

MS OLIVER:   Well they do locate it, the strategic directions set out quite 

clearly what the outcomes are for the city, so I think it is quite clear. 

 45 
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MS SEMPLE:   And do you think that the strategic directions talks about the 

likelihood of redevelopment for example? 

 

MS OLIVER:   I accept that the likelihood of development is just a factor that I 

questioned in terms of looking at these areas, and in terms of waiting I 5 

fully accept that that – and I have not actually given overly much 

weight at all to the likelihood, in terms of my recommendations - what 

I have done is I have looked at the area for, for myself to better 

understand how quick is that transition period going to be. 

 10 

 And in part it has been a consideration when I have looked at Linwood, 

the other areas, Papanui I think for market will pick that up in Papanui, 

I just think the market values and that location is quite desirable, so I 

think that is probably an area that may see more radical change similar 

to St Albans, just given its proximity to Merivale, the city, you know I 15 

actually think that will, you know, will get picked up. 

 

 And areas such as Hornby and Linwood in particularly that has 

influenced my recommendation in terms of having a more focused 

approach around that centre. 20 

 

  [12.25 pm] 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Can I ask what planner at the Council undertook the original 

section 32 assessment? 25 

 

MS OLIVER:   It was Mr Skellen but it was very much based on, just apply 

that policy and taking a GIS, you know, approach as I have stated. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   So it is fair to say that we could have two different planners at 30 

the Council, assess an application for a new medium density residential 

area in two entirely different ways, on the basis of the experience we 

have seen with this proposal? 

 

MS OLIVER:   In terms of a rezoning, in a resource consent application, well 35 

there is a process to go through to determine - - -  

 

MS SEMPLE:   No, I am just talking about a rezoning. 

 

MS OLIVER:   A rezone? 40 

 

SJH:   Could you just answer the question please - - -  

 

MS SEMPLE:   Sorry. 

 45 

SJH:   - - - which was quite clear. 
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MS OLIVER:   Two different planners in terms of - - -  

 

MS SEMPLE:   The different planners in the Council could end up with an 

entirely different, as has happened here in the context of this proposal, 5 

two different areas, two quite different areas of residential medium 

density by - - - 

 

MS OLIVER:   In preparing the section 32 analysis, yes. 

 10 

MS SEMPLE:   Thank you, no further questions. 

 

SJH:   Dr Mitchell? 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Thank you, sir. Thank you, Ms Oliver, could I just refer you 15 

firstly to attachment A of your rebuttal statement, I just want to 

understand what that map is purporting to represent – this is the plan 

that has your latest proposal for RMD - - -  

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 20 

 

DR MITCHELL:   - - - zonings in and around Linwood.  Can you just explain 

to me what the intention of where you, where you have got an 

annotation in the title box, with the red square with the red line through 

the middle, it is the second one down and it says “future consideration 25 

for RMD”, is that intended to be included on a planning map or is that - 

- -  

 

MS OLIVER:   No. 

 30 

DR MITCHELL:   - - - simply an explanation of what it is you are and are not 

recommending? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes, so that is just an explanation of the words, the paragraphs 

within my rebuttal saying that, it is part of any future – well, if 35 

Linwood is to – if this was rezoned, these areas that I have indicated as 

what I consider the “more appropriate areas” in Linwood, if a more 

focused approach is taken in Linwood, then in the future if they, for 

example if they are quite successful, then those other areas can be 

reconsidered as part of monitoring the area. 40 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Thank you, no that is helpful. 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 45 
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DR MITCHELL:   In terms of the Linwood northwest recommendation that 

you have made in your evidence, is that shading on that figure that we 

were just looking at, is that correct or have I misunderstood your 

rebuttal evidence? 

 5 

MS OLIVER:   I apologise, those lines, those red lines which actually have 

coming through, are incorrect. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Should not be there. 

 10 

MS OLIVER:   They should not be there no, sorry, so I am actually proposing 

a right - - -  

 

DR MITCHELL:   In those two blocks? 

 15 

MS OLIVER:   Yes, in those two blocks as medium density. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   All right, thank you, no that is helpful. 

 

MS OLIVER:   Sorry. 20 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Coming back now to your primary statement and you 

pointed out the changes to your appendix or attachment B where you 

identified the various objectives and policies that were relevant, and 

referring you to page 7 of that attachment, policy 14.1.1.7 which it is, 25 

rather than two you corrected. 

 

  [12.30 pm] 

 

 That is a monitoring policy which says, as I read it, I will be 30 

paraphrasing it, “that throughout the life of this plan there is intended to 

be a fair bit of attention paid to seeing how effective the rezoning 

proposals have been in terms of their uptake, with a view to meeting 

the intensification targets in the Higher Order Documents and in the 

Strategic Directions.”  You would agree with that, that is a fair 35 

summary? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes, I do. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So if you do undertake that monitoring programme, 40 

bearing in mind that the technical evidence that we have had suggests - 

all talks about a short and medium term, which is now been clarified as 

meaning about a 10 year period, which is nominally the life of this 

plan.  How is that monitoring going to be undertaken and for what 

purpose would it be done? 45 
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MS OLIVER:   So I think in that period of time how much we will learn from 

such monitoring maybe questionable, and I do not know how much in 

that period are we going to see so much redevelopment.  I think it may 

likely continue in the same areas that it is occurring now, where the 

change is occurring in terms of medium density being realised. 5 

 

 We do have a lot of data which we are just now grappling with of how 

we can monitor this effectively, and that’s actually quite a very large 

project that the Council is initiating now. 

 10 

JUDGE HASSAN:   But if the uptake is expected to be slow, and I think there 

is a general consensus that that’s likely to be the case, how are you ever 

going to know during the life of this plan that you’ve zoned enough or 

not enough or too little? 

 15 

SJH: This is of RMD? 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Of RMD sorry. 

 

MS OLIVER:   Of RMD.  Yes, well we have done this in the past where we 20 

have actually tracked how much we are delivering in terms of the 

household yield in a wider area.  We have done that because we did 

that through the Urban Development Strategy, we looked at areas and 

we were monitoring how close they are getting to achieving 30 houses 

per hectare, and that is the example I provided in Riccarton. 25 

 

 So we just rerun those reports, so we can see within 10 years, and it 

might only be that 50 more within Riccarton, we might have realised 

another 50 units, and that will slowly alter.  What it does it gives us a 

better idea about where we are heading to in terms of those targets.  But 30 

there also is that larger growth model which we input this all into.  So 

we do have some way of monitoring it. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So if you get to say year five of the Plan and the uptake 

looks like it is quite a bit less than what you had hoped it to be, what 35 

would you then do?  In other words, there was very low up to – there 

was plenty of zoned RMD land but it wasn’t being utilised, what would 

you do? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes, well I would be recommending looking at further areas, 40 

and that was my comment before, I do believe there are a number of 

areas, even around some other areas, such as Fendalton, and there is 

some other areas which I think the Council should even begin to look 

at, because in five years’ time I do not think we should stop looking at 

other areas. 45 
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JUDGE HASSAN:   But why would you foreclose on those areas that the 

Higher Order Documents are already suggesting as being the most 

suitable for that activity to occur in, all other things being equal.  

Wouldn’t it require an amendment of the Higher Order Documents if 

you were then going to start looking for new RMD areas in areas that 5 

were not in close proximity to the KAC’s. 

 

MS OLIVER:   No.  What I am saying is that within the key activity – I’m 

supporting medium density around these key activity centres, so I’m 

still - - - 10 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Well some of them. 

 

MS OLIVER:   Some of them.  So in Papanui - - - 

 15 

SJH:   Well you are selective in what you support. 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes, I am selective, and I do think around these areas – in the 

case of Hornby, I actually think it could go wider, in the case of 

Papanui, I just think the Papanui North West area has more opportunity 20 

than the Papanui South area for redevelopment, that site amalgamation 

to achieve multi-unit residential – or comprehensive developments. 

 

  [12.35 pm] 

 25 

 So I actually am supporting that view, that I think some further areas 

should be looked at, so therefore to again have a better chance of 

meeting those targets. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   But is it about a better chance, isn’t it more than that, 30 

don’t we have to give very serious attention to establishing enough 

RND land to ensure that those targets are delivered? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Absolutely. 

 35 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Not to hope that they are delivered and get to the end of 

the Plan and say – oh, we will now need to do some more because we 

were too slow off the mark? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Absolutely, I fully support that, and that is why I am saying, I 40 

just think there are some better areas or more appropriate areas in 

Papanui, but they did not strictly meet that policy criteria, that is what 

my evidence states. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   All right.  Okay, that is clear.  Thank you, sir. 45 
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SJH:   Ms Dawson? 

 

MS DAWSON:   Thank you.  Thank you Ms Oliver.  So some of the questions 

I’ve put to Mr Norton and Ms Schroeder, so starting first with the 

flooding management areas.  I just want to be clear if you know what 5 

rules in Chapter 5 would be the ones that would be applied to manage, I 

suppose the earthworks or floor level raising associated with new 

intensive housing in these flood management areas. 

 

MS OLIVER:   So it is Chapter 5, section 5.3, it is the flood hazard rules.  It 10 

sets out permitted activities, it is mainly to do with 5.3.1.1 permitted 

activities. 

 

MS DAWSON:   So if you look at P10 for example, which says “filling or 

excavation from residential platforms only to the extent necessary to 15 

achieve the minimum floor levels,” and that seems to be a permitted 

activity with mild standards applied to it.  So just strictly filling up the 

floor platform to build on to a minimum floor level would not require 

the consent process that Mr Norton is referring to, would it? 

 20 

MS OLIVER:   Yes, so it is actually P1 that I have looked to, which is that they 

must meet the minimum floor level overlaying, and then the specific 

standards. 

 

MS DAWSON:   But if they meet them, if the building meets the minimal floor 25 

level that is one thing, that is taken as given, they would not need to do 

that. 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 30 

MS DAWSON:   Mr Norton’s concern seemed to be about the need for more 

intensive management of the earthworks that would be required to raise 

the floor level or provide a platform, and the effect that that might have 

on flooding of adjoining properties.  And I just want your view as to a) 

whether or not there are actually rules that do what Mr Norton says 35 

they do; and even if we cannot resolve that, whether given the large 

areas of FMA through RMD zones that are probably some three – some 

new extended areas under residential stage one, why those rules are not 

as effective in the new areas as the old areas. 

 40 

MS OLIVER:   Yes, these rules will manage it.  Going through particularly P1 

is more that I am looking at, I understand there is some concerns and 

that there may be some effects when you dig out a whole site and fill it 

in.  But that does control, so even if it wasn’t accepted to exclude those 

areas that Mr Norton has stated, these will manage it.  So you could 45 

zone it, yes, but the reality is that it is going to be very difficult to 
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realise medium density development in those particular areas in 

Linwood. 

 

  [12.40 pm] 

 5 

 And that was when a more detailed analysis, even beyond the flood 

management areas was undertaken.  Because my understanding of this 

modelling, you still have to go out and apply it, you still have to access 

it very much a site-by-site basis so that is what Mr Norton did, I guess 

beyond the flood management area, has gone out and actually applied 10 

it. 

 

 So then I come back to and my recommendation is well, then how 

effective is the medium density zoning going to be sitting underneath 

those particular properties?  And that is why my recommendation 15 

excludes those ones that are most highly affected, that are not likely 

going to be or there is very serious concerns about whether they will be 

able to yield, which essentially is multi-unit residential development, 

because that is what is intended in the medium density zone. 

 20 

MS DAWSON:   If you look at Saint Albans, I mean virtually the whole of the 

RMD in Saint Albans is in this flood management area with a floor 

level and that is the area that you say is already reaching high levels of 

intensity, it is a key area for intensification and it seems to be being 

successful.  Mr Norton said he had not really looked at a comparison of 25 

how difficult it would be in that area compared with in Linwood.  I 

mean what is the difference between Linwood and Saint Albans? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes.  In terms of the approach here is that it is just simply 

being looked at in more finer detail than it was in Saint Albans.  Saint 30 

Albans historically, as I understand, the intensification in there has 

actually given rise to flooding occurring – you know, that is what 

intensification does, it displaces water. 

 

 So some of the issues faced in Christchurch are because of that 35 

intensification, it just squeezes up the system and unless we have got 

these mitigation - and that is obviously part of the whole chapter 5.  So, 

yes, there will be some implications for some of these medium density 

areas elsewhere. 

 40 

 I think in practice when it starts being applied and the consentings 

begin to look at this in more detail there may be some properties that 

just will not be able to yield that 50 percent because that is actually the 

site coverage rule for medium density is 50 percent, that is where it 

comes from as well, may not able to be realised, they may not get 45 

consent. 
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MS DAWSON:   And if we were looking at Saint Albans afresh now, knowing 

what Mr Norton does know now about flooding and stormwater and 

ponding and the effects, that it may be that it might have been 

recommended that Saint Albans doesn’t become RMD or parts of it? 5 

 

MS OLIVER:   It is possible.  It is possible and I think all medium density 

areas need to be – the district plan is the starting point in my view, 

there is a lot more work that has to go in into all medium density areas 

to look at what we can truly give effect to in terms of all them and that 10 

is where the finer grained analysis comes in. 

 

MS DAWSON:   Okay.  So I am just going to ask you some questions that I 

just put to Ms Schroder.  Your appendix G (ph 3.22) you have looked 

at, and I think you and Ms Styles have different interpretations of your 15 

appendix D.  (ph 3.31)  And you say that it shows very little difference 

– well, I mean you can tell me if I am wrong – but there is not a lot of 

difference in the level of intensity on a smaller site, a single site, that 

can be achieved in RMD versus RSTD whereas Ms Styles says “No, 

that is not right”, you know, it is a step change, you could a lot more or 20 

several more units on a single RMD site particularly with the height 

change. 

 

 So first of all how do you come to your interpretation of appendix G 

that there is not a lot of difference? 25 

 

MS OLIVER:   I think for the smaller sites there could be one unit in it. 

 

MS DAWSON:   Can you tell me what page to look at? 

 30 

MS OLIVER:   I am looking at page 3 where it looks at – page 3 and it sets 

out, you can sort of see the units.  In this modelling exercise, you know, 

I request this to be undertaken so that I could get an appreciation of 

how much difference in yield we get through the different – and so in 

the smaller sites the RMD is getting one additional unit on a smaller 35 

site.  You can still get four units, so that is what it is showing, it is just 

showing one for - - - 

 

  [12.45 pm] 

 40 

MS DAWSON:   For a 600 metre site? 

 

MS OLIVER:   For a 600 metre, so four two bedroom units and - - - 

 

MS DAWSON:   And if you come up to, say, 800 or 1,000, which a lot of the 45 

sections are in these older parts of town, I mean they are all less than 
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the 1,500 in other words where you have incentive.  Are you still 

saying even at those 1,000 square metre sites that there is not much 

difference? 

 

MS OLIVER:   No, not at a 1,000.  A 1,000 you start getting – so anything 5 

where two sites are amalgamated, two 600 sites or a 600 and 800 which 

are traditional sites, that is when the medium density starts being much 

more effective, but on single sites, as I said this is very much to a 

maximum development scenario.  I think what we have seen in the 

transition zones, even out in the market is they are yielding the same 10 

units. 

 

MS DAWSON:   So if the other bulk and location requirements or built form 

requirements, the recession planes, the outdoor space requirements, the 

setbacks, the manoeuvring areas, if they are controlling the level of 15 

development on RMD to must the same extent as they are in RSDT, 

why are you concerned about the change? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Is this in regard to Linwood specifically? 

 20 

MS DAWSON:   Yes, or any area where you think there would be an adverse 

change to the area as a result of increasing to RMD rather than leaving 

it as RSDT? 

 

MS OLIVER:   The benefits I see with the transition zone it does come in 25 

terms of the street setback and it is four metres, it is going to hopefully 

have more onsite landscaping.  But in terms of, look there is not much 

difference so it is not that I am completely against medium density, I 

actually think there is a lot of benefits to medium density because it is a 

restricted discretionary activity, there is a lot of controls in place and so 30 

it may be the fact that potentially we might see better management 

through the medium density than transition zone. 

 

 So for Papanui and Hornby I am not against, you know, in the locations 

that I have suggested at all, I actually support the medium density.  35 

Linwood I have found quite complex to look at in terms of – because it 

does have a very large swathe of transition zoning around it and so my 

preference is just in terms of the medium density.  In a way this is, if it 

is more focused, I would hope that it acts as a catalyst to focus 

investment, focus the Council investment into that area directly around 40 

the key activity centre as opposed to potentially that large swathe of 

transition zoning. 

 

 And I also hope that it will encourage that site amalgamation, you 

know, in that more focused area and give some really good outcomes 45 

for Linwood that then may in time, you know, I would hope the market 
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would pick it up in those focused areas and then in time look at 

extending it beyond.  But multi-unit development is going to occur 

right around Linwood and right through into the city, it is already doing 

that very sporadically but – so there is no much difference.  I think they 

are quite balanced in terms of the transition zoning and the medium 5 

density. 

 

MS DAWSON:   But what the medium density does is allow, if amalgamation 

occurred, allowed the ultimate RMD density to be achieved which 

couldn’t be achieved even with amalgamation in RSDT, is that - - - 10 

 

MS OLIVER:   If you amalgamated sites in the transition zone you will begin 

to realise more units as well. 

 

MS DAWSON:   But not to the three storey height for example? 15 

 

MS OLIVER:   Not to the three storey height but that might just be in practise 

of the developments that I have observed, it adds another bedroom to 

the units, it doesn’t always necessarily create a whole additional unit.  

But there is definitely, that is medium density is designed when you get 20 

a large site to maximise your yield out of it, yes. 

 

MS DAWSON:   So just coming back to Linwood, I mean you have explained 

your concerns about the loss of affordable family homes, that there 

hasn’t been enough analysis of the demographics of Linwood and the 25 

needs of the people there versus the change that might occur from the 

current housing stock to more intensive housing stock. 

 

  [12.50 pm] 

 30 

 I mean, it seems to me that there are, if you looked at the wider parts of 

Christchurch, there is a lot of Christchurch that is similar to the areas of 

Linwood, particularly say north of Buckleys and Aldwins Road, that 

might be changed under the proposed zoning change. 

 35 

 So why are those parts of Linwood particularly vulnerable to the effects 

of RMD when the built form and the urban design standards that come, 

and consenting that comes with RMD would be the same there as it 

would any other place where the change to RMD occurs? 

 40 

MS OLIVER:   I guess through the mediation and the submissions I have 

listened to the concerns and it just comes back to, if it is to occur, the 

medium density, so these large number of multi-unit developments, it 

comes back to just getting a good quality outcome for that community, 

because there have been concerns raised about the ghetto type 45 

development and some of these developments have not been well 
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received, and I suppose there has been quite a bit of community 

backlash in the Linwood area. 

 

 So I think for a positive change, and that is just coming back to focus it 

more and to try and realise some good outcomes to in a way encourage 5 

the market to invest in that area. 

 

MS DAWSON:   So when you say “focus it”, I mean, given that each 

individual consent, no matter where it is, whether it is focused or 

sporadic, will have its own focused urban design consent.  So when you 10 

talk about focusing you mean that say the Council can then focus on 

say the public space and working with the community on that sort of 

thing? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 15 

 

MS DAWSON:   Rather than - - -  

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 20 

MS DAWSON:   Yes, so it is - - -  

 

MS OLIVER:   And I accept that a lot of my recommendations are actually 

beyond this district plan, and it is my hope that when you do focus the 

zoning – and what I am saying is the most appropriate.  So you could 25 

zone wider in Linwood.  If you just focus it there than it is my hope 

that in partnership, say, with Housing New Zealand, same with some 

other investors looking at urban renewal programmes, that we actually 

can – there is more chance, in my view of getting public and private 

investment in a more focused area and then delivering on it. 30 

 

 That is what I would hope would come out of this District Plan review, 

that we would look to certain areas, and that may happen anyway, even 

if it was all zoned the whole way round Linwood right into the city, I 

know Ms Styles sort of said “picking winners” but in reality when you 35 

do urban intensification plans that is exactly what happens – you look 

at a logical boundary, you identify it, that is why the Charleston project 

was undertaken and a lot of these areas, and I think the Council will 

need to – it cannot focus on absolutely every area, there is just no 

ability or money to do that. 40 

 

 But if we focus it in this particular area, and I have suggested these 

areas when looking at all of the areas in Linwood, that that would be an 

outcome.  That is what I would hope. 

 45 
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MS DAWSON:   So one other question, I just want to make sure I understand 

your concerns about the relationship or urban form between the CBD 

and Linwood, and I mean, it may go to the exact matters you have just 

been talking about now and that we have a large area of existing RMD 

that comes east of the central city and Fitzgerald Avenue, and that will, 5 

in terms of the notified zoning, that just sort of merges, it becomes one 

with the zoning around the east (INDISTINCT 4.04)  

 

 Now in itself that is not necessarily a bad planning thing, but what do 

you see as a concern with that occurring? 10 

 

MS OLIVER:   I guess I’m coming back to trying to create an identity in this 

area.  The key activity centre is somehow distinguished, and it may not 

happen, it may not eventuate that way with this, my recommended 

approach, but it is just trying to give that key activity centre a real sense 15 

of identity so you can sort of see maybe three storey when the sites are 

amalgamated, and then it graduates out. 

 

 It is so different than Hornby and Papanui and a lot of these other 

which are so separated and they have got large swathes of suburban 20 

zoning around them that you sort of arrive and you can feel that 

identity around that centre. 

 

  [12.55 pm] 

 25 

 Linwood does not have that, so it is, in a way, you know, the major 

arterials of Buckley and Linwood, that is why historically it was 

developed that way – they used those roads as a boundary and focused 

the key activity centre.  But in way that has not changed, that historical 

zoning pattern has not actually changed for a very, very long time. 30 

 

 So acknowledging that, that is why I was just trying to – it is about 

community identity, trying to focus it, trying to get that sense of focus 

for the centre I guess. 

 35 

MS DAWSON:   And the quality that you think would go with that? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes.  So if it was a more targeted approach to the rezoning in 

that area, yes. 

 40 

MS DAWSON:   All right.  So now just one other question about the Hornby, 

the Amyes Road, Brynley Street area where on, I mean, I think on one 

of your plans you show that you do recommend most of the notified 

rezoning in that area, plus some more.  And although you have 

commented that it is a bit sporadic, it is just separated out from the 45 
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RSDT, and there could be a lot more there in time, are you still 

recommending that that be a start as you have shown on your plans? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes.  I admit my evidence might be slightly misleading.  I can 

support both approaches.  I could support – I do think they are 5 

appropriate but it is the wider block.  So you could either rezone them 

as a catalyst to a way of fixing up the boundary or the urban form in 

this area. 

 

MS DAWSON:   Yes. 10 

 

MS OLIVER:   So that would hopefully encourage a future plan change or 

urban regeneration plan.  I don’t know, whatever potential in this area, 

yes, or don’t rezone it and just wait for a future plan change to look at it 

as a more consolidated block. 15 

 

MS DAWSON:   But in the long-run you think that - - -  

 

MS OLIVER:   Absolutely, I think there is a lot of potential in that particular 

area. 20 

 

MS DAWSON:   All right, thank you.  No, that is what I wanted.  No, thank 

you very much.  That is all my questions. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Huria? 25 

 

MS HURIA:   No, I do not think so, thank you, sir. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes, thank you very much.  Now, Ms Oliver, I am just 

going to start with quite a specific question around Linwood and then 30 

I’m going to take you through some section 32 questions and then we 

will discuss that policy that has been the subject of discussion this 

morning. 

 

 Just to start with, if you could go to appendix H of your evidence-in-35 

chief please, which is the Statistics Census data.  Just tell me when you 

are there. 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 40 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Now, so if we go in to page 5 and you will see a graph.  

And that graph is comparing Linwood in 2013 with the rest of 

Christchurch City. 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 45 
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JUDGE HASSAN:   And so the first two comparative columns show that in a 

relative sense significantly less married people in Linwood than in the 

balance of the city, correct? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 5 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   The middle column, again, in proportion as you would 

otherwise expect, most people or significantly more proportionate 

people are not married, single, solo and so forth? 

 10 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So that is raw demographic data that relates to the 

question of housing choice for Linwood, doesn’t it? 

 15 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   And if we look at that data alone, that demographic 

information would suggest one would want to provide sufficient 

housing choice for people that are not in married relationships, that 20 

don’t have children, that live alone or live in two, say a parent of one or 

two? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 25 

JUDGE HASSAN:   And that demographic alone would suggest, 

proportionately, we should be providing more multi-unit developments 

in Linwood than elsewhere in the city, doesn’t it? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 30 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Now I just want to look at the section 32 analysis, and I 

want to start with a broad question, but if you could go to page 12 of 

your evidence-in-chief because that is where my following question is 

going to be. 35 

 

 In your answers before, I think one theory of those answers was in 

effect to describe what you regards as limitations in the section 32 

analysis that underpin the evidence that we heard for the Stage 1 

decision in regard to residential – that would be a fair comment? 40 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 
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  [1.00 pm] 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   And we heard there from Mr Blair who was relying on 

Dr Fairgray, that is right? 

 5 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   And now we are hearing from you and reliance on 

Mr Blake.  Can you explain why? 

 10 

MS OLIVER:   It terms of housing choice and in terms of meeting the 

community needs, sorry- -  

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Well, in terms of the analysis that we have now got on 

Section 32 and the evidence, I just want to know whether you could 15 

help me understand why there was the change of team by the Council? 

 

MS OLIVER:   In terms of this Proposal- - - 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes. 20 

 

MS OLIVER:   - - - and in my giving evidence regarding this Proposal? 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes, I just want – do you know why there is a change of 

team? 25 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes, I was asked to consider these additional proposals, 

Mr Blair is unavailable. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   I want to know who asked you to? 30 

 

MS OLIVER:   Mr Matheson. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   And do you know why Mr Blair is not available for this? 

 35 

MS OLIVER:   He has been seconded elsewhere in Council. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   And why don’t we hear from Dr Fairgray? 

 

MS OLIVER:   In terms of the quantum and in terms of land availability, the 40 

evidence of the Crown, it has just taken – I have just taken that 

evidence, I have not considered any need to call any further capacity in 

terms of total quantum because I support additional - - - 
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JUDGE HASSAN:   That was not my question – you may not know the answer 

and just tell me if you don’t, but do you know why Dr Fairgray is not 

here and Mr Blake is? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Because we are relying – the Council is relying on 5 

Dr Fairgray’s evidence, so all the evidence that was given in Stage 1.  

Mr Blake, I requested what I wanted because I read all the evidence 

and I wanted to understand more from the valuation point of view. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So it was your call to have Mr Blake here? 10 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes, yes, and it was just part of trying to understand how, I 

guess, ready these areas are going to be and that is why I requested 

Mr Blake, to better understand these areas.  More so, probably in 

Papanui. 15 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   All right.  Now, you would have read the Stage 1 

decision? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Sorry? 20 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   You would have read the Stage 1 decision, all Stage 1 

decision? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes, yes. 25 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   And in that decision, the findings that we made around the 

fact that the Council has been unduly focused on the matter of need.  

Do you recall that? 

 30 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So if we go to your paragraph 6.1 and I look at (ii), when I 

read your evidence, this is what I understand to be your Section 32 

evaluation section? 35 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   And when you gave answers to Ms Semple before, I took 

your answers defectively, saying look, do not take this issue of need too 40 

far, it is not something you really make a lot of, whereas it is issue 2 in 

your evaluation, so are not those two positions a little bit inconsistent 

that in fact you call it issue 2 of two issues? 

 

MS OLIVER:   No, issue 2 has also arisen from the submissions, particularly 45 

Linwood. 
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JUDGE HASSAN:   Please answer my question, do not try to apologise for it, 

just say, in terms of the theory of your evidence, it is issue 2.  Now 

after you heard from Mr Blake your answer to Ms Semple was 

effectively to say issue 2 does not really matter that much, that is what I 5 

took from it. 

 

MS OLIVER:   I said it has not been - the weighting I have given it, it has not 

been what I considered, just because an area is not going to be, or the 

transition period is not going to be – or it is going to be quite a long 10 

transition period, it has not been the, I suppose, king hit in terms of the 

recommendations.  I understand these are going to have a long 

transition period, but what it has been a matter when looking at 

Linwood that I have given consideration to - - - 

 15 

JUDGE HASSAN:   I will pause you there.  No go back, you say you made the 

call on calling Mr Blake, the theory of his evidence was very much 

about need which is consistent with you calling him, your own 

evidence refers to relying on Mr Blake a number of times, you call it 

issue 2, he has just explained to us in terms of answers, or at least I 20 

took from it, that effectively he is no different in position from the 

positions of Dr Fairgray and Mr Schellekens and what the findings of 

the Panel were in regard to the matter of need. 

 

  [1.05 pm] 25 

 

 Is it not fair to say that up until the time you gave those answers, you 

thought need was actually a reasonably important part of the equation? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes.  It came down to, in terms of my looking at the Section 32 30 

analysis, how effective are these areas going to be, in terms of when 

rezoning, how effective is the rezoning going to be to delivering those 

targets of 2028, that is what I was looking at. 

 

 And if in Papanui, those Papanui South areas, the value of individual 35 

properties, the home improvements I guess on it, have meant that their 

value has been – and that is what is in Mr Blake’s evidence – the value 

is within the dwelling, not so much the land, then I looked at Papanui 

and questioned whether Papanui South as compared with some of the 

other areas, there is more, I guess, likelihood of other areas being 40 

redeveloped than the Papanui South area. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So when you refer to issue 2, (ii) of 6.1, you actually only 

mean Papanui, and only that part of Papanui that you say should not be 

rezoned.  Is that what you are saying now? 45 
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MS OLIVER:   Yes, well when I asked Mr Blake to be involved in the 

analysis, we were looking at all areas, but it became apparent in 

Papanui South that there was - - - 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So have I understood your evidence correctly, please tell 5 

me.  Is your issue 2 specific to Papanui South and only that, or does it 

pertain to the theory of your evidence as a whole? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Papanui and Linwood, yes. 

 10 

JUDGE HASSAN:   But you do understand that the specific finding the Panel 

made based on the evidence we heard from Dr Fairgray and 

Mr Schellekens and now Mr Blake supports, is effectively that there 

will be a very low return on RMD across the city anyway, that there is 

nothing specific to Papanui or Linwood that make them any different in 15 

that respect, you agree with that, that is what the evidence is? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes, broadly, yes. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes, and that the Panel is concerned that the Council is 20 

taking an undue focus on need and in that respect, so is your evidence.  

Is that a fair comment, perhaps with the word undue out, it is just a 

theory of your evidence that you focus on need as one of two issues 

across both Linwood and Papanui? 

 25 

MS OLIVER:   Yes, I recognise there is a community need for additional 

housing and some smaller household units around these key activity 

centres, I fully accept that. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Right.  I want to talk about the issue of amenity before I 30 

finish, and I am just about there and this is a question Mr Winchester 

put to you. 

 

 So if you could go to 14.1.1.2 and we will just have a look at that on 

the screen please.  In re-examination of Ms Schroder Mr Winchester 35 

put to Ms Schroder the relationship between this policy and the Higher 

Order objective in 14.1.1, and just as an obvious starting point under 

the Act, and in terms of Section 32, one looks at policies in terms of 

whether they achieve objectives.  That is the first point, isn’t it? 

 40 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Now, if we look at objective 14.1.1, it refers explicitly to 

objective 3.3.4A and 3.3.7 of the Strategic Objectives, and 

Mr Winchester took Ms Schroder to 3.3.7, so I am going to do the 45 

same. 
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 So we will put that on the screen please.  Just as a matter of the theory 

of designing objectives and policies, one theory for us to perhaps 

consider, depending on scope, is whether or not there should be any 

more explicit recognition to the 3.3.7 dimension in this policy, do you 5 

agree?  Given this policy is trying to achieve that objective? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 

 10 

  [1.10 pm] 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So if you go to 3.3.7(b) and read it for yourself for a 

minute.  Just tell me when you have done that. 

 15 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   And we will put the cursor over the word “identified”, 

what does that word mean? 

 20 

MS OLIVER:   That areas of special character and amenity are identified so 

that a method of doing that would be potentially as a character area. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So identified means identified in the plan, does it not? 

 25 

MS OLIVER:   Yes, I would expect that. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So if one was to consider this objective it is referring to 

the areas that have been identified in those regards by the plan, that is 

right, isn’t it? 30 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Which of the areas in question considered for RMD 

zoning at this stage have been so identified by the plan on the 35 

recommendation of the Council? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Saint James Avenue went through the process, the decision 17 

Saint James Avenue has not - - - 

 40 

JUDGE HASSAN:   The whole of Saint James Avenue or part? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes, it was – I will have to look to, I think it was most of 

Saint James Avenue was notified as a character area but through 

decision 17 it was not carried through so it is no longer a character 45 

area, and there are no other areas. 
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JUDGE HASSAN:   So that is the only area which is identified in terms of 

which this particular objective applies? 

 

MS OLIVER:   That is right. 5 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   And so do you think that that is a gap in what the Council 

has brought to us? 

 

MS OLIVER:   I think in terms of Papanui South this comes back to there were 10 

no – when the plan was notified as background, the only character 

areas that were identified were those within the special amenity areas.  

So the Council, through the district plan review, Papanui South was not 

even notified as a character area and no new areas were - - - 

 15 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So what is your answer?  Is it a gap that should have been 

brought to us? 

 

MS OLIVER:   I think it is a gap, I think in terms of Papanui South it is. 

 20 

JUDGE HASSAN:   And at this stage are you in a position to define that by 

way of identification for the plan on the basis of the expert input you 

have had in preparing your evidence? 

 

MS OLIVER:   In terms of there would have to be a further process in terms of 25 

Papanui South identifying as a character area, it is not within the scope 

of this proposal. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   And Ms Schroder hasn’t give you any advice on that? 

 30 

MS OLIVER:   We have discussed it but there is no scope within this proposal 

to - - - 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So what has she advised you to do in regard, what is her 

opinion, because we didn’t ask her, because it is not in her evidence but 35 

has she got an opinion on this in terms of what should be identified? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes, I guess her evidence infers it because she is 

recommending, given its character values, that it shouldn’t be identified 

medium density. 40 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   But that being something that could be drawn quite 

precisely in a map? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 45 
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JUDGE HASSAN:   Right, thank you. 

 

SJH:   Ms Oliver, you do not have expertise in storm water matters? 

 

MS OLIVER:   No. 5 

 

SJH:   There are number of earlier RMD areas with flood overlays? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 10 

SJH:   Some new, some the old Living 3? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   And Mr Norton conceded he had done no real comparison site by site 15 

between them and Linwood? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Not at that detailed site by site, no. 

 

SJH:   So he was unable to tell us why Linwood was different in any way and 20 

why the rules were therefore not sufficient, would that be a fair 

summation of his answers to questions? 

 

MS OLIVER:   When I heard his answers he stated that when he has done 

closer analysis of these Linwood properties that he had greater concern 25 

for them as compared to other areas. 

 

SJH:   But he had not done the analysis of other areas as I understood his 

answer and I will have to check the transcript? 

 30 

MS OLIVER:   Not the detailed in terms of, yes, not the detailed analysis of 

other areas, no. 

 

SJH:   So he could not say whether they were different or not? 

 35 

MS OLIVER:   No. 

 

SJH:   That is what he said, wasn’t it? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 40 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Just going back to Dr Mitchell’s questions around 

monitoring, I got the impression that you might get something useful in 

the latter part of a 10 year period from the monitoring, if that? 

 45 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 
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SJH:   By which stage we will have almost reached 2028, the target for new 

housing intensification targets et cetera? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 5 

 

SJH:   So as it stands that not going to help us very much at all? 

 

MS OLIVER:   No, I think five years we do – we run our monitoring 

programme every year so within five years you begin to see something, 10 

within 10 years we will have a better idea and – yes. 

 

  [1.15 pm] 

 

SJH:   But the horse can very well be, given that we know about slow uptake 15 

and such like, well and truly bolted? 

 

MS OLIVER:   In terms of? 

 

SJH:   In terms of meeting intensification targets. 20 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes, it is a challenge. 

 

SJH:   You talked about transition I think of a 10 to 20 year period? 

 25 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   What is the purpose of the transition zone? 

 

MS OLIVER:   It is quite a historical zone in Christchurch.  It was meant to, 30 

from my understanding and it has come from two district previous plan 

reviews, it was supposed to be a soft transition between the suburban 

area and the higher density areas. 

 

SJH:   And has that been successful? 35 

 

MS OLIVER:   In my view, no, I think if we did Christchurch again I would 

not actually support a transition zone, I would actually probably 

support a more defined medium density and then suburban zone. 

 40 

SJH:   So given that the transition, if we did zone areas RMD, is going to be 10 

to 20 years there is little point in a transition zone, is there? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 45 

SJH:   You accept that? 
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MS OLIVER:   I accept that to an extent. 

 

SJH:   You talked about in terms of zoning it is more than just the GIS 

referring to the 800 metres? 5 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   But the 800 metres and those criteria are something that you and us must 

give effect to from the higher order documents, isn’t it? 10 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   You also talked about the demographics and social surveys.  It seems to 

me that, not just in this chapter but in many, some of the things we 15 

have been talking about have been exacerbated by earthquakes but are 

not limited to earthquakes, have been around for a while some of these 

issues? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 20 

 

SJH:   And the ones we are talking about, about the density of housing would 

be one of those? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 25 

 

SJH:   Is there any reason why the Council has not carried out such a social 

survey earlier then, that you are aware of?  It may be outside your area 

of expertise. 

 30 

MS OLIVER:   I have had involvement in social impact assessments.  I think in 

terms of housing “we”, councils, do it at quite a high level in terms of 

social impact.  I have yet to read a social impact assessment that really 

worked with the community and the one I am envisaging would take a 

good year and it would involve a lot of – it very much involves a 35 

community at looking at its housing stock in more detail. 

 

 And I have not read one that looks at very much the local community in 

terms of its housing needs.  They are very high level and very much 

based on quantum and numbers and so forth, but I am talking about the 40 

types, the typologies of houses.  It is very much a design based 

assessment of looking at different options for an area and then is that 

going to meet for example, you know, the range of community needs. 

 

SJH:   You answered Judge Hassan accepting, as I understood it, that given the 45 

statistics that were referred to in your attachment H, that there was a 
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greater need in Linwood than the rest of Christchurch for multi-unit 

dwellings?  That was your answer, was it not? 

 

MS OLIVER:   The statistics indicate that - - - 

 5 

SJH:   No, that was your answer, was it not? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   The issue you talk about of needing a social survey and seeing what the 10 

community wants in one sense that is what this process, truncated as it 

is, is meant to be about and its flaws with that truncated nature.  I think 

there seems to be flaws with most processes in this area, why is 

Linwood different from any other RMD or notified RMD area?  As a 

planner not as a social scientist, so do not answer if it is not within your 15 

area of expertise please. 

 

MS OLIVER:   Well, I just have concerns as a planner, I suppose it is a desire 

to do right by this community and talking with the people in this 

community and their great concerns and wanting to just get it right for 20 

Linwood. 

 

  [1.20 pm] 

 

 Because change can be – I think other centres, it will look after itself.  I 25 

think a lot of the other centres do not have the social issues as this 

particular catchment does.  I think it is quite challenging this particular 

centre as well, it has got a unique catchment when you do compare it to 

others.  There is a lot of competition for the spend in this community as 

well, and it does not necessarily go to this centre. 30 

 

 So I just think care needs to be taken.  This is just one area where I 

think the Council needs to continue to do more work on. 

 

SJH:   Well I accept what you say to varying degrees different centres have 35 

different issues.  But you will be aware of the evidence that we have 

heard that the Eastgate Mall in that KAC is in greater need of 

assistance, if I can put it that way, than any other? 

 

MS OLIVER:   I fully support that, and I think it comes down to when you 40 

look at the disposable income of this catchment it is quite significantly 

less than other centres and their catchments. 

 

SJH:   And we have established there is a greater need for multi-unit 

dwellings? 45 
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MS OLIVER:   There is a greater need for comprehensive developments, 

developments that are done well, designed well, yes. 

 

SJH:   And these will be restricted discretionary activity? 

 5 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   Which will allow the Council, because all the other matters of rules will 

be the same for Merivale as they will be for Linwood, won’t they? 

 10 

MS OLIVER:   Yes.  Specific to the zoning, yes. 

 

SJH:   So that is down to the Council and how they apply it to ensure quality, 

isn’t it? 

 15 

MS OLIVER:   Absolutely.  And the developments that come forward. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  I just want to go to particularly the areas of Papanui that 

you referred to as “character areas”.  I think you will be aware that 

there was initially a two-stage approach, Character Area 1 and 20 

Character Area 2? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   Councillors wish to continue with both, but the evidence we have heard 25 

from Council officers supported only Character Area 1. 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   Which was part, not all, of St James Avenue? 30 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   Were you here at the beginning of the hearing today? 

 35 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   So you would have heard me say to Mr Winchester, it would have been 

useful in Residential 1 for us to be told of the war memorial nature of 

some of these streets, which we were not? 40 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   And my recollection, and I will not swear to it, because it is old and 

faulty, is that it was the same in the Character Area hearings? 45 
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MS OLIVER:   Yes, St James - - -  

 

SJH:   So that would have been useful in that hearing as well, wouldn’t it? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes, St James was an area that was address, although - - -  5 

 

SJH:   As a Character Area though? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes, it was. 

 10 

SJH:   In a sense, are not these streets, therefore, similar to Memorial Avenue?  

They are a “war memorial”? 

 

MS OLIVER:   St James, yes. 

 15 

SJH:   And some others, Dormer for example? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   What has the Council done about bringing forward something to the 20 

Panel to enable it to consider to give proper protection to those areas 

for that reason? 

 

MS OLIVER:   So the street trees in St James and Dormer, they are within the 

road reserve and I don’t have in front of me - - -  25 

 

SJH:   What has the Council done to protect those areas as “war memorials” in 

terms of what it has brought to this Panel? 

 

MS OLIVER:   Nothing to date.  It was only through the St James as a 30 

Character Area. 

 

SJH:   Do you think that would have been helpful to the residents, to the city 

and to the Panel? 

 35 

MS OLIVER:   Yes, it is certainly an option. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Anything arising, Ms Semple? 

 

MS SEMPLE:   No, thank you, sir. 40 

 

SJH:   Anything arising or re-examination, Mr Winchester? 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   No, thank you, sir. 

 45 

SJH:   Thank you, Ms Oliver, you may stand down. 
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<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [1.24 pm] 

 

SJH:   We will take the luncheon adjournment.  We will start again at 2.15. 

 5 

ADJOURNED [1.24 pm] 

 

RESUMED [2.19 pm] 

 

SJH:   Yes, thank you. 10 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Yes, thank you, sir.  Mr Osborne is the first witness for 

Housing New Zealand. 
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<PHILIP MARK OSBORNE, sworn [2.19 pm] 



 Page 87 

  

Additional Proposal: Residential Medium Density Zone Commenced 04.07.16 

<EXAMINATION BY MS SEMPLE [2.19 pm] 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Can I have you confirm that your full name is Philip Mark 

Osborne? 

 5 

MR OSBORNE:   It is. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   That you prepared a statement of evidence dated 16 June 

2016? 

 10 

MR OSBORNE:   That is correct. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Do you have any amendments or changes to make to that 

evidence? 

 15 

MR OSBORNE:   I do not. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   On that basis, can you confirm that the evidence is true and 

correct to the best of your belief? 

 20 

MR OSBORNE:   It is. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Now I understand that you have prepared a short highlights 

package. 

 25 

MR OSBORNE:   Yes. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   I will ask you to run through that and then answer any 

questions my friend or the Panel may have. 

 30 

  [2.20 pm] 

 

MR OSBORNE:   Thank you. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Thank you. 35 

 

MR OSBORNE:   I have been asked to address the level of provision of 

residential housing within the PRDP in the release sought by 

Housing New Zealand in relation to the RMD.  The primary issue 

addressed within my evidence is the potential market outcome of 40 

residential policies and rules and whether these meet the higher order 

objectives of the Plan in providing sufficient residential capacity. 

 

 Additionally, the potential for efficiency gains are discussed in terms of 

appropriate locations for intensified residential capacity.  The RMD 45 

represents an opportunity for Christchurch to provide sufficient enabled 
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capacity to the market to meet future residential demand in an efficient 

and effective manner and at a level that provides both resident and 

development choice at a viable level. 

 

 This viable capacity also assists in issues such as affordable and social 5 

housing.  Housing New Zealand’s ability to contribute to meeting the 

needs of the Christchurch community in terms of housing supply and 

affordable housing is influenced by the extent of the RMD zone as well 

as the lower height limit overlay around Papanui, Linwood and 

Hornby. 10 

 

 There is currently sufficient reason for concern.  Overall, the ability for 

the Plan to provide sufficient residential development capacity that is 

viable for the market.  A key consideration in identifying the shortfall 

is the likely location of intensified residential developments.  The 15 

economic evidence presented for Council by Dr Fairgray in his 

11 March 2015 evidence-in-chief based sufficient capacity on several 

factors including accommodating 57 to 70 percent of targeted 

intensification for greater Christchurch within Christchurch City. 

 20 

 Given the current market distribution of intensified residential product 

and the expected market acceptance of this product in the future 

Mr Schellekens for the Crown suggested a 90 percent rate was more 

appropriate.  Having agreed with the position, having myself agreed 

with the position held by Mr Schellekens as well as the potential double 25 

counting within Dr Fairgray’s evidence it is my position that it is highly 

likely that current Council zonings will result in a shortage of 

residential capacity. 

 

 Additionally, it is important for the efficient and effective operation of 30 

the residential market that the feasible capacity be significantly more 

than the forecast demand. 

 

 An important consideration relating to the location of residential 

capacity is the associated economic efficiencies.  Economic benefits 35 

such as accessibility to employment, transport and other forms of 

infrastructure play a significant role in regulating the cost of living.  It 

is, therefore, important that residential capacity is located in areas that 

facilitate such benefits as do the identified KACs. 

 40 

 The proposal for an extension to Papanui, Linwood and Hornby RMD 

zoning including the additional Housing New Zealand areas allows for 

higher density residential development potential closer to areas with the 

highest level of amenity, services and infrastructure centres rather than 

suburban environments around the city. 45 
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 Additionally, the increased population around centres, improved centre 

viability, vibrancy, offer and quality as well as improving local 

employment opportunities.  It is important to recognise the key role that 

intensive population plays in the agglomeration of centres and the 

support that it plays in terms of those centres’ commercial viability. 5 

 

 A further issue of concern is the ability for the Plan to meet long term 

residential demand requirements.  Limiting intensified residential 

development in appropriate and efficient locations has the potential to 

undermine the ability for intensification in the future.  Low density 10 

development around centres has the potential to increase 

improvements, improvement values, thereby reducing long term 

development viability still further. 

 

 That is to say that by allowing some development in an area it has the 15 

potential to take away opportunities for denser developments later on.  

This coupled with the real potential for an overall shortfall of viable 

capacity is likely to put increasing pressure on greenfield locations for 

residential development. This is likely to have significant infrastructure 

implications for Christchurch city potentially increasing the cost of 20 

living and reducing economic efficiency. 

 

  [2.25 pm] 

 

 Housing New Zealand plays an important role in the Christchurch 25 

residential market. The relief sought in extending the RMD zone 

around Papanui, Linwood and Hornby is likely not only to result in 

increased residential capacity within the urban area of Christchurch 

City but also additional provision for affordable housing within a 

market in the midst of recovery. 30 

 

 The evidence presented for Council by Mr William Blake outlines 

some of the very real issues that relate to enabled versus viable capacity 

within the market.  While I agree with the commercial factors outlined 

by Mr Blake regarding the development potential I disagree that zoning 35 

does not play a fundamental role in this viability. 

 

 Zoning essentially changes the value of activity that can occur in a 

given location thereby changing the value of the land itself and having 

listened to Mr Blake this morning I would agree that part of that, the 40 

relationship between the zoning and the demand is important, however 

there is, in the market, there is more than simply a recognised demand.  

There is also a speculative or an expected rise in price.  We see a lot of 

land banking and things like that where the value of land has been 

pushed up in anticipation of growth rather than the current demand 45 

being actually in the market itself. 
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 A further potential impact on the level of viable residential 

development around the identified KACs is the proposed lower height 

limited overlay.  This overlay essentially restricts the height limit 

within the zone to eight metres as opposed to 11.  This, in itself, is not 5 

only likely to have an impact on the type of dwellings developed within 

this overlay but will also impact upon the viability of these 

developments and ultimately residential capacity itself. 

 

 This potential impact on viability is likely to amplify the impacts of the 10 

overlay beyond the loss of the development space itself and render 

some marginal developments unviable.  An additional issue with that is 

the long term capacity for an area.  As you build to eight metres and 

take up some of the value and as Mr Blake has rightly pointed out,  that 

it increases the improvement value or the building value on a piece of 15 

land, it is less likely to be developed later on when potentially there is 

an increase to the 11 metre height.  So, you take away some of that 

future viable development. 

 

 It is my position that the potential costs of this overlay have not been 20 

adequately considered by Council in proposing this height overlay.  It 

is my economic opinion that the provision of greater capacity, the 

RMD and the removal of the lower height limit overlay as sought by 

Housing New Zealand in Papanui, Linwood and Hornby represents an 

appropriate means by which to meet the objectives of the Plan. 25 

 

 Due to the potential inability for the market to supply sufficient 

capacity and diversity under the current Plan provisions the 

inappropriate allocation of this overlay and controls to Housing New 

Zealand properties, the provision of greater residential diversity and 30 

density around caps provides increased certainty regarding the long 

term urban form outcome, provides greater confidence and certainty 

within the market regarding the effectiveness of intensification.  It 

reduces the potential for pressure to develop additional greenfield sites 

and it increases the provision of a diverse range of housing options 35 

including social and affordable housing. 

 

 It is my expert opinion that the relief sought by Housing New Zealand 

will better achieve the objectives of intensified and appropriate 

residential development. 40 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Winchester. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you, sir.  Afternoon, Mr Osborne. 

 45 

MR OSBORNE:   Afternoon. 
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<CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MR WINCHESTER [2.29 pm] 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Now, your evidence is dated 16 June this year.  Can you 

recall how long you had to prepare this evidence, how were you given? 5 

 

MR OSBORNE:   I would have worked on this for at least a week and I 

probably had two weeks to prepare for it. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you, so from that answer do we take it you did 10 

not have time to do your own independent analysis or run any models 

in relation to housing capacity issues? 

 

MR OSBORNE:   No, it was not part of my scope to run those models but to 

look at other peoples. 15 

 

  [2.30 pm] 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Right, and in that respect, your statement could be 

described as a qualitative analysis, is that a fair description do you 20 

think? 

 

MR OSBORNE:   Yes. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you.  You made reference to Mr Schellekens and 25 

Dr Fairgray’s evidence in your summary and also in your written 

statement from decision 1, you have read decision 1, haven’t you? 

 

MS OSBORNE:   I have, yes. 

 30 

MR WINCHESTER:   Yes, and it seems from your evidence and what you 

have said today, that notwithstanding what the Panel concluded about 

the differences between those two experts, your expert view tends to 

fall closer to Mr Schellekens, is that correct? 

 35 

MR OSBORNE:   It does, yes. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Because you know that in the decision of the Panel in 

Stage 1, in describing the Council’s evidence and Dr Fairgray’s 

evidence at paragraph 99 the Panel remarked, “We do not consider it 40 

fair to characterise the extent of RMD zoning in the notified versions as 

just enough.” 

 

 So the Panel concluded that it was unfair to describe it as ‘just enough’, 

and yet you are saying you think there is a shortfall? 45 
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MR OSBORNE:   That is correct.  I believe the two assessments are not 

necessarily between just what is required to satisfy demand and what 

the enabled, or viable sorry, capacity is, but in order for the market to 

work efficiently, there needs to be more than just the demand as I think 

was outlined in my evidence-in-chief from previous evidence. 5 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you.  Can I ask you to take a look at 5.10 of your 

evidence and you talk there about Mr Schellekens’ evidence and you 

obviously rely on that, and say “the current level of zoning will 

struggle to meet future development requirements.” 10 

 

 Do I take it that you are applying your economic hat there in talking 

about additional capacity? 

 

MR OSBORNE:   Mr Schellekens’ evidence identified an actual shortfall and 15 

notwithstanding some to and fro between the two experts, I think he 

identified some potential holes with Dr Fairgray’s calculations that 

would lead me to believe that there is an actual shortfall as well. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   I see, and so later in this paragraph where you say it is 20 

your position that the feasible capacity enabled by Stage 1 is unlikely to 

meet the objectives of intensification, that is based on Mr Schellekens’ 

evidence, because you have not done your own independent analysis? 

 

MR OSBORNE:   That is correct, yes. 25 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you.  Paragraph 6.4 and you talk about the 

assistance that additional population around key activity centres can 

have in terms of well-functioning centres. 

 30 

 At paragraph 6.4 you say, “Many centres across the Christchurch 

network are struggling to perform their role and function successfully 

in the market.” 

 

 My recollection of the evidence for the Council during the commercial 35 

industrial Hearings, is that the only centre that is struggling to perform 

its role and function post the earthquakes, is Eastgate. 

 

 Is that correct? 

 40 

MR OSBORNE:   It is one of the KACS that is struggling currently. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Yes, and indeed, the evidence was that most centres, 

most of the big key activity centres post the earthquakes have actually 

prospered, haven’t they?  45 
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MR OSBORNE:   Aside from obviously the CBD. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Yes, and so why then are the centres struggling to 

perform their role and function? 

 5 

MR OSBORNE:   I was not necessarily in that case talking just about key 

activity centres, I was talking about all centres including the CBD 

obviously. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   I see, all right.  And so do I take it then at paragraph 6.5, 10 

that reference there to the relevance of many typically older centres in 

Christchurch, refers to some of the smaller centres, neighbourhood 

centres and the like? 

 

MR OSBORNE:   Along with Eastgate. 15 

 

  [2.35 pm] 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you.  And are the Papanui and Hornby centres 

struggling at all? 20 

 

MR OSBORNE:   No, I believe there has been growth in both those centres 

and recent development in both those centres. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you.  Can I ask you now to turn to 6.9 of your 25 

evidence and you are talking about economic risk associated with 

enabling the greater provision of RMD around those centres.  So you 

are talking about the identified centres that are identified in this 

particular Proposal? 

 30 

MR OSBORNE:   Yes, I am talking about those and I mean, generally there is 

an economic risk as well with other (INDISTINCT 0.52). 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   I see.  At paragraph 6.10, you talk about there being a 

significantly better economic outcome for the Council and developers 35 

and the centres themselves than the current level of provision as 

notified in Stage 1, but if you look at your last sentence of 6.9 which 

talks about the RMD viability numbers are so low on a proportional 

and nominal basis, how do you get to the conclusion that what is asked 

for by Housing New Zealand will in fact get a significantly better 40 

economic outcome than the Council’s position? 

 

MR OSBORNE:   What we are talking about is where, I think, something that 

has been identified by most witnesses is there is a lot of viability for 

medium density development and so even an increase in the actual 45 

viable developments itself is likely to be significant, because even 



 Page 94 

  

Additional Proposal: Residential Medium Density Zone Commenced 04.07.16 

though the percentages are small, because you are increasing off a very 

small base. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   I am trying to get a sense of the actual numbers.  In 

terms of this viability issue, what does it take to drive a significantly 5 

better outcome, and have you actually analysed what the risk is in 

numerical terms? 

 

MR OSBORNE:   The risk is a planning risk more than even an economic one 

in terms of the ability to open up more medium density land obviously 10 

increases the propensity for the development to occur further from the 

centre if that is in fact where the new land is being proposed. 

 

 In terms of the quantification of new development, I do not think that 

has actually been undertaken in terms of that assessment, so on one 15 

side it is difficult to quantify what the actual impacts are from a 

planning point of view of having a development that is slightly further 

from the centre as opposed to not being able to meet intensification 

targets and they do not have intensification at all. 

 20 

 Generally what happens as you increase the amount of enablement 

capacity, the proportion of viable capacity increases. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you.  And in terms of the basis for some of your 

opinions, for example, 7.3, where you talk about the likely market 25 

response to retaining lower density zonings in the areas, is that 

development will adhere to these lower densities. 

 

 What is the basis for that opinion, is there a study that you refer to, is 

there some data that you rely upon? 30 

 

MR OSBORNE:   Generally in an area that has provisions for only low, or 

lower density residential development, obviously there is a 

transactional cost in getting greater development in that area, 

propensity for that area is to have lower development, that is the 35 

purpose essentially of the zone. 

 

 So the likely result from the market is to have lower densities. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   All right.  You made reference to Mr Blake’s evidence 40 

and you have also made reference to the (INDISTINCT 4.40) capacity 

work that has been done with the proposed Auckland Unitary Plan, so 

you accept that the degree of reality testing is appropriate instead of 

just zoning? 

 45 

MR OSBORNE:   Absolutely. 
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MR WINCHESTER:   So it is not necessarily a case of simply zoning and that 

will provide the solution, is it? 

 

MR OSBOURNE:   It is a matter of understanding what that is likely to 5 

provide to the market.  Not only in the short-term but over the long 

term and the impacts that it will have on long-term capacity. 

 

  [2.40 pm] 

 10 

MR WINCHESTER:   And have you done any analysis of constraints in the 

identified RMD areas in Christchurch? 

 

MR OSBOURNE:   I have not, no. 

 15 

MR WINCHESTER:   So in terms of what Mr Blake has identified in his 

evidence, you think his assessment is fair in terms of some of those 

market constraints and other constraints? 

 

MR OSBOURNE:   Some of those market constraints, absolutely, yes. 20 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you.  Now you have read some of the evidence 

from the residents for this proposal, have you? 

 

MR OSBOURNE:   I have not, no. 25 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   So you have not read the evidence about concerns about 

impacts on amenity through greater density and increased height of 

residential medium density development? 

 30 

MR OSBOURNE:   I have not read the evidence of the residents, no. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Are you aware of those concerns being expressed? 

 

MR OSBOURNE:   I am aware of its concerns being expressed in any area that 35 

has an increase in density. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Yes.  And in terms of those issues, concerns about 

amenity, is that a factor that goes into a section 32 analysis? 

 40 

MR OSBOURNE:   Not from an economic point of view.  It is a planning issue 

and that is regulated by the plan itself in terms of the quality of the 

development that goes in.  Essentially, the economic assessment is 

around whether these are appropriate locations in terms of their 

economic efficiency, in terms of their connection with transportation 45 

with centres and retail and commercial activity. 
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MR WINCHESTER:   But you in your evidence have referred to reduced 

amenity as part of the section 32 consideration in 10.11. 

 

MR OSBOURNE:   Yes. 5 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   And so from an economic perspective, what is the 

economic cost to reduced amenity?  Does it have an economic cost? 

 

MR OSBOURNE:   Absolutely. 10 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Yes. 

 

MR OSBOURNE:   I think amenity has been talked about in my evidence with 

relation to those centres and the amenity that those centres actually 15 

afford the community. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Yes.  And are you aware of a conclusion in the Panel’s 

Stage 1 Decision that talks particularly around sporadic RMD 

development that would be pepper-potted with intensification 20 

development to the detriment of residential amenity values.  Do you 

think that is a possible outcome? 

 

MR OSBOURNE:   It is the costs that I have identified in my evidence where I 

have talked about the fact that you can have the residential 25 

development further from the centre occurring so it actually does get 

pepper-potted, as your word, but it is within a confined area and with 

an area that obviously meets the criteria of an RMD area. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Yes, and where in your evidence has the cost of that 30 

type of development been assessed?  That type of outcome being 

assessed? 

 

MR OSBOURNE:   I identified that as a potential risk but the quantification of 

pepper-potting is extremely difficult because it depends on the viable 35 

development opportunities in each one of those areas, and as I say I 

have not developed my own viable model to look at that. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   I see.  But you accept that it is a relevant issue in terms 

of section 32? 40 

 

MR OSBOURNE:   Yes. 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   Yes.  Thank you, Mr Osbourne.  Thank you, sir. 

 45 

SJH:   Thank you.  Dr Mitchell? 
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DR MITCHELL:   Thank you, sir.  Good afternoon, Mr Osbourne.  I just have 

one question.  Mr Blake in his paragraphs 4.9 through 4.11 give the 

example of residential property in Hornby saying it has got a $450,000 

nominal value, $25,000 to move the house off, 600 square metres of 5 

land meaning that the effective cost of development of the land is $792 

per square metre, if you just accept that those numbers are correct. 

 

 He then says that is the equivalent land cost of land in Fendalton or 

places like that and as a consequence his conclusion on that is therefore 10 

the highest and best use of the land in Hornby would remain – would 

be remaining as a single family home.  Do you have any comment on 

that? 

 

MR OSBOURNE:   I disagree with that.  The highest and best use for the piece 15 

of land, if you were to rezone that medium density as we have talked 

about and I believe that Mr Blake agreed, if there is demand for that 

type of product then the value of that land will go up, and in terms of 

the value of the land going up, that would reflect the fact that the use 

that is now on it is in fact higher and better for that piece of land.  So 20 

the fact that an activity drives land values is exactly what we are 

talking about in terms of that, and the better the activity, typically, as 

long as it is appropriate, it drives those values up and it reflects to have 

better use. 

 25 

DR MITCHELL:   Thank you.  Thank you, sir. 

 

  [2.45 pm] 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Dawson? 30 

 

MS DAWSON:   Mr Osbourne, with the Linwood KAC or Eastgate, it is a 

relatively confined KAC compared with some of the other bigger ones 

we have been looking at, and we have had evidence around the 

socioeconomic profile of that area and as in all areas the low 35 

percentage of uptake of more intensive development around about it, 

but if that wider area was zoned RMD, and at some level of realistic 

uptake of more intensive development, in that community and for that 

centre, to what extent would that actually make a difference to the 

economic viability or the economic strength of Linwood KAC? 40 

 

MR OSBOURNE:   I think that is a very good question, because it is quite a 

unique centre in the way that it retains spend especially and I think that 

has been talked about earlier this morning, that there is a considerable 

amount of leakage from that and that in itself is a reflection of the 45 

quality of the offer that is there. 
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 That quality of offer is driven essentially by demand.  It is a vicious 

cycle as it were.  Low demand, low quality, and therefore people do 

choose to shop elsewhere.  The propensity for that to actually improve 

is driven in part not only by decisions that the retailers in the 5 

commercial space make in terms of improving that quality, but by the 

amount of dollars that go into that centre. 

 

 And even if you are capturing a small amount from a larger pool, you 

are more likely to get those fundamental shifts.  So if you have more 10 

population around that area, and even if the same small proportion of 

that increase is spending there, you are likely to get the quality shift 

that will in fact entice other people back in, which is what Eastgate 

essentially needs. 

 15 

 It needs the retention of that spend; it needs the retention of the 

employment to actually fulfil its role in the community. 

 

MS DAWSON:   Well until something like that happens and it goes over some 

threshold, if you could say that, that would promote additional amenity, 20 

additional quality, additional facilities, then is it likely to stay like it is? 

 

MR OSBOURNE:   Without significant public investment, it is, yes. 

 

MS DAWSON:   All right.  So just one other question, in your section 7 you 25 

have talked about sort of I suppose the economic consequences of not 

allowing full development to RMD and you have been quite strong in 

some varied places about it having significant implications for the city. 

 

 When you have looked at the economic cost of not going to the full 30 

area and ability, your sort of development capacity of RMD, have you 

compared that against the full capacity under an RSDT or sort of the 

next best zone down as opposed to just staying as suburban density like 

it is at the moment?  

 35 

MR OSBOURNE:   I have not looked at the comparison between the two but I 

probably could make comment on the fact that some of the things that 

are hoping to occur are the agglomeration of sites and so forth in order 

to make medium density actually viable in this.  And I believe under 

the transitory zone those sorts of heights were not facilitated or 40 

provided for, and so the restriction of those heights are likely to go 

beyond simply just the capacity difference between the two zones, but 

in fact impact on the viability of development itself and impacting on 

the viability of development itself, it is likely that a proportion of that 

zoning will not actually occur or is less likely to occur. 45 
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 I mean we have heard already that the chances of medium density are 

quite small in terms of their percentage, but that would reduce still 

further for the transitory zone because a lot of those properties would 

not be viable without the height. 

 5 

MS DAWSON:   And was that similar to the answer I think you gave to 

Mr Winchester so I think I wrote it down.  You were answering there in 

relation to the height restriction was similarly that it would limit both 

the capacity but also tipping over to a more viability of the 

redevelopment. 10 

 

  [2.50 pm] 

 

MR OSBORNE:   Absolutely, yes. 

 15 

MS DAWSON:   Yes, right thank you, that is all thank you. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. Ms Huria? 

 

MS HURIA:   No, thank you, sir. 20 

 

SJH:   Judge? 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   No, thank you, sir. 

 25 

SJH:   Just following on from that, Mr Osborne, if there was a lower height 

limit on smaller sites and the higher site – a higher limit on larger sites, 

where everyone of the expert seems to agree leads to a better planning 

and urban design outcome, would that incentivise the agglomeration of 

larger sites which is in Residential 1 the evidence is clear it’s 30 

something to be aimed for? 

 

MR OSBORNE:   It would definitely be an incentive. Whether the market 

reacted strongly to that is difficult to say, it will depend on, really 

depends on the difficulty of the glomeration of sites more than 35 

anything, but it definitely is an incentive that extra height is a bonus 

basically for agglomerating those sites is definitely an incentive and is 

likely produce marginally more of them. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. Anything arising Mr Winchester? 40 

 

MR WINCHESTER:   No, thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Anything arising or re-examination? 

 45 

MS SEMPLE:   No. 
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SJH:   Thank you, Mr Osborne you may stand down. 

 

MR OSBORNE:   Thank you. 

 5 

<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [2.51 pm] 

 

SJH:   Yes, Ms Semple. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Thank you, Ms Rennie. 10 
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<JANE MARIE RENNIE, affirmed [2.51 pm] 
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<EXAMINATION BY MS SEMPLE [2.51 pm] 

 

MS SEMPLE:   I just have you confirm that your full name is Jane Marie 

Rennie? 

 5 

MS RENNIE:   Yes, it is. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   That you have prepared a statement of evidence dated 16 June 

2016? 

 10 

MS RENNIE:   Yes. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Your qualifications and expertise are as set out in paragraphs 

1.2-1.3 of that evidence? 

 15 

MS RENNIE:   Yes. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Do you have any corrections or amendments to make to that 

evidence? 

 20 

MS RENNIE:   No I do not. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   And with that in mind, could you confirm that the contents of 

that evidence is true and correct to the best of your belief? 

 25 

MS RENNIE:   Yes. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Thank you. Now I understand that you have prepared a short 

highlights package which I will ask you to run through and then if you 

would answer any questions from my friend of the Panel. 30 

 

MS RENNIE:   Thank you. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Thank you.  

 35 

SIRI:   Your wish is my command. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Oh goodness, thank you, Siri, I apologise for that. 

 

SJH:   You may think so but it does not work like that at all, Ms Semple. 40 

 

MS SEMPLE:   I assure you the sound is turned off. 

 

SJH:   Go ahead Ms Rennie. 

 45 



 Page 103 

  

Additional Proposal: Residential Medium Density Zone Commenced 04.07.16 

MS RENNIE:   Thank you. My evidence primarily relates to the urban design 

issues of the notified and additional RMD zoned areas in Hornby 

northwest and Linwood east and south, with a specific focus on the 

areas in which the Housing New Zealand stock is located. In the 

context of the above, my evidence also addresses the urban design 5 

issues associated with the lower height limit overlay. 

 

 Housing New Zealand seeks through their submission to enable the 

efficient and effective delivery of social housing in Christchurch, in 

that sufficient capacity allows for a range of housing choices and 10 

increased density of development and the ability to integrate their 

developments into the community. 

 

 To ensure that intensification occurs in such a way that avoids adverse 

amenity effects and contributes to the amenity values intended for areas 15 

of intensification in the future, requires development of an appropriate 

urban design framework, this includes the right zones, in the right 

locations and the right levels of planning controls and design discretion 

for site specific responses, this includes the ability to negotiate change 

to a design, imposed conditions and ultimately decline an application if 20 

it will achieve a poor quality urban design outcome. 

 

 The proposed RMD zone has been established to support the concept of 

a built form transition from commercial scale of development within 

the KACs through to medium and then lower density development, 25 

furthest away from the centre. The RMD zone is also intended to 

support intensification by allowing flexibility to deliver a range of 

different housing typologies. 

 

 It is important to note that comprehensive development is not required 30 

in the zone and is not the only way to meet housing demand. The 

implications of not intensifying within existing, accessible locations is 

urban sprawl. 

 

  [2.55 pm] 35 

 

 In my evidence-in-chief I outline that there is a broad agreement 

between Housing New Zealand and the Council in relation to rezoning 

Hornby northwest for RMD, I support the view that RMD is 

appropriate at Hornby Northwest. 40 

 

 In relation to Linwood East and South, I consider that the opportunity 

for residential intensification within walking distance of a commercial 

centre, and that is also within three kilometres of the central city, and a 

range of public transport options cannot be underestimated, particularly 45 
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in the context of the strategic directions chapter and higher order 

policies. 

 

 I note that the character assessment prepared by the Council outlines 

that both Linwood East and South are appropriate for rezoning, as they 5 

do not contain particular or unique character features, have low 

standards of street amenity and have the ability to absorb change.  

 

 In terms of additional properties requested by Housing New Zealand on 

Mackworth Street, I consider that these are consistent with those lots 10 

that have been included in the notified RMD proposal and the 

properties do not possess any specific characteristics or qualities that 

would warrant their exclusion from the RMD zone. 

 

 I acknowledge that the new planning regime and subsequent changes in 15 

the zoning will transform these areas over a period of time, this will 

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

development and subsequently the number of people living within the 

areas, this is inevitable within our city’s constantly changing and 

needing to respond to a range of urban issues.  20 

 

 This may result in some change to amenity values but this needs to be 

balanced against a range of considerations. I also note that given the 

character and amenity of both Linwood and Hornby, intensification can 

bring about a range of improvements. 25 

 

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

zone is appropriate, in addressing both the existing neighbourhood 

character and amenity values in the context of anticipated 

intensification and in delivering the quality of development anticipated 30 

in these areas. 

 

 I note that three or more residential units, along with units on smaller 

sites are restricted to discretionary activity. Residential design 

principles address a broad range of urban design consideration.  35 

Importantly there is the opportunity to decline or to seek changes to an 

application that does not achieve the anticipated outcomes of the zone. 

 

 Ms Schroder in rebuttal outlines that the quality of the public open 

street or streetscape environment, should be a determining factor in 40 

what areas are zoned RMD, and that smaller or narrow sites can result 

in poor amenity outcomes and outlines a number of examples. 

 

 The quality of the streetscape environment across the city varies in 

relation to different zones and neighbourhoods. I do not consider that 45 

this should be a determining factor in whether an area is zoned RMD.  
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 In addition, this approach of picking some streets over others 

undermines the importance of achieving intensification and highly 

accessible locations and which promotes a legible urban form. 

Intensification can improve the amenity of a neighbourhood and the 5 

proposed RMD rules require all developers to address a number of 

streetscape related requirements, for example built form and 

appearance, relationship with the street, setbacks and planting. 

 

 In terms of poor amenity outcomes, I emphasise the importance of the 10 

relationship a development has with its neighbours and the street.  I 

note that there have been a number of lessons learn through the L3/L4 

plan change process and previous poor quality urban design outcomes 

would not be possible under the RMD rule provisions.  This includes a 

number of the poor quality sausage block scenarios on narrow lots that 15 

Ms Schroder outlines in her rebuttal. 

 

 I agree that the amalgamation of sites may lead to more creative 

solutions and inability to better internalise effects that may lead to 

better outcomes. However, smaller sites can achieve good urban and 20 

amenity outcomes and assist in providing for housing choice and 

affordability issues. 

 

 I consider from an urban design perspective that there are several 

matters in favour of the change to RMD zoning at Linwood East and 25 

South, noting that the areas both meet the locational criteria. 

 

  [3.00 pm] 

 

 Finally, in terms of the lower height limit overlay I consider that an 30 

eight metre limit would restrict the potential to deliver a range of 

housing typologies and sizes in the RMD zone.   

 

 The intent of the RMD zone is to provide for medium density housing 

and the inability to provide three storey development limits typologies 35 

that are possible and the anticipated uplift that is expected.  A subtle 

step up in height between the zones is intended. 

 

 There may be some instances where take up is slow within the RMD 

and where an area is dominated by single storey housing this will 40 

initially create some variance in the scale of development within the 

neighbourhood.  This is to be anticipated and would be no different 

than if the 11 metre height limit was only applied to sites over 1,500 

square metres has recommended by the Council. 

 45 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Scott? 
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<CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MS SCOTT [3.01 pm] 

 

MS SCOTT:   Thank you, good afternoon, Ms Rennie.  I just want to start by 

understanding the scope of your evidence.  You clarify that you have in 5 

preparing this evidence been on site visits to Hornby and Linwood but 

specifically not Papanui, am I correct that your evidence doesn’t relate 

to the Papanui RMD areas at all? 

 

MS RENNIE:   I haven’t specifically been looking at Papanui. 10 

 

MS SCOTT:   Thank you.  And in your highlights package you clarified that 

your evidence addresses Hornby North-West and Linwood East and 

South, so is that what your evidence covers in terms of those two areas? 

 15 

MS RENNIE:   That is correct. 

 

MS SCOTT:   Thank you.  I want to first turn to policy 14.1.1.2 which sets out 

the criteria and I also refer you to paragraph 6.5 of your evidence.  You 

state there that you agree with Mr Teesdale that the purpose of the 20 

locational criteria is to ensure that medium density development can 

access public transport, is within walking distance of a KAC or larger 

suburban centre and is in close proximity to existing parks or open 

space.  So that is your view on the criteria which has subsequently been 

included in subclause (a) of the policy? 25 

 

MS RENNIE:   That is correct. 

 

MS SCOTT:   My understanding of Mr Teesdale’s evidence is that the policy 

criteria isn’t all that is relevant to whether land should be zoned RMD, 30 

in fact it is just the starting point of identifying what criteria must be 

met, do you agree with me on that? 

 

MS RENNIE:   I am not familiar with which provisions you are referring to. 

 35 

MS SCOTT:   In terms of the policy - - - 

 

MS RENNIE:   In Mr Teesdale’s evidence. 

 

MS SCOTT:   It is the part that you have stated that you are in agreement with.  40 

So you are in agreement with Mr Teesdale’s understanding of the 

purpose of the locational criteria, you set that out at paragraph 6.5. 

 

MS RENNIE:   Yes. 

 45 
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MS SCOTT:   Yes, and my understanding of Mr Teesdale’s understanding of 

the purpose is that the locational criteria is about essentially a tick box 

exercise in working out where RMD can be located, that is the starting 

point? 

 5 

SJH:   Well, you had better bring the evidence up, you are saying “your 

understanding of it”, it is the evidence itself that matters.  Have you 

alerted the Secretariat that we need this? 

 

MS SCOTT:   No, sir.  If I can turn you, Ms Rennie, to the policy 14.1.1.2.  So 10 

subclause (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? 

 15 

MS RENNIE:   Yes. 

 

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

that meets that criteria? 

 20 

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. 

 

MS SCOTT:   So do you agree with me that policy 14.1.1.2(a) is not the only 25 

relevant consideration that the Council must take into account when 

rezoning land to RMD? 

 

  [3.05 pm] 

 30 

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 35 

elsewhere in chapter 14, do you agree with that? 

 

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

 

MS SCOTT:   That are relevant in deciding whether an RMD zoning is more 40 

appropriate? 

 

MS RENNIE:   This policy is the one that seems more directed to determining 

what is zoned medium density residential.   

 45 
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MS SCOTT:   Yes, and in your evidence you have accepted that there are 

instances where land that fits the criteria in that policy is not 

appropriately zoned RMD, and I refer you to paragraph 3.2(c) of your 

evidence. 

 5 

 Am I right there that you have recognised that land achieves all of the 

criteria but is not appropriately zoned RMD because it creates an island 

of RMD on the wrong side of the Residential Suburban Density 

Transition zone and within the Residential Suburban zone? 

 10 

MS RENNIE:   The issue there is that the land that has been allocated to RSDT 

is in closer proximity to the KAC than the RMD but actually both meet 

the locational requirements. 

 

MS SCOTT:   Yes. 15 

 

MS RENNIE:   So it is not a logical, in terms of the setup of the zones it is not 

logical, it is not a logical transition.   

 

MS SCOTT:   And it wouldn’t be a logical urban form outcome, would it? 20 

 

MS RENNIE:   It is not the ideal scenario, no. 

 

MS SCOTT:   So you are open to not rezoning all land that fits the 

policy 14.1.1.2 criteria if there are other reasons not to rezone? 25 

 

MS RENNIE:   No, I am not saying that.  That conferencing was an 

acknowledgement that that wasn’t a logical outcome and we were not 

privy to the discussions as to why that was the outcome and the parties 

involved agreed it was not logical and it is not an ideal scenario. 30 

 

MS SCOTT:   Yes, so you are accepting there that the policy criteria isn’t the 

end of the story in terms of deciding if RMD is most appropriate? 

 

MS RENNIE:   That implies that the locational criteria can also apply to the 35 

RSDT. 

 

MS SCOTT:   Okay, I won’t take that any further, sir.  In terms of your role as 

an urban designer, a key part of that role is considering the likes of 

amenity and character interfaces between different types of 40 

development, is that right? 

 

MS RENNIE:   Yes, that is a consideration. 

 

MS SCOTT:   And would you agree that the quality of public space is an 45 

important aspect of ensuring successful intensification? 
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MS RENNIE:   It is a consideration. 

 

MS SCOTT:   And do you – sorry. 

 5 

MS RENNIE:   But it is not something that a private landowner or developer is 

in control of.  It is not directly related to planning controls.  It is the 

public realm and therefore in the control of the Council. 

 

MS SCOTT:   Yes, but taking you back to the question, is it an important 10 

aspect of ensuring successful intensification?  And I may add there in 

terms of good - - - 

 

  [3.10 pm] 

 15 

MS RENNIE:   No. 

 

MS SCOTT:   No? 

 

MS RENNIE:   You can have successful intensification without any kinds of 20 

improvements and that is evident throughout the city. 

 

MS SCOTT:   Okay, just turn to the height limits, Ms Rennie.  Paragraph 5.9 of 

your evidence, your key reason there against an eight metre height limit 

is that it would undermine the ability of the RMD areas to meet the 25 

demand for capacity by limiting the height of buildings, do you see 

that? 

 

MS RENNIE:   Yes. 

 30 

MS SCOTT:   As an urban designer, is that your role to simply be concerned 

about meeting demand for capacity? 

 

MS RENNIE:   Capacity is an important consideration in terms of encouraging 

intensification over urban sprawl. 35 

 

MS SCOTT:   I see at paragraph 7.1 of your evidence, you state there that 

Housing New Zealand’s overall submission supported the notified 

RMD proposal to be accepted, it provides for additional housing 

capacity and increases housing choice. 40 

 

 Does that statement apply to all of Housing New Zealand’s submission, 

or just Linwood East and South? 

 

MS RENNIE:   I understand it applies across their whole submission. 45 
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MS SCOTT:   Thank you, and in terms of the words “to the extent that” 

followed by “it provides for additional housing capacity and increases 

housing choice”, is that a qualifier on Housing New Zealand’s support 

for the notified RMD Proposal, is that your understanding? 

 5 

MS RENNIE:   I am sorry, I am not quite sure what you are asking me. 

 

MS SCOTT:   Paragraph 7.1, you have stated there that Housing New 

Zealand’s overall submission supports, and then the words that I am 

asking you to focus on, “to the extent that it provides for additional 10 

housing capacity and increases housing choice.” 

 

 My question is whether those words qualify Housing New Zealand’s 

support, are they the only relevant matters for Housing New Zealand?  

 15 

MS RENNIE:   No, they are not. 

 

MS SCOTT:   And so urban design, good urban design outcomes are a relevant 

consideration as well? 

 20 

MS RENNIE:   There is a whole range of considerations including 

affordability, including growth design outcomes and including 

integration into community. 

 

MS SCOTT:   Yes, so in terms of your comment about meeting demand for 25 

capacity, did you have an opportunity to consider Ms Oliver’s rebuttal 

evidence? 

 

MS RENNIE:   I have read it. 

 30 

MS SCOTT:   And did you see appendix 2 to her rebuttal which gives some 

examples of yield at central Riccarton under the existing Plan? 

 

MS RENNIE:   I would need to look at that again. 

 35 

MS SCOTT:   So it is attachment B to Ms Oliver’s rebuttal evidence. 

 

MS RENNIE:   Attachment B? 

 

MS SCOTT:   Yes. 40 

 

SJH:   Which page is it on? 

 

MS SCOTT:   Page 3, sir, thank you.  So graph 3 shows the distribution of net 

density attained for post 2000 development in this area.  This area is 45 

described in Ms Oliver’s rebuttal as being akin to a medium density 
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zone in the Replacement District Plan, it is of course Living 3 within 

eight metre height limit. 

 

 If I can refer you to graph 3 please.  Do you see that 41 percent of the 

density is at over 40 households per hectare? 5 

 

MS RENNIE:   Yes, that is what it says. 

 

MS SCOTT:   And 31 percent is at 35 to 40 households per hectare? 

 10 

MS RENNIE:   Yes. 

 

MS SCOTT:   And 14 percent is between 30 and 35 which is, of course, over 

the desired intensification target of 30 households per hectare. 

 15 

  [3.15 pm] 

 

 Would you accept therefore, looking at what has been attained in 

central Riccarton, that a residential suburban density transition zone has 

the potential to yield the same if near or for redeveloped to an RMD 20 

zone where an eight metre height limit applies? 

 

MS RENNIE:   I would need to understand the basis on which this graph has 

been prepared in order for me to answer that question. 

 25 

MS SCOTT:   Okay, well accepting what this graph says, that with an eight 

metre height limit over one-third of the intensification in that area has 

yielded 40 households per hectare. 

 

 Would you agree that the transition zone also contributes effectively to 30 

meeting objective 3.3.4 and the intensification targets within them?  

 

MS RENNIE:   It would appear that it has resulted in uplift, but you need to 

consider that there could have been an additional uplift if it had more 

enabling provisions but given the central location of the area, there 35 

could have been more intensification if there had been more enabling 

provisions and a higher height limit, we could have achieved even 

greater intensity which in the context of the policy framework, is what 

we are striving for to avoid urban sprawl. 

 40 

MS SCOTT:   Thank you, no further questions. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Dr Mitchell. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Thank you, sir, good afternoon, Ms Rennie.  Just one 45 

question.  What type and scale of adverse effect would need to exist 
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before you could not support the RMD zoning of an area of land that 

met the location or requirements of policy 14.1.1.2A? 

 

MS RENNIE:   I think that if we were talking about the next level of 

intensification, then we would start to see some adverse effects. 5 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Sorry, that is not my question.   My question is if an area of 

land meets the locational requirements set out in A on the screen, what 

type of adverse effect and of what magnitude would need to exist 

before you could not support it from an urban design point of view? 10 

 

MS RENNIE:   In terms of zoning it or in terms of a development within the 

RMD? 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Zoning it. 15 

 

MS RENNIE:   Sorry, could you repeat your question. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   If we are looking at a particular area that satisfies the 

locational - - - 20 

 

MS RENNIE:   The locational - - - 

 

DR MITCHELL:   - - - requirements set out on the screen, what level of 

adverse effect would need to exist before you could not support that 25 

zoning from an urban design point of view, or would it automatically 

satisfy those criteria because- - - 

 

MS RENNIE:   Well if it satisfies the criteria then from an urban design 

perspective, we are supporting our centres where locating 30 

intensification in accessible locations on public transport routes, so 

besides locating in the Central City environment, that is the next best 

thing.   

 

 So for me there would not be any adverse concerns in relation to 35 

development location or having zones in those locations. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   All right, thank you. 

 

SJH:   Ms Dawson. 40 

 

MS DAWSON:   Thank you, Ms Rennie, and just for the record, I just wanted 

to disclose that before I took up this role, I worked at Boffa Miskell 

where I worked with Ms Rennie. 

 45 
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 Just a couple of questions, Ms Rennie.  I think everyone accepts that 

there is likely to be slow uptake over quite a long period of time of 

development to full RMD densities within these new areas. 

 

  [3.20 pm] 5 

 

 How confident are you that the built form standards and the urban 

consent controls are sufficient to address any moderate to even long 

term impacts that there may or may not be on neighbours as a result of 

the change over that period of time. 10 

 

MS RENNIE:   I am confident that the activity status, the rule package and the 

assessment matters combined provide a reasonably rigorous package to 

assess applications that come forward in the RMD zone. I acknowledge 

that obviously one or two units will not necessarily trigger RDA but 15 

they will still be required to consider the built form standards.   

 

 The built form standards have been refined over time following the 

L3/L4 Plan change, and obviously through the Stage 1 hearing there 

has been consideration of those built form standards.  They cover a 20 

range of urban design issues from contextual issues through to 

relationship between properties in relation to the impacts on the street 

scene, I am confident that the suite of rules in assessment matters 

enables the ability to achieve a good urban design outcome. 

 25 

MS DAWSON:   We keep getting told that bigger sites allow better quality 

developments and the Council has come up with this idea, well, okay, 

rather than having higher heights everywhere, let us lower the height so 

that then makes that as an incentive to have a higher height on a larger 

site.  But in your view that is not necessary, that the higher height, I 30 

think you have said can still accommodate good urban design outcomes 

and can allow more intensive development even on smaller sites 

without having adverse effects but is there anything you can help us 

with about encouraging and incentivising amalgamation if we are not 

going to provide any built form incentives? 35 

 

MS RENNIE:   It is tricky because of the arrangement of land parcels that we 

find ourselves with and so, yes, I agree that amalgamation of lots 

allows us more flexibility to design in different ways, to internalise any 

effects, to look at different typologies and design them in different 40 

ways but I think small sites offer different opportunities to infill but 

also to provide, they are important sites in delivering intensification.   

 

 I do not believe that the higher height limit should only be applied to 

those larger sites. I think that we can achieve well designed 45 

development on sites smaller than 1,500 square metres, so they are still 
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reasonably good sized sites and for those sites that are really small, as it 

has been pointed out, you may not get to the height limit because of 

other provisions, for example, the recession plane or the setback or the 

outdoor living space requirements that will actually limit development 

on those really small sites.   5 

 

 So that is where the pressure to amalgamate those sites will come 

because they will not be able to maximise the development potential 

that exists within the zone. 

 10 

MS DAWSON:   So it is sort of automatically incentivised because if it is too 

small it will limit it regardless. 

 

MS RENNIE:   Yes, they will not be able to achieve that more intensive 

development so that may - and I say “may” because some of it is 15 

market driven - that may incentivise amalgamation. 

 

MS DAWSON:   All right, thank you.  That is all from me, thank you.   

 

SJH:   Thank you, Ms Huria. 20 

 

MS HURIA:   Good afternoon, Ms Rennie. I am just sitting here listening to 

this and wondering do you factor into your thinking on these matters 

what it might be like to be living in a one storey home that you raised 

your family beside an 11 metre high, intensive dwelling? 25 

 

MR RENNIE:   Yes, I think about that a lot actually, and one of the challenges 

we have in many of our areas that we are talking about is the housing 

stock is often one storey in height.   

 30 

  [3.25 pm] 

 

 We need to remember that that is not the baseline situation, but that 

house can be two storeys.  It can be (INDISTINCT 0.42) two storeys 

in terms of height, so we need to balance those considerations against 35 

other provisions and other considerations in thinking about character 

and amenity. 

 

 The built form standards are the way that we manage those situations 

where we do have a contrast between a one storey house on one side of 40 

the fence and potentially three storey units on the other side of the 

fence. 

 

MS HURIA:    Okay, thank you.  Thank you, sir. 

 45 

SJH:   Judge? 
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JUDGE HASSAN:   No, thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Ms Rennie, I want to come back to Dr Mitchell’s question because to be 

blunt, you did not answer it and it is a fairly straightforward question.  5 

Assuming that an area complies with all of the criteria in A in front of 

you, the simple question was as an urban designer, what level of 

amenity issues and problems would it take for you to say, “Does not 

matter, we cannot sign this RMD”? 

 10 

MS RENNIE:   So you are talking about the amenity related issues that would 

occur at the boundary between the two zones? 

 

SJH:   “Amenities generally” was the way Dr Mitchell put it, put it very 

broadly.  Is there any level where you would say, “I accept this cannot 15 

be RMD?” 

 

MS RENNIE:   The scale of development would need to be considerably 

greater for me to not feel comfortable with it. 

 20 

SJH:   Greater than? 

 

MS RENNIE:   Well, we are talking high density development rather than 

medium density development.   

 25 

SJH:   All right, anything arising, Ms Scott? 

 

MS SCOTT:  No thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Anything arising or re-examination? 30 

 

<RE-EXAMINATION BY MS SEMPLE [3.28 pm] 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Within the context of the built form standards that allow 

development in the residential medium density zone are you satisfied 35 

that the locational criteria could apply to any area that meets them? 

 

MS RENNIE:   Yes. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Thank you. 40 

 

SJH:   Well, it was not actually the question.  Thank you, Ms Rennie, you may 

stand down. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   No, I am endeavouring to get to the bottom of it, sir. 45 
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SJH:   Thank you. 

 

<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [3.28 pm] 

 

5 
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<STEPHANIE AMANDA LOUISE STYLES, affirmed [3.28 pm] 
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<EXAMINATION BY MS SEMPLE [3.29 pm] 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Your full name is Stephanie Amanda Louise Styles? 

 

MS STYLES:   It is. 5 

 

MS SEMPLE:   You have prepared a statement of evidence dated 

16 June 2016. 

 

MS STYLES:   I have. 10 

 

MS SEMPLE:   And within that at paragraphs 1.2 to 1.5 you set out your 

qualifications and expertise. 

 

MS STYLES:   Yes. 15 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Are there any changes that you wish to make to that statement 

of evidence? 

 

MS STYLES:   No. 20 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Thank you, with that in mind I will ask that you declare that 

the contents of your evidence are true and correct to the best of your 

belief? 

 25 

MS STYLES:   They are. 

 

MS SEMPLE:   And I understand that you have prepared a short highlights 

package.  I will ask you to take the Panel through that and then answer 

any questions my friend or the Panel might have. 30 

 

  [3.30 pm] 

 

MS STYLES:   My evidence relates to the proposal for additional residential 

medium density zoned areas around the key activity centres of 35 

Linwood, Hornby and Papanui, with a particular focus on the areas in 

which Housing New Zealand’s housing stock is located. 

  

 In my evidence-in-chief I supported the areas notified as additional 

areas of medium density zoning as being necessary to meet the intent of 40 

the higher order documents to provide the residential intensification 

and to meet the needs of residential household growth. 

 

 My evidence confirms that these areas are located appropriately in 

accordance with the criteria set out in policy 14.1.1.2.  I also supported 45 

the small extension sought by Housing New Zealand in Linwood and in 
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Hornby and note that these also meet the location criteria set out in the 

policy. 

 

 I have given specific consideration to the direction in the higher order 

documents, which on my reading directs the primary focus towards 5 

ensuring the sufficient provision of housing, including a range of 

housing options.  I accept the need for increased capacity to enable 

development opportunity and consider that there is clear direction 

around the appropriate location of such areas in the policy. 

 10 

 Given the areas in question meet the locational criteria I consider they 

are therefore appropriate areas for medium density development.  In 

my opinion unless there is evidence of over supply or over commitment 

which on my review of the evidence made available to the Panel in the 

Stage One hearings is not the case in Christchurch at present. 15 

 

 I consider that a prudently generous approach is an appropriate in 

avoiding the risk of not achieving sufficient capacity for intensification 

and growth.  In my experience when considering zoning patterns and 

particularly where an increase in develop capacity is sought is as 20 

important to look at areas at a moderately high level. 

 

 While it is important to consider a range of matters I consider there to 

be a level of risk in being too detailed in considering street lots or even 

neighbourhoods as all areas have different characteristics which could 25 

lead to unnecessarily complicated assessment.  If the zone provisions 

are appropriately constructed, which I consider they are in this instance, 

then more fine grained matters can be dealt with appropriately at the 

consent stage rather than through zoning. 

 30 

 I accept that changing the zoning to medium density to enable capacity 

and growth with inevitably lead to change in residential environments.  

However, in my opinion change is part of growth in the city and 

particularly where there is a need to avoid sprawl.   

 35 

 In relation to character and quality I consider that the framework of 

rules, activity status, and assessment matters is appropriate in ensuring 

good urban design and planning outcomes can be achieved.  I also note 

that these are already established provisions of the other medium 

density areas through Stage One decisions. 40 

 

 I do not consider that there is any deficiency in the rules or the consent 

process that would lead to such a high level of concern regarding 

outcomes that not rezoning the land would be a necessary response.  I 

consider that it is important not to unduly constrain the development of 45 

these areas, and in my view the proposed eight metre high limit is 
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inappropriate in this context and will place an unnecessary restriction 

on development. 

 

 Such a restriction could in my opinion be likely to impact on 

development potential, a capacity, flexibility and design and 5 

opportunities for a range of housing types and sizes.  The exemption to 

the height rule proposed by council officers in my opinion is still 

inadequate as it continues to apply a high level of restriction on 

development and is beyond what is necessary to protect neighbours or a 

transitioning area. 10 

 

 I agree that amalgamation of sites may lead to more creative solutions 

and may lead to better outcomes, however, in my experience smaller 

sites can still achieve good development and a part of the overall 

picture in providing for range, choice and affordability.  While the 15 

medium density zone and description envisages comprehensive 

development it does not require amalgamation, and the zone 

description specifically describes redevelopment of existing sites as 

being a component of development. 

 20 

 In relation to the areas identified as flood prone it is my understanding 

that these are not subject to high hazards and while I appreciate that a 

conservative approach has been taken by council I note that large areas 

of the city are affected by potential flooding, and there are already 

extensive residential areas identified as flood management areas.  I 25 

understand that there have been rules and processes put in place 

through a number of chapters of the plan to deal with development in 

flood prone areas. 

 

 I consider that not rezoning the land to medium density is not a 30 

necessary response to this matter.  I also note that the residential 

medium density zoning provides integration and enhancement benefit 

by supporting the achievement of blind tenure for Housing New 

Zealand developments through providing the same development 

opportunity for all parties. 35 

 

  [3.35 pm] 

 

 It supports better use of Housing New Zealand’s land holding to 

provide more housing generally, including affordable housing for the 40 

wider community. 

 

 Thank you. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Ms Scott? 45 
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<CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MS SCOTT [3.35 pm] 

 

MS SCOTT:   Thank you, good afternoon Ms Styles, Ms Rennie has only 

considered Northwest Hornby, Linwood East and Linwood South in 

her evidence so in terms of your evidence relying on urban design 5 

matters is that limited to those specific areas? 

 

MS STYLES:   In relation to the urban design advice that Ms Rennie has given 

me, correct. 

 10 

MS SCOTT:   In terms of the other areas that are before the Panel and where 

Housing New Zealand has supported the notified areas generally Ms 

Schroder’s urban design evidence is the only relevant evidence before 

the Panel? 

 15 

MS STYLES:   Mr Jolly also provided evidence. 

 

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 20 

must be considered and balanced.  You understand that is the Council’s 

position? 

 

MS STYLES:   I understand. 

 25 

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? 

 30 

MS STYLES:   Yes. 

 

MS SCOTT:   In relation to the latter have you read all of the submissions and 

submitter’s reports opposing the RMD zonings, and have you taken 

them into account in your recommendations? 35 

 

MS STYLES:   I have read some, skimmed the others and have considered the 

matters raised. 

 

MS SCOTT:   Taking into account the relevance of section 32 do you think it is 40 

still a fair statement that the Council is taking a spot zoning approach to 

its recommendations on the zonings in front of the Panel today? 

 

MS STYLES:   The spot zoning comment was made in relation to the 

suggestion of CHRM provisions being applied.  It was not in relation to 45 

the proposal as a whole or their recommendations as a whole. 
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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? 5 

 

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 10 

you are looking at.  Beyond that there are a whole range of other 

considerations but that is the primary focus on location. 

 

MS SCOTT:   In terms of a higher order objective in the strategic directions 

chapter 3.3.7, given your answer to my previous question would you 15 

agree that it sits at the top of that hierarchy? 

 

MS STYLES:   No, I do not.  I believe strategic objective one is the one that 

has the highest priority which is the one that directs provision of 

housing. 20 

 

MS SCOTT:   Yes, and then the relevance of 3.3.7 were you here earlier when 

Mr Winchester took Ms Schroder to objective 3.3.7? 

 

MS STYLES:   I was. 25 

 

MS SCOTT:   She acknowledged that a wider relevance of objective 3.3.7 in 

terms of ensuring good urban form and design be a relevant outcome, 

would you agree with that? 

 30 

MS STYLES:   That is what that objective meets amongst other things, 

including increased housing development opportunities which is also 

within that same policy. 

 

MS SCOTT:   Yes, and at H improves overall accessibility and connectivity for 35 

people in transport and services? 

 

MS STYLES:   That is what H says. 

 

  [3.40 pm] 40 

 

MS SCOTT:   Yes, and they are relevant in the Panel’s decision on the 

appropriate zoning? 

 

MS STYLES:   I believe, that amongst other things, those matters directed 45 

some of the wording of current policy 14.1.1.2. 
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MS SCOTT:   Yes, thank you. Given your planning experience, are 

comprehensive developments more easily achieved when sites are 

amalgamated? 

 5 

MS STYLES:   I do not think it is as simple as that.  In my experience, I have 

seen a very wide range of developments of increased intensity, I have 

seen good development and bad development on a range of site sizes.   

 

 You probably get greater opportunities for more creative design on 10 

larger sites, but you probably need to talk to an architect or designer to 

know whether that makes it considerably easier.  

 

MS SCOTT:   If I can take you back to my question.  Are comprehensive 

developments more easily achieved when sites are amalgamated, that is 15 

all I am after? 

 

MS STYLES:   More easily achieved from what - - - 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Ms Scott, sorry, just to help me, what do you mean by a 20 

comprehensive development, do you mean on one site or do you mean, 

for instance, somebody comprehensively buying several titles all 

around the city and putting the same house on each one of them, is that 

comprehensive too? 

 25 

MS SCOTT:   One site, sir. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   One site, right. 

 

MS SCOTT:   So one larger site.  Thank you for that clarification.  But in your 30 

view, should a district plan, if it can, encourage and incentivise 

amalgamation to achieve comprehensive development, so in one - - - 

 

MS STYLES:   I agree that incentivising and encouraging comprehensive 

larger site design is desirable, but I do not believe that that is the only 35 

outcome and is necessary that the district plan require that to happen. 

 

MS SCOTT:   Policy 14.1.4.2 7, that in fact directs that medium density is 

encouraged and that amalgamation is incentivised.  Have you got that 

policy in front of you? 40 

 

MS STYLES:   Sorry, which policy was that? 

 

MS SCOTT:   14.1.4.2. 

 45 
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MS STYLES:   In my reading of policy 14.1.4.2, that is about the quality of 

development that is undertaken within an area under the standards for 

that zone, not about where the zone should be. 

 

MS SCOTT:   Thank you.  At paragraph 4.6 you come to a firm conclusion that 5 

the notified RMD areas and Housing New Zealand’s additional RMD 

areas will achieve consistency with the intent of the LURP, the 

Statement of Expectations and the Strategic Objectives of the 

Replacement District Plan. 

 10 

 Can I take from that conclusion that your view is that the additional 

RMD areas pursued by other submitters, are not required to achieve 

consistency with those statutory documents? 

 

MS STYLES:   I have not turned my mind specifically to other submitters’ 15 

requests for additional zoning. 

 

MS SCOTT:   Just to Housing New Zealand’s specific request? 

 

MS STYLES:   Correct. 20 

 

MS SCOTT:   I have not been able to identify from your evidence how you 

have come to the view that the line has been crossed in terms of 

achieving consistency with the addition of Housing New Zealand’s 

areas. 25 

 

SJH:   Is that a question or a statement? 

 

MS SCOTT:   Statement sir, my question, Ms Styles - - - 

 30 

SJH:   Questions are better when you are cross-examining. 

 

MS SCOTT:   How have you identified that the notified RMD areas and 

Housing New Zealand’s additional RMD areas are consistent with 

those statutory documents? 35 

 

MS STYLES:   It is my opinion, having read those documents and looked at 

these areas, that they are consistent with the intent of those provisions. 

 

MS SCOTT:   Where are your calculations in terms of the numbers? 40 

 

MS STYLES:   That is not a comment about numbers, that is about the intent 

of those documents to achieve greater capacity for growth. 

 

  [3.45 pm] 45 
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MS SCOTT:   Have you taken any assessment of the RMD yield that would – 

the viable yield, that would be achieved from the notified RMD areas 

with Housing New Zealand’s additional areas in addition? 

 

MS STYLES:   I have not, I have not had any evidence provided by any party 5 

on those kind of numbers. 

 

MS SCOTT:   Mr Osborne’s evidence did not go that far, did it? 

 

MS STYLES:   No, nor did Mr Blake’s. 10 

 

MS SCOTT:   One of your roles as a planner is to weigh benefits and costs for 

environmental, economic, social and cultural effects, they are all 

relevant, aren’t they? 

 15 

MS STYLES:   They are. 

 

MS SCOTT:   And Mr Osborne on the stand earlier this afternoon, confirmed 

that amenity absolutely has an economic cost, did you hear his 

evidence on that? 20 

 

MS STYLES   I heard his evidence, I am not sure that he put it quite like that, 

he referred to amenity in terms of a range of factors from an economic 

perspective. 

 25 

MS SCOTT:   And in balancing the benefits and costs, have you taken into 

account effects on amenity of the RMD zonings? 

 

MS STYLES:   It is a matter that I have turned my mind to, yes. 

 30 

MS SCOTT:   Thank you, no further questions, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Dr Mitchell. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Thank you, sir, good afternoon, Ms Styles.  Just one 35 

question and it is really a follow on question but in a broader context of 

one that I asked Ms Rennie. 

 

 If you were undertaking a planning assessment of an RMD proposal 

that met the locational requirements of policy 14.1.1.2, what are the 40 

sorts of things both in terms of type and scale, that would lead you to 

consider that such a proposal should not be advanced? 

 

MS STYLES:   In turning my mind to policy 14.1.1.2, the first step is to 

consider what areas are available under A and what areas should not be 45 

rezoned under B.  Beyond that, there may be some areas that should not 
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be rezoned if there were significant adverse effects or the uniqueness, 

such as the areas that may be identified as character areas under the 

other policy that was discussed earlier today.  But in my view, they 

would have to be sufficiently obvious and unique and significant to not 

be rezoned such that they could not be dealt with through the rule 5 

package under that zoning. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   All right, thank you, thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Ms Dawson. 10 

 

MS DAWSON:   Thank you Ms Styles, and just to record for the record that I 

also worked with Ms Styles for many years when I was working at 

Boffa Miskell before I started this role. 

 15 

 I was going to have another go at that same question, but I think 

Dr Mitchell has expressed it well.   

 

 Just one question, I mean you express confidence in the built form 

standards, the rules package, the consenting requirements, those for 20 

achieving good quality development and avoiding the sort of 

development that people have concerns about, and also for dealing with 

that transition which could last for many years that you mention from a 

low density to eventually being a more established high density area. 

 25 

 So what is it about those rules and is there anything particular about 

them that gives you that confidence that those matters will be addressed 

adequately? 

 

MS STYLES:   I believe that they are a comprehensive package, not just of 30 

rules but also to direct the process so that together the rules as a 

package provide for effects being sites, so privacy overlooking sunlight 

et cetera.  They deal with the effects of a development on its area in 

terms of the way it relates to the street and the wider context, and they 

also through the activity status of being restricted discretionary, allow a 35 

level of assessment, possibly negotiation or discussions, and ultimately 

the ability to decline an application if it was seen to be creating such 

detrimental impacts on neighbours or the environment.  

 

MS DAWSON:   Because I think, if I recall it rightly, that part of the Panel’s 40 

Stage 1 decision in determining the discretionary status, talked about 

the sensitivity of those involving higher density areas and the need to 

be able to look at it to the point where it might be able to be turned 

down as opposed to say, a controlled activity where there less 

opportunity for change.  So do you see that being an important part of 45 

this equation? 



 Page 127 

  

Additional Proposal: Residential Medium Density Zone Commenced 04.07.16 

 

  [3.50 pm] 

 

MS STYLES:   I do.  In my involvement with Plan Change 53 that was 

something that we have turned our minds to considerably and came to 5 

the same conclusions that it was necessary that such an examination did 

have the ability to have consents turned down. 

 

MS DAWSON:   And Plan Change 53 was for the equivalent of the RMD zone 

and maybe higher density? 10 

 

MS STYLES:   Correct, yes, it was. 

 

MS DAWSON:   All right, thank you very much. 

 15 

SJH:  Thank you.  Ms Huria? 

 

MS HURIA:    No, thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Judge? 20 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Thank you, sir.  Ms Styles, I have got a few questions 

actually and starting really with this question of the relationship of this 

policy 14.1.1.2.  Two related objectives and so forth, and then probably 

from there I will move to the second issue, which is going to be about 25 

Papanui particularly. 

 

 So, starting with the proposition around how the policies relate to 

objectives, I take it you do not take issue with the fact that the related 

objective for the policy I just mentioned to you which that policy we 30 

should be satisfied achieves would be 14.1.1, would that be right? 

 

MS STYLES:   Yes. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   And that relationship is what is described more or less in 35 

the test under section 32 in terms of evaluating that policy. 

 

MS STYLES:   Whether it gives effect to. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes, gives effect to that and paralleled with that is other 40 

sections of the Act which talk about the relationship of policies to 

objectives and rules to policies and objectives similarly expressed? 

 

MS STYLES:   Yes. 

 45 
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JUDGE HASSAN:   So, then if we look at 3.3.7 which is Strategic Objective 

3.3.7, it comes into the equation under the objective, does it not?  The 

objective that we referred to, objective 14.1.1 references this objective, 

in its first Roman numeral where it says “an increased supply of 

housing that will enable a wide range of housing types, sizes and 5 

densities in a manner consistent with two named objectives, one of 

which is 3.3.7”.   

 

 Now, the Council cross-examination on this objective has tended to 

focus, I think from memory, on B and F, is that right?  Is it H?  You 10 

had a question on H and you had a question on, I think, B.  Do you 

recall those from Ms Scott? 

 

MS STYLES:   I recall H, I am not sure that she referred B. 

 15 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So, just looking up a bit from H though, is D relevant? 

 

MS STYLES:   Very much so. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:    Why? 20 

 

MS STYLES:   Because that is about providing housing development 

opportunities specifically around key activity centres which is exactly 

what we are looking at here. 

 25 

JUDGE HASSAN:   What about E, is that relevant? 

 

MS STYLES:   Yes. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   In the same way, is it? 30 

 

MS STYLES:   Correct. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Right, I want to go back to this question of B, so if you go 

back to B, 3.3.7 B.  What do you understand that word “identified” 35 

means in that sentence? 

 

MS STYLES:   Identified within the District Plan. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Right, now in regard to Papanui and I understand the 40 

Urban Design evidence for the Housing New Zealand is particularly 

focused on this area, and you as a planner are evaluating issues based 

on that foundation evidence, and we take your evidence on that basis, 

that is fair, is it not? 

 45 

MS STYLES:   Yes. 
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JUDGE HASSAN:   So, I want you to think about this proposition.  If I go to 

your discussion in your evidence with Ms Oliver around the concept of 

height limits, and I want you to think about that equation just for 

Papanui, to the extent you can help us.   5 

 

 So, in your paragraph 9.9 you mentioned the wording which Ms Oliver 

has proposed and that pertains to a density bonus type of option for 

amalgamated sites or larger sites and over in 9.11 you, after taking 

issue with several aspects of that approach and the difficulty with it, 10 

proposed a different form of wording.   

 

  [3.55 pm] 

 

 If one was to assume some sort of regime ought be applied in parts of 15 

Papanui by reference to character and amenity notwithstanding the lack 

of identification for the moment, but just on that proposition, and that 

was what one was trying to achieve rather than anything more broad 

ranging across the other zones where Housing New Zealand has an 

interest, wouldn't you then go back to some construct of a larger site 20 

benefit approach by way of an additional height?  Would you go back 

to that under that construct or would you stick with your current 

wording? 

 

MS STYLES:   If you were solely focused on character and amenity and if you 25 

were of the mind that height was such a determining factor that it 

would have adverse impacts on character and amenity irrespective of 

all of the other built form provisions then yes, you could look at some 

kind of tailored height rule.  I am not entirely sure that this type of rule 

that Ms Oliver and myself were exploring would be even the best 30 

outcome there because you are still going to have – it still provides for 

that third storey albeit on larger sites.   

 

 And if the problem is that third storey the rule would allow for that so I 

think you first need to determine whether that difference between eight 35 

and 11 metres is such that it impacted on character and amenity and if - 

- - 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   But if we take the view that there is a material difference 

in that in terms of consequence the Urban Design evidence does 40 

suggest, does it not, that on the larger site one can mitigate for that with 

a lot more effective design than on a smaller site. 

 

MS STYLES:   That appears to be the evidence although this rule simply 

pushes that higher height (INDISTINCT 2.25) edges.  It does not 45 
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necessarily say that it has to occur differently, it just occurs more 

central. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes, it indicates some higher value to the edges, does it 

not, in that equation? 5 

 

MS STYLES:   Yes. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Depending on which edges one values, whether it be a 

neighbour’s edges or the street front. 10 

 

MS STYLES:   Correct. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Right, thank you. 

 15 

SJH:   Anything arising, Ms Scott? 

 

MS SCOTT:   No, sir. 

 

SJH:   Anything arising or re-examination? 20 

 

MS SEMPLE:   Thank you, Ms Styles, you may stand down. 

 

<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [3.59 pm] 

 25 

ADJOURNED [3.59 pm] 

 

RESUMED [4.15 pm] 

 

SJH:   Yes, thank you.   Mr Davies, now you wish to speak to the submission 30 

of your Community Board.   
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MR DAVIES:   So I am here on behalf of the Hagley-Ferrymead Community 

Board, so thank you for having me.  Our focus is on the sites in 

Linwood, in particular the one around Eastgate. 

 

 From our perspective, looking at the context of Linwood, we are all 5 

aware that it is a low socioeconomic area, it is an area of low home 

ownership and there are a myriad of social discontents.  It is a 

sprawling suburb and the focus on these sites is that they are some of 

the more densely populated areas already and this is for a range of 

reasons and although we talk about single young individuals there is a 10 

lot of house sharing, a lot of flatting going on. 

 

 By increasing the density of housing we see the potential for these 

problems, these social problems to be enhanced.  I would like to state at 

this point that we are well aware that there has been a housing crisis 15 

and I feel as though it is one area of the rebuild that the government has 

come to the table, and if we look at the Housing New Zealand figures, 

they are doing, they are fulfilling their responsibility to the people of 

Christchurch. 

 20 

 And I have attended the opening of some of these new social housing 

units in Linwood and getting into certain examples of this 

intensification.  And one in particular stands out for me on Armagh 

Street where there has been Housing New Zealand intensification on 

what was once the footprint of two large +albeit damp and cold state 25 

houses we now have 12 units.  Our Board, we have had multiple cases 

of antisocial behaviour reported to us, and the residents in close 

proximity they are not coping well. 

 

 The thing about Linwood as well as is there a large mix of different 30 

demographics there..  There is what’s called (INDISTINCT 2.15) and 

next door to this, the social housing unit, and they are not coping well 

at all. 

 

 We have fears that the intensification on Eastgate could lead to a ghetto 35 

like situation and although this may sound severe because there is little 

homeownership in the area developers will have the opportunity to 

capitalise on the rezoning.  

 

 The other major point that the Board raised in its submission was to do 40 

with the context of infrastructure.  Now, we are all aware that if we 

raise the population of an area we will have to upgrade the amenities, 

the infrastructure.  But I go onto page 33 of stage 1 which quotes the 

IHP’s response to some of these concerns that even if an infrastructure 

upgrade for a certain area is not in the Council’s upgrade programme 45 
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the Council will still look to programme it if the district plan identified 

through urban intensification there. 

 

 We just have concerns that given the nature of the inflated construction 

market and given the nature of the eastern suburbs and the 5 

infrastructure, that this flexibility in infrastructure upgrades is not there 

to the extent that is represented there.  We think that if Linwood is 

serviced other areas will face that consequence.  

 

 So in closing what we would like to emphasise is that we know that an 10 

increase in housing will benefit our people, we need to lower rents, we 

need to stabilise the housing market, but when it comes to Linwood in 

this time and place we just do not feel it is quite, yes, the time or place 

and we think that a social impact assessment, a very comprehensive 

one would need to be put forward and, yes, thank you. 15 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  I will just see if there are any questions.  Dr Mitchell? 

 

DR MITCHELL:   No, thank you, sir. 

 20 

SJH:   Ms Dawson? 

 

MS DAWSON:   No, thank you.  Thank you, very much. 

 

MS HURIA:   No, thank you, sir. 25 

 

SJH:   Judge? 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   What do you mean by a “ghetto”? 

 30 

  [4.20 pm] 

 

MR DAVIES:   Well, I grew up in East London across the road from a council 

estate called Craven’s, and that was not 11 metres high that was 

probably two to three stories, probably nine metres, a big sausage 35 

blocks as we are calling them and I can you there was nothing pleasant 

about what was the social conditions that were in existence there. 

 

  [4.20 pm] 

 40 

JUDGE HASSAN:   In the context of this plan the provisions of this plan what 

you do mean by ghetto? 

 

MR DAVIES:   Well poverty. 

 45 

JUDGE HASSAN:   I beg your pardon? 
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MR DAVIES:   Poverty. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   I still do not understand how that translates into the 

buildings on the ground, what do you mean by a ghetto? 5 

 

MR DAVIES:   Well high intensity, if we are talking up to 11 metres, if we are 

talking multi storey blocks of flats, the higher intensity of poverty will 

lead to a higher intensity of social problems such as drug abuse, such as 

domestic abuse, you know, if we pile these problems on top of each 10 

other we are not going to fix them. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Okay, so just finally good urban design is an important 

response to that risk is it not? 

 15 

MR DAVIES:   Yes. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Right, thank you.  

 

SJH:   Mr Davies, thank you for your submission, just following on what Judge 20 

Hassan said I took it in your last answer, second to last answer to him 

that you recognise there are these issues in your community at the 

present time? 

 

MR DAVIES:   Yes. 25 

 

SJH:   You recognise your community needs assistance and just for the record 

because this is all typed up I will say you nodded to both of those so we 

have got it on the record.  We heard a lot of evidence in earlier 

hearings, both residential and commercial that Eastgate is in need of 30 

support of all the malls, KACs in Christchurch that is the one that needs 

it the most, you would accept that? 

 

MR DAVIES:   I would not accept that because looking at the development 

that is happening at Eastgate now it is developing, it is growing but 35 

what are we seeing built in Eastgate.  We are seeing more fast food 

outlets, we are seeing another bar, we are potentially seeing another a 

gambling house and it is growing to what need.   

 

 I do not think that the district plan, I know it is, but I do not think that 40 

we should focus purely on the survival of a commercial centre.  I think 

we should focus more on the communities that are surrounding the 

commercial centre. 

 

SJH:   Well I understand that but the two go hand in hand because the higher 45 

order documents tell us we must give effect to that.  I am just 
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wondering though that if this was done properly and the Council would 

have controls because it is restricted discretionary activity so three units 

or more, and given what you heard this morning that it is not going to 

happen overnight it is over a considerable period of time, could it not 

be a benefit to your community? 5 

 

MR DAVIES:   As I stated I think that yes, I think that if the development is 

down well, if there was good urban design, if we saw money put in to 

cater for that but I also do not hear evidence of that being an essential 

to development. 10 

 

SJH:   Okay, well thank you very much for your submission on behalf of your 

Board. 

 

MR DAVIES:   Thank you very much. 15 

 

<JOE DAVIES WITHDREW [4.23 pm] 

 

SJH:   Ms Penno would you just take that microphone and slide it along and 

speak on behalf of Ms Beecroft. 20 
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MS PENNO:   Thank you sir, and thank you Panel for allowing me to stand in 

for Gina Beecroft she is overseas at the moment and with the short 

notice of the schedule was not able to return in time. 

 5 

 She and I have put together remotely some pieces that she was very, 

very keen for the Panel to hear drawing from her submission, as well as 

from her statement of evidence so with your consent if I perhaps just 

work through that now. 

 10 

 So Gina’s view is that rezoning will further perpetuate poor quality 

housing and development, will further erode any physical and natural 

assets of the area and rescind any remaining historic significance of 

what is an old established community.  She is also very concerned that 

it will stop socioeconomic diversity and impede community and social 15 

growth. 

 

 The proposed benefit of a meaningful contribution to achieving 

intensification targets associated with rezoning Linwood, this is 

emphasis for Gina, is not guaranteed and the potential social impact 20 

and risk associated to community welfare and development is in her 

view significant.   

 

 If I just pause there Gina and her partner, they are a double income 

professional couple, have lived in Linwood for 20 years, they have 25 

invested in a beautiful villa there and continue to invest it in and really 

do, are passionate about the fact that Linwood is their hood and they 

want it to remain that, everything that that means, including cultural 

diversity. 

 30 

  [4.25 pm] 

 

 They are also recognising that as the previous speaker said, and sir, you 

alluded to in your question, that there are already problems there, and I 

think the thrust of Gina’s concern is, well recognise that there are 35 

challenges in this area but please do not make a decision that will 

exacerbate the issues that we have all heard about today and all 

understand. 

 

 Gina acknowledges the need to seek solutions to provide more housing 40 

and that up-zoning is one way to achieve this.  The intent of up-zoning 

land is to provide more housing, however if the approach is to 

maximise housing capacity without careful social consideration the 

potential to adversely affect areas is well demonstrated and 

documented.  I know I am not here to give evidence but I do drive 45 

through that area on my way to work and it is evident in terms of 
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rubbish, even anti-social activity that I see on my way to the office in 

areas where there is already dense living arrangements.  And it is 

almost, it can be obvious street by street, I have observed myself. 

 

 Gina has seen and lived in cities where the results of poorly done 5 

housing densification have occurred and she contends that Linwood is 

an area where up-zoning would have a detrimental impact on the 

community and neighbourhood of Linwood and that known adverse 

effects of increased housing density would be hard to avoid, remedy or 

mitigate if it were to proceed.   10 

 

 She says it is time for diversity in housing options for Linwood, not 

densification.  The current socio-economic status of Linwood, the type 

of development that Linwood has already experienced that has already 

eroded the historic status of one of our older suburbs, coupled with the 15 

proposed reduction in City Council governance in the process of 

development, means a higher probability that further densification in 

Linwood would be neither sympathetic nor beneficial to community 

welfare and growth.  

 20 

 Research and the experience of residents clearly indicate infill housing, 

particularly multi-unit housing that often accompanies up-zoning to 

maximise housing capacity, is often poorly designed and poorly built 

and can have a negative impact on neighbours, residents and the overall 

area.  So again she has this concern that the risk of exacerbating 25 

community issues and detracting from, rather than improving 

community identify, are high, with poor quality development and, um, 

perhaps to anticipate a question that might be coming, similarly to the, 

the previous speaker in terms of well is this an option that could 

enhance the area, what Gina is deeply concerned about is what she sees 30 

is that lack of governance control.   

 

 So contrary to the evidence that has been given here earlier today she 

certainly does not have the confidence that there would be the rules in 

place to ensure the kind of quality housing that quite possibly we might 35 

all agree would be of benefit to the - - - 

 

SJH:   Well that is probably going to lead to a question, have you read the 

rules? 

 40 

MS PENNO:   No, I have not. 

 

SJH:   No. 

 

MS PENNO:   I am repeating - - - 45 
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SJH:   Has she read the rules? 

 

MS PENNO:   She has. She has indeed, yes.   

 

SJH:   She does not – does she address any specific ones in her - - - 5 

 

MS PENNO:   Generally section 32, chapter 14.   

 

 So Gina is of the view that the proposed rezoning location or in this 

Linwood location there is a risk of piecemeal and sporadic 10 

development and the typology of housing being tenement style with a 

known associated negative impact on residents, neighbours and the 

neighbourhood alike.  As is a lower socio-economic area as we have 

said earlier, Linwood is already beset with a number of social 

challenges.  The high proportion of rental properties and higher levels 15 

of unemployment than many other suburbs.  Rezoning further increases 

Linwood’s social and economic disparity. 

 

 She says that research shows a greater range of housing options in 

existing suburbs can enhance social equity and contribute towards a 20 

reduction in social problems.  The proposed rezoning removes housing 

options for Linwood, it does not add options, in her view.  With an 

already disproportionate number of rentals and with an already 

significant amount of infill housing the proposed rezoned area takes 

away geographically important enclaves of potential homes and there 25 

was a question earlier from the panel to another speaker around that 

situation where you have a stand-alone home and what that would feel 

like to have higher density housing built right next door. 

 

  [4.30 pm] 30 

 

 For social strength of neighbourhoods, communities need home 

ownership as well as rentals.  A key element in urban social 

organisation is residential stability, commonly measured by home 

ownership and conversely transients.  Rental property tenancy often 35 

enthuse transients in less (ph 0.19) investment and community welfare, 

a balance is essential.  

 

 Rentals and social housing are necessary, but so are homes.  Rezoning 

further tips the balance in a very concerning way for a neighbourhood 40 

that already has social challenges and is fragile.  She says that rezoning 

will do nothing to enhance an already fragile community or 

neighbourhood.  There is an even greater likelihood of impeding 

community and social growth by further degradation of living 

environments.   45 
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 Linwood needs protection from further development of the type that is 

proposed.  It is a very working class suburb, close to the city for work 

and a gateway to the east and in discussions with Gina, she has raised a 

concern about what I understand to be a concern for some others also 

that if the poorest (ph 1.10) border between the CBD and what might 5 

viewed as a suburb, then that can be a recipe for disaster in terms of 

encroaching antisocial behaviour and crime into what should be a 

suburban area.  

 

 To encourage people back into the area, to support the central city and 10 

help further grow and support the neighbourhood and improve 

community identity, she is urging that his proposal not be proceeded 

with.  She says large sways of Linwood are already apartment style 

which are unsympathetic and poorly integrated.  Instead of more of the 

same, she asks, “Isn’t it time to promote a patch of homes in Linwood, 15 

to leave some choice of housing options for residents of Linwood and 

add diversity and not intensification?”  

 

 And perhaps just reflecting a little more on the previous speaker, she 

has also talked about a time and place in history, across the roads as far 20 

as she is concerned for her neighbourhood and now is not the time in 

her view, and it is a considered view considering she has lived there for 

20 years, to put this proposal into place and what she views is to risk 

exacerbating the issues that are already there but to look at any 

development in a different light.  Thank you. 25 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Dr Mitchell? 

 

DR MITCHELL:   No, thank you, sir. 

 30 

SJH:   Ms Dawson? 

 

MS DAWSON:   No, thank you very much. 

 

SJH:   Ms Huria? 35 

 

MS HURIA:   Just a quick question, Ms Penno, which may not be fair because 

you are not Ms Beecroft, but do you think she accepts that rezoning 

would result in a mix of rental and ownership properties and that those 

ownership properties might be the first step on the ladder for people 40 

that maybe cannot afford a house standing alone? 

 

MS PENNO:   I do not think I am misrepresenting her to say yes, I think she 

would agree with that.  Her main concern is quality of those multi-unit 

dwellings. 45 
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MS HURIA:   Okay.  Thank you.  Thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Judge? 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   No, thank you, sir. 5 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Ms Penno. 

 

MS PENNO:   Thank you. 

 10 

<LINDA PENNO WITHDREW [4.33 pm] 

 

SJH:   Now, we are just changing the order I think because Dr Cockerton, I 

think you have to leave early.  So would you come forward to the 

microphone. 15 
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SJH:   Thank you.  If you just speak to your submission which we have in front 

of us. 

 

DR COCKERTON:   Yes.  Thank you very much for giving me the 

opportunity to speak.  I have just moved into the (INDISTINCT 3.34) 5 

on Papanui at the end of last year.  I have three children and one of 

them is attending Saint Andrew’s College on a ballet scholarship and 

my other two younger children are at Heaton Intermediate School, and 

I wanted to buy a home near these schools, specifically within range of 

Saint Andrew’s College and I went to see a real estate agent and asked 10 

about the different communities around that school.  And the real estate 

agent said to me that Papanui, South Papanui, Rayburn Avenue, which 

is where I bought my home, Rayburn Avenue, Dormer, this particular 

area is what he considered to be quite a unique character zone within 

the city, and it has a historical emphasis with the trees that have been 15 

built on the city.   

 

 The trees on Dormer were built after the Second World War.  The 

lovely ash trees on Rayburn Ave were built in the 1940s and when I 

went with the real estate agent to look into this area, it definitely has a 20 

beautiful family feel, it is filled with character homes, people have 

large sections so the children can play in the backyard – well relatively 

large, you know, 600 to 700 square metres.  Children can play in the 

backyards and indeed, when I went to the area I could see that it was a 

beautiful character, it has a lovely family feel, the neighbours are really 25 

friendly. 

 

  [4.35 pm] 

 

 Several of the neighbours came and introduced themselves to us when 30 

we moved to the area and brought us biscuits and helped us move 

furniture and, you know, when we work in the front yard and the 

garden we can see the other neighbours nearby, and it just has a really 

welcoming family environment.   

 35 

 And my concerns as someone who is now committed to be in this area 

for at least the next 10 years or longer we have got a commitment 

because my children will be attending St Andrews College.  My 

concern is that if this becomes a medium density zone that the entire 

character of the area will change.   40 

 

 That there will be increased traffic problems, there will be noise issues, 

there will be overshadowing but to me it is more as a mother, thinking 

about the type of community that is in that area and I would never have 

bought a home in that area if I had known it was going to be medium 45 

density. 
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 So, yes, for me my concerns are the impact on the character of that 

particular area, which I am really honestly surprised that it is not 

already considered a character zone within Christchurch City, because 

it is a very unique beautiful little suburb and I would hate, I would be 5 

absolutely gutted if it was turned into a medium density zoning. 

 

SJH:   Anything else? 

 

DR COCKERTON:   Yes, I suppose one thing that I have been thinking about 10 

as well is that if it is turned into a medium density zoning if you have 

three storey huge buildings built within one metre of the street 

boundary it will have a huge impact on the character.   

 

 And also in terms of shadowing, you know, these big beautiful trees 15 

that we all love and cherish, who live in that area, if you have a huge 

three storey structure beside these enormous trees there will be issues 

of overshadowing, and it will become quite a dark area as well.   

 

 And for me it is really important as a mother that my children can walk 20 

to the local playground.  I want my children to feel comfortable that we 

are in a safe family oriented environment where we can play in the 

backyard, they can walk and visit friends nearby that go to the local 

schools.  I am just really concerned if this changes in any way because 

it is a beautiful suburb. 25 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Dr Mitchell? 

 

DR MITCHELL:   No, thank you, sir. 

 30 

SJH:   Ms Dawson? 

 

MS DAWSON:   No, thank you very much, Dr Cockerton. 

 

SJH:   Ms Huria? 35 

 

MS HURIA:   No, thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Judge? 

 40 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Doctor, just one question, I presume some of your 

children’s friends would probably live in Merivale, how would you 

compare the two? 

 

DR COCKERTON:    Compared to Merivale? 45 
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JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes. 

 

DR COCKERTON:    Yes, it is a very different feel.  Where we live on 

Rayburn Avenue, it is has a very family oriented, you know, Merivale 

is a bit mixed in terms of having some townhouses.  There are no 5 

townhouses in this area, they are all traditional.  I bought the worst 

house on the street really, a little 1940s cottage, but I have just spent a 

considerable amount of money and time and energy painting and doing 

up and completely doing the garden and I have really kind of 

rejuvenated it.  I have put a lot of love and heart and soul into this 10 

property and we love living in this beautiful little neighbourhood.  I see 

it as a really family oriented environment compared to Merivale, and 

that is why I didn’t choose to live in Merivale, I wanted to live in this - 

- - 

 15 

JUDGE HASSAN:   There are families living in Merivale but the character of 

it is different in that material sense for you? 

 

DR COCKERTON:   Well, no, our family is living in - - - 

 20 

JUDGE HASSAN:   No, families generally. 

 

DR COCKERTON:    Oh, live in Merivale, yes, but it has just got a different 

environment, it has got a different vibe.  Merivale has got that kind of 

fashionable trendy, you know, with Merivale Mall and it is a different 25 

feel to it.  The feel and the unique quality and the historical aspect as 

well.   

 

 For me personally it is really important, I love those trees on Rayburn 

Avenue that were planted in the 1930s, it has got a wonderful historical 30 

feel about that I just see it as a really unique zone and I have got a long 

term commitment to that area as a family. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes, thank you. 

 35 

DR COCKERTON:   So please do not change it. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   No, thank you. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. 40 

 

DR COCKERTON:    Thank you. 

 

<CAMILLA COCKERTON WITHDREW [4.39 pm] 

 45 

SJH:   Now, excuse my pronunciation, Mr Faletanoai-Evalu?  
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<MA’AMA’A FALETANOAI-EVALU [4.39 pm] 
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MR FALETANOAI:  Yes, Evalu is fine. 

 

SJH:   You just speak into either of the microphones and you just speak to the 

submission you filed which we have read, thank you. 

 5 

  [4.40 pm] 

 

MR FALETANOAI:  May it please the Panel, I appear in person as submitter 

124, I have resided in Linwood for almost 30 years, Linwood East that 

is, for nearly 30 years, I have seen the area develop.  I wholeheartedly 10 

echo the sentiments raised by the first two speakers in respect to the 

social consequences in respect to Linwood’s makeup. 

 

 The only thing I wish to add, Honourable members, is that in respect of 

RMD housing from Jollie Street eastward, it raises alarm bells in my 15 

mind in respect to inter tenant issues. 

 

SJH:   I am sorry, just did not catch that, alarm bells. 

 

MR FALETANOAI:   In respect to inter tenant issues - - - 20 

 

SJH:   Right. 

 

MR FALETANOAI:    - - - from Jollie Street eastward.  Given that the nature 

of the housing will be social housing, my concern is that there will be 25 

pressures on social advocates and Housing New Zealand’s property 

managers themselves. 

 

 From my experience, the area as it is, Honourable members, it is well 

known to be social housing, there is trolleys, TVs, sometimes charred 30 

remains, all over from those streets leading up to Chelsea Street, and 

my concern is that increasing the residential medium density would put 

extra stress on advocates trying to resolve inter tenant issues. 

 

 I also echo the sentiments of my first two speakers where I appreciate 35 

that intensification will drive commercial recovery but unfortunately it 

is going the wrong way where surrounding Linwood Avenue Primary 

you have a number of fast food restaurants and ironically, they are 

going to knock down the doctors and place another fast food restaurant 

right in front of Eastgate Mall, right in front of the Linwood Avenue 40 

Primary School. 

 

 The key activity centre is also going to adopt a social hub, tenants 

include He Waka Tapu and Women’s Refuge.  In my submission, those 

are indicators of the social pressures already present and to increase the 45 
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density in respect of Jollie Street eastward, raises concerns in respect of 

pressures on local resource and advocacies of I have mentioned, sir. 

 

 I have had the opportunity to listen to many of the expert – much of the 

expert evidence today, Honourable members, and I made note of 5 

Ms Schroder’s evidence of wanting a greater social impact study.  

Annexure E of my statement, there is a survey to Linwood residents 

dated May 2016.  The only public resource is half of Linwood Park and 

Bromley Park and my concern is that this survey should have been 

done a long, long time ago. 10 

 

SJH:   Well, we did ask the Council about that. 

 

MR FALETANOAI:   Yes, sir.  And in respect of – I note the Section 32 

Report, it says that the risk of acting now is less than the risk of acting 15 

later, but in my submission they have got the analogy around the wrong 

way where if you act now it is called irreversible decision making, 

whereas acting later allows you more time to make a decision, and on 

that basis, I wish that the Council, my preference is that the Council 

gathered more information before making this decision. 20 

 

 Those are my submissions, your Honourable members. 

 

JH:   Thank you, I will just see if there are any questions.  Dr Mitchell. 

 25 

DR MITCHELL:   Thank you, sir, good afternoon.  I just have one question.  If 

the status quo planning scenario were to remain in place which is what 

your submission says, what is your prognosis over the next, say 10 to 

15 years for Linwood East, if you can crystal ball gaze that? 

 30 

  [4.45 pm] 

 

MR FALETANOAI:   I think infill is occurring at the moment.  I think it is at a 

more sustainable rate.  If it happens at a rate faster my concern is that it 

will put stress on resources and advocates.  I do not know what 35 

resources would be available for advocates. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   I guess my question is not so much about infill housing.  

It is just about the sort of social and sort of cultural and economic 

wellbeing of that community.  What is your prognosis for it under the 40 

status quo? 

 

MR FALETANOAI:   I am hopeful.  I am committed to it, I am hopeful.  I am 

not sure, Your Honour, but I am hopeful. 

 45 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Thank you.  Thank you, sir. 
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SJH:   Ms Dawson? 

 

MS DAWSON:  No, thank you very much. 

 5 

SJH:  Ms Huria? 

 

MS HURIA:   It is just a point.  My understanding is that He Waka Tapu and 

Women’s Refuge are located at Eastgate because of the availability of 

premises at a very reasonable rate because the mall are trying to 10 

engender activity and life on that upper floor there.   

 

MR FALETANOAI:   Perhaps you know more than I do, ma’am, but with just 

from my understanding, it is an indication of the social factors that are 

in evidence in the area.   15 

 

MS HURIA:   Thank you. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So Mr Faletanoai-Evalu, just a couple of questions. 

 20 

MR FALETANOAI:   Yes, sir. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   One of them is about what you perceive and what is in the 

Plan in regard to multi units.  Did you consult with the Council or have 

a look at the Plan yourself in regard to the controls in multiunit 25 

development? 

 

MR FALETANOAI:   I have looked briefly, Your Honour. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes, so one of the dimensions of the multiunit 30 

development package is in regard to a certain scale requiring 

effectively an urban design type of approach.  So, I wonder whether 

you have factored that in in considering that any change here is 

adverse? 

 35 

MR FALETANOAI:   In terms of the weight I have put into it? 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes, in terms of the way these things are designed.  In 

other words, not just the old cheap – you know, you might say a 

Mad Butcher type sausage.   40 

 

MR FALETANOAI:   Not as much, sir, but what I would say is ideally the 

community would have comment on the brief, architectural brief.  If a 

design is already - - - 

 45 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So involving the community in the consent? 



 Page 150 

  

Additional Proposal: Residential Medium Density Zone Commenced 04.07.16 

 

MR FALETANOAI:   Yes, the design is already done as in Aranui where the 

design is already ready and the community became aware that to 

change the designs now, then would cost more money but I think the 

real input needs to be at the brief stage. 5 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   And did you say involving the community in the process? 

 

MR FALETANOAI:   Yes, sir. 

 10 

JUDGE HASSAN:    And secondly, just finally, why is it not a good thing for 

the community to take people out of draughty old houses, cold houses, 

ones that might be far bigger than they need and have them go into say, 

modern Building Act designed units that might be affordable?  Isn't that 

a good thing? 15 

 

MR FALETANOAI:   I accept that new houses are a good thing.  It is more 

the, if you are going to squeeze people in, it raises issues of privacy.  I 

mean, you could design a house architecturally but if someone has got 

their stereo quite loud it would raise issues. 20 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So they would have to be well designed to fit in properly. 

 

MR FALETANOAI:   Very well designed in my submission. 

 25 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Thank you very much. 

 

SJH:   Thank you very much for your submission. 

 

<MA’AMA’A FALETANOAI-EVALU WITHDREW [4.49 pm] 30 
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MR JORDAN:   I would like to thank the Panel for the option to speak again.  I 

think I had summed it up reasonably clearly in my submission but with 

Housing New Zealand’s proposal I very strongly oppose what they are 

suggesting pertaining the Medium Density Zone and the Higher Limit 

and I am, on this occasion, in favour of the Council’s revised 5 

provisions to reduce those medium density areas and then to have the 

lower height restriction. 

 

  [4.50 pm] 

 10 

 On the basis of height, the argument that three storey is required for 

density, I do not agree with that.  There is ample evidence that you can 

sufficiently develop in two storeys a similar scale of development.  I 

think in the Council’s evidence they show that, and also in my evidence 

in stage one part of these hearings I showed that you could easily 15 

achieve large, higher densities with just two-storey dwellings.   

 

 The main issue to avoid three-storey in these areas is the risk of 

overshadowing and the long take-up is going to cause detrimental 

effects over the next 10 to 20 years.  It is very unlikely in areas like 20 

Linwood and even if Papanui was developed that large areas of these 

would be taken up.  You have seen how slowly it has been taken up in 

places like Sydenham where it has been that zoning or high density 

zoning for I think at least 40 years now.   

 25 

 And even areas that were rezoned L3 in 1995 such as in St Albans it is 

still very intermittent where those developments are, and if you look 

just along here in Manchester Street you will see the majority of the 

developments on the L3 land which are now medium density is actually 

two storeyed and not three storeyed, and they are achieving quite high 30 

densities in that regard I think.   

 

 I do not believe there are any along that part of Manchester north of 

Bealey Avenue that are three storey, whereas you see the one from 

Madras Street that are three storey significantly detract from the area. 35 

 

 The other issue is that the residential suburban density transition zone 

allowing for multi units sufficiently covers the ability to build multi 

units in these zones, so up-zoning it to medium density does not 

achieve much more.  So that is I think the Council’s position.  40 

Retaining it as a density transition zone in Linwood is a good decision 

and it is not required to go to the higher medium density because that 

extra bit of density in that type of neighbourhood is going to cause 

issues with the type of units that will be construction.   

 45 
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 To be able to build units economically in that area they will have to be 

at the lower end of the market and going to those maximum densities, 

they will create the ghetto type issues that other parties alluded to. 

 

 I am sure you have seen some of those developments around 5 

Christchurch, Matsons Road and other ones in Phillipstown, with three 

storey units along there, and also in Auckland there are multiple 

developments such as there is one at Glen Eden, three storey 

developments that were done around 15 years ago and are now in a 

reasonably poor state.   10 

 

 So there are issues with those types of developments.  So avoiding that 

and retaining the eight metre height restriction is I think a critical 

decision and I support the Council’s position, and strongly against 

Housing New Zealand’s. 15 

 

 The other issue with the Papanui zone is that the areas round the 

Dormer Street, St James Avenue, Windermere and Watford Street areas 

should really have never been considered.  I see in the Council’s 

current proposal they are not proposing that they go to medium density 20 

but I understand that Housing New Zealand still want that up-zoning. 

 

 They are areas that actually in my submission to the character, on 

character zones, they were included, I have included photographs of 

houses in Dormer Street as suggesting an area that was not currently in 25 

a proposed character zone that should perhaps have been a character 

zone, and I think some other submitters have raised that point in the 

Radburn Avenue, Dormer area. 

 

 The other issue with that area is I am not sure if you are aware of the 30 

prices through there but for instance there have been a couple of sales 

on Hawthorn Street, just right next to the Watford Street that has been 

proposed to be rezoned, two brand new houses have sold in the last 

year.  Both in excess of $2 million and the price of the higher one was 

$2.4 million but they are on between 800 and 1,000 square metre 35 

sections, brand new homes at over $2 million.  And in that area 

townhouses on 450 square metre sections brand new are selling in 

excess of $1 million.   

 

 So it is not, and in those particular pockets, developing small units is 40 

not going to be the most economically viable option.  So it is not 

something that would, that most developers would consider.  If you had 

a 900 square metre or 1,000 square metre section building two over 

$1 million townhouses is just going to make more sense than trying to 

sell four $500,000 to $600,000 units.  You are dealing with a different 45 
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sector of the market there, so it is not an area that is going to welcome 

that kind of development and it would not be a suitable location. 

 

  [4.55 pm] 

 5 

 As I said it should never have been considered and I think that is why 

there are probably so many submitters here opposed to the Papanui, 

parts of Papanui.  I am not entirely opposed to the part that the Council 

still, the Apollo Place, Vagues Road retaining matters in the medium 

density, so long as it does not have the 11 metre, it should have the 10 

eight metre high restriction. 

 

 I had noted that issue with the height restriction actually in my 

submission in the original stage one proposal on the rezoning around 

Bishopdale as well and it I still believe that that should have been an 15 

eight metre given, I am not sure if you have seen that area, but it is very 

similar area, this is the same argument. 

 

 Just the other point that I just made was in the evidence there and you 

asked Ms Osborne about the $450,000 example in Hornby of the 20 

valuing and calculation is as expensive as Fendalton land.  The problem 

with rezoning these areas of high density is that you are requiring the 

demolition of the existing houses.  

 

 To make it possible to subdivide the houses and create additional rear 25 

allotments is a much more efficient way to get to the affordable 

housing in each dwelling, and if you do the calculation on that basis 

you would find you could economically develop these areas.  So that is 

one issue with the choice of areas Council has been making as 

proposed for high density. 30 

 

 Some of these areas that have slightly larger sections, 700 to 800 

square metres, with very small houses that are subdividable would 

make better candidates for upzoning to get more supply of affordable 

homes than areas where you have to demolish the existing house and 35 

rebuild, which is largely uneconomic and actually just simply will not 

happen because of that economic factor. 

 

 I think they were the main points but as I said I very seriously oppose 

Housing New Zealand’s positon and actually this time are in support of 40 

where the (INDISTINCT 2.27)  

 

SJH:   Thank you Mr Jordan. 

 

MR JORDAN:   Thank you. 45 
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SJH:   Dr Mitchell? 

 

DR MITCHELL:   No, thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Ms Dawson? 5 

 

MS DAWSON:   Thank you, Mr Jordan, you have said and the previous 

speakers have said the same thing and I mean from the point of view of 

someone who is involved with building and building all sorts of 

different scales of development, what is it about the built form or the 10 

built construction of the medium density 11 metre high housing that 

could potentially go into these upscaled RMD areas in Linwood that 

would cause social problems? 

 

MR JORDAN:   Well there are a variety of issues.  I actually looked at a 15 

development on Sherborne Street yesterday and these were only two 

storied buildings, and it was a new block of six two stories with an 

existing block built 10 years ago on the north boundary, and the units 

actually in the afternoon were getting absolutely no sun in their living 

space. 20 

 

 You have got that type of issue of shading which makes it undesirable, 

it is less desirable for tenants and less desirable for occupation.  There 

is also increased parking issues and the general appearance of these 

developments is the main issue.  As I said in the earlier stage one 25 

submissions you can achieve with higher densities detached houses, or 

semi attached or better designed properties, but three storied there is 

certainly something to be avoided in these types of areas because of the 

fact of overshadowing, the overlooking as well and the fact that it is 

generally the upper living space for the occupants of the dwelling. 30 

 

 It is not going to be directly accessible from the living or as directly 

accessible, so those sort of issues.  I have got some properties down in 

the Phillipstown area and there was a development done across the road 

which is actually what the Council referred to in their newsletter on 35 

Tuam Street, there's a six unit three storeyed block of units.  It is in 

very poor condition now after 10 or 12 years, and just near the corner 

of Nursery Road I think it is well known to the Council, and a good 

example and that is the type of issues that develop. 

 40 

  [5.00 pm] 

 

 They all become rentals and they get worn down and left to run down 

so it is become it is actually quite a blight through that area, those types 

of dwellings. 45 
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MS DAWSON:   But the same, the same building controls and the same 

consenting regime in different areas of the city can have different 

outcomes. 

 

MR JORDAN:   Yes. 5 

 

MS DAWSON:   And so I am just interested in what is it about the built form 

controls that cause that?  Or is it just an inevitable result of having 

rental houses in a lower socio-economic area? 

 10 

MR JORDAN:   I think a few of the issues have been dealt with recently but 

some of those rules that solve some of the problems were taken out, 

like the length of buildings and those sorts of things.  Having things 

like requiring the outdoor living space to be directly accessible from 

the living space, requiring adequate sunshine and those sorts of issues 15 

are the ones that have improved some developments. 

 

 But overall, I think at the moment the way the plan stands, the built 

form rules still allow the sausage block type of unit to be built quite 

easily because there is no restriction on building length and those sorts 20 

of issues.   

 

 Often it is just down to economics of the area.  In the better areas you 

get a better quality because people want a higher price for the end 

product.  In the lower areas it does not matter because you are just 25 

trying to get the maximum number of bedrooms to maximise the rental 

return because it is only going to sell to an investor.   

 

 And that is the issue that Linwood has and we have seen a lot of 

developments along, say Hereford and Worcester Street.  There are not 30 

a huge number but there is a good number in some of those streets, 

infill Housing New Zealand, that are very poor examples of urban 

design and they have become quite undesirable places to live nearby as 

well as living within. 

 35 

MS DAWSON:   Okay, thank you very much.  That is all, thank you. 

 

SJH:   Ms Huria? 

 

MS HURIA:  No, thank you, sir. 40 

 

SJH:   Judge? 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   No, thank you, sir. 

 45 
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SJH:   Thank you once again, Mr Jordan.  As you are well aware from our 

earlier decisions these were areas that were initially in the plan as 

RMD, that were taken out and until this hearing we have never heard 

from the Council why, which is why we are here at this hearing. 

 5 

MR JORDAN:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   So thank you. 

 

MR JORDAN:   Thank you, sir. 10 

 

<CHRISTIAN JORDAN WITHDREW [5.02 pm] 

 

SJH:   Mr Hampton?  Just while Mr Hampton is coming forward I will put on 

the record that as counsel he has appeared in front of me in the courts a 15 

number of times over the years and I have attended quite a number of 

legal social functions that he has been at as well. 

 

MR HAMPTON:   I do not think that disqualifies you, sir, and do not I think it 

disqualifies me. 20 

 

SJH:   I hope not.  If it does there is not much future for any of us.  Do you 

wish to give evidence or - - -  

 

MR HAMPTON:   I feel sir, like I should be giving evidence. 25 

 

SJH:   Okay.  Well you go in the box and we will have you sworn.  It means we 

can cross-examine as well. 

 

MR HAMPTON:   Yes, all right.  I look forward to that with some anticipation. 30 
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<KENNETH NIGEL HAMPTON, sworn [5.03 pm] 
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SJH:   Your full name is Kenneth Nigel Hampton and you are one of Her 

Majesty’s counsel? 

 

MR HAMPTON:   Yes, I am. 

 5 

SJH:   And you live at 94A St James Avenue? 

 

MR HAMPTON:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   Just take a seat and go right ahead. 10 

 

MR HAMPTON:   Thank you. 

 

SJH:   We have read your written submissions. 

 15 

MR HAMPTON:   Yes.  Well I confirm that as my evidence and then if I may 

create my own highlights package which seems to, I have heard a lot 

of, sitting in the back today. 

 

 I come here not as a nimby but in my role of trying to protect trees.  20 

Trees that I see as living tributes to the dead.  And I am talking 

specifically about the trees in the memorial avenues of Papanui, and 

getting very specific, to the scarlet oaks in St James Avenue where I 

live. 

 25 

 Some background: as a stripling I came to Christchurch in 1959, a 

country boy.  I started living in Papanui.  For about 50 of the 

succeeding years I have lived in Papanui.  For about 45 years I have 

lived in two of the – that is collectively I have lived in two of the 

memorial avenues – Halton Street some 37 years there, St James 30 

Avenue about eight years or so. 

 

 I know this area well.  I have walked its granite streets; I have played 

sport and watched sport in its parks.  Jennifer and I have raised a large 

family and I have got many children and grandchildren in this area. 35 

 

  [5.05 pm] 

 

 I know Saint Paul’s Church, I want to enlarge a little on the area itself.  

Saint Paul’s Anglican Church at the top of Harewood Road where 40 

Papanui Road hits Harewood Road, designed by Benjamin Mountford, 

was his creation in wood.  He believed that the churches, including 

Christchurch Cathedral, should have been built in wood.  And, in fact, 

his original design for the Cathedral was just that.  In these shaky isles, 

he thought wood was better than stone.  He proved to be right.  Saint 45 

Paul’s survived, Christchurch Cathedral, as we know, is in ruins.   
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 I know full well Saint Paul’s glee.  Its horse paddock is now Saint 

James Park bounded by Saint James Avenue.  It is a (INDISTINCT 

1.38) park with avenues of trees therein.  I know full well the Saint 

Paul’s graveyard.  It contains the graves of a large number of early 5 

settlers of Christchurch.  You could talk of founding fathers, you could 

talk of Britain, you could talk of Heaton Roads, you can talk of Matson, 

McKenzie, Dobson.  In the legal profession you can talk of Gresson.  

Sir Kenneth Gresson was buried there.  You can talk of the first Crown 

solicitor in Christchurch, T.S. Duncan was buried there.   10 

 

 You can talk as well of the graves of servicemen.  There are two 

categories: there is one of heroes who returned and are now buried 

there, the prime example Charles Upham, VC and Bar.   You can talk 

of a family like the Claridge family, their name enshrined in Claridges 15 

Road in Papanui.  A family of 13 children, if I have it right, four of 

them left in France in the First World War.  There is a memorial to 

them in that graveyard.  

 

 So I know full well why the RSA in Papanui is alongside Saint Paul’s 20 

Church.  I know full well, at the end of the Second World War, Saint 

James Avenue along with 15 other streets were designated as memorial 

avenues.  They were differently planted.  Saint James, in 1947, was 

planted with 42 scarlet oaks, Quercus coccinia.  Of those 42 oaks, 40 of 

the original still survive.  Two have been replaced in recent years, 25 

having been damaged by automobiles, not through ill health of the 

trees, but they have been replaced by scarlet oaks.  So 42 still exist, 70 

years on into their 70th year.  They are young trees; scarlet oaks live to 

200, 300 years of age.  They are comparatively young trees, they are in 

good health. 30 

 

 I understand full well why it is that every Anzac Day Saint James 

Avenue is shut to traffic and there is a parade process along Saint 

James Avenue to the Papanui RSA alongside Saint Paul’s Church.  By 

process under the magnificent red autumnal leaves of those oaks.  35 

Those oaks have an architectural beauty and grace, whatever the 

season.   

 

  [5.10 pm] 

 40 

 To me, anything that threatens the wellbeing of those trees, that living 

memorial to the dead and there are plaques at the end of the street 

noting that to the fallen, offends me.  It was thus that in 2008, I think it 

was, the City Council had some plans to make new kerbs and channels 

along St James Avenue, that would remove the trees. 45 
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 We protested about that, I thought it worthwhile.  I cannot believe what 

I heard of recent times, the City Council still somehow did not put 

before this Tribunal, the fact that these were memorial trees in a 

memorial avenue.  I may have got it wrong, I hope I have not, but I find 

that extraordinary giving the events that took place in 2008.  I don’t 5 

think the collective memory is that short, well if it is, it should not be. 

 

 So by all means available I will try and protect these memorial 

avenues, these memorial trees. 

 10 

 I have asked that – there is a photograph attached to the evidence of 

Margaret Howley, it shows 124, 126 St James Avenue, it is on screen 

now.  There is a recent subdivision, a new house built at the back 

subdivided off the section at the front.  The driveway coming down 

comes straight at the oak tree.  That oak tree was apparently to be 15 

removed, a scandal, the driveway now deviates as you can see the new 

bridge, the (INDISTINCT 1.58). 

 

 If I understand correct still, I hope I am wrong but I do not think I am, 

that tree still is subject to the possibility of being removed.  Now that, if 20 

the Panel pleases, offends me immensely, and my concern is, as I say, I 

am not concerned about them, I have read the proposals of death, but 

my concern is that travel surfaces for the driveways, the revamping of 

the street will have effect on those trees and as I say, I will do anything 

to protect their damage or their death. 25 

 

 As I said in my formal statement, I believe that St James Avenue is 

unique.  Its memorial nature should not be disturbed.    

 

 I am open to questions, sir. 30 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Mr Hampton.  Dr Mitchell? 

 

DR MITCHELL:   No, I do not have any questions, thank you, sir. 

 35 

SJH:   Ms Dawson? 

 

MS DAWSON:   No, thank you very much. 

 

SJH:   Ms Huria? 40 

 

MS HURIA:   No thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Judge? 

 45 
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JUDGE HASSAN:   Mr Hampton, do you know whether you or any other 

association made submissions to have those trees protected on the 

Plan? 

 

MR HAMPTON:   I thought we had made submissions in 2008, sir, I was only 5 

a bit player in it, but I cannot hand on heart answer you that, sir. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Thank you. 

 

SJH:   So you do not know whether they are public trees of significance in the 10 

current Operative Plan? 

 

MR HAMPTON:   I do not think they are. 

 

SJH:   Because, well - - - 15 

 

MR HAMPTON:   I think not, but I have not made those enquiries myself but I 

think they are wrong.  

 

SJH:   I do not think we had any submissions on them in relationship to the 20 

trees schedule - - - 

 

DR MITCHELL:   I was wondering the same question actually.        

 

MR HAMPTON:   Well in 2008, I do not think they were then and I do not 25 

think anything has changed, the earthquakes disrupted everything, we 

might have progressed that at that stage, but I suspect it fell into the 

limbo that everything did post-earthquakes. 

 

SJH:   One final question.  The other memorial avenues for their own different 30 

reasons, you would attach the same accolades to? 

 

MR HAMPTON:   I would.  They were planted with different trees, apart from 

Scotson which has the Scarlet oaks as well, 19 of them, Halton Street, 

well I know well, I was there a long time, it still has the plaques.  They 35 

are significant, Harry Tillman was the creator of these memorial 

avenues and he was the driving force behind it, he persuaded the RSA 

to join, there was plenty of documented evidence which I am sure the 

City Council have and that is why I am perplexed. 

 40 

SJH:   And you would have heard – I think you have been here all day – you 

would have heard my question this morning that they could be likened 

to Memorial Avenue? 

 

  [5.15 pm] 45 
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MR HAMPTON:   I didn't, I was not here this morning, sir.  No disrespect but 

I had heard - - - 

 

SJH:   Had better things to do than listen to me, Mr Hampton? 

 5 

MR HAMPTON:   - - - at lunchtime that you, that, I had heard at lunchtime 

you had made some remark to that effect. 

 

SJH:   Would you see these memorial streets in the same light as 

Memorial Avenue? 10 

 

MR HAMPTON:   I do. 

 

SJH:   All right, thank you.  Thank you for your submission, Mr Hampton. 

 15 

<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [5.15 pm] 

 

ADJOURNED [5.15 pm] 

 

RESUMED [5.20 pm] 20 

 

SJH:   Yes thank you. Yes, Mrs Howley? 
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MS HOWLEY:   I have sitting next to me here, Kevin Ponsonby who is the 

president of the - - -  

 

SJH:   I am sorry, I did not catch the name. 

 5 

MS HOWLEY:   Kevin Ponsonby of the - - -  

 

SJH:   Thank you. Welcome Mr Ponsonby. 

 

MS HOWLEY:   - - - Papanui RSA, now Kevin wrote a submission which he 10 

only finished about the time that the hear – the speaking schedule was 

made, so we have decided that I will basically deliver his submission 

which was very similar to mine anyway, but I have here copies of the 

submission that he was going to make and I also have copies of the 

Christchurch City Council minutes establishing the plantings if you 15 

would like to read them. 

 

SJH:   Yes, we will. 

 

MS HOWLEY:   The Council obviously have it. 20 

 

SJH:   And just so we have it on the record, we will call those exhibit 02 those 

minutes – they do not need to be formally produced but we will just 

give them that. 

 25 

EXHIBIT #02 – SCHEDULE OF MEMORIAL STREETS AND THEIR 

ORIGINAL PLANTINGS AND DATE PLANTED 

 

MS HOWLEY:   Thank you. 

 30 

SJH:   Yes, thank you, just go ahead. 

 

MS HOWLEY:   All right, I speak for RMD, 112, 101, 97, 129, 76, 111, 114 

and for the further submissions of Will and Vanda Ian (ph 2.12), Linda 

Hogden and Paul and Linda Scott. 35 

 

 The image on the screen is now of the memorial plaque that is attached 

to the power pole at each end of the 15 World War II Memorial 

Avenues, alongside the Council street sign. This memorial was planted 

after the Papanui Suburban RSA requested in a letter to the 40 

Christchurch City Council that all streets in Papanui being planted with 

trees be memorial streets, the motion to plant this idea into reality was 

made at the same meeting the report was tabled and a report was 

requested from the director of Parks and Reserves, Mr MJ Barnett. This 

memorial is to commemorate the 11,625 dead of World War II. 45 
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 The concept of the living memorial came from the centennial 

celebrations of 1840 to 1940 and was led by the government Minister 

responsible, Bill Parry. The desire for all World War II memorials to be 

connected to the living, except the government policy on memorials to 

honour the dead of that war. 5 

 

 In 1947 Harry Tillman, a resident of St James Avenue and president of 

the Christchurch Beautifying Association, along with Mr Sturrock of 

the Papanui Beautifying Association, arranged for the memorial 

plantings to commence. Funding was sought from the families in 10 

Papanui of 15 shillings each per tree for the project, the Papanui 

Suburban RSA was also asked by the Council to fund 10 shillings per 

tree.   

 

  [5.25 pm] 15 

 

 Residents who move into the area have always been aware that the 

streets were memorials.  This is probably the largest planting of its type 

in New Zealand.  The map on the screen now shows the avenues in 

blue lines against a green area representing the area of the proposed 20 

medium density housing. 

 

 The avenues being Alpha and Claremont where we show the trees, 

Alpha and Claremont, Condell and Dormer, Gambia and Halton, 

Hartley and Kenwyn, Lansbury and Norfolk, Perry and Scotston, St 25 

James and Tomes, Windermere.   

 

 As of 2012 there were 30,357 New Zealanders who have died in the 

service of their country.  Only four of the memorial avenues are within 

the proposed residential medium density zone, being Windermere, St 30 

James, Dormer and Perry, they are all part of the Papanui World War II 

memorials and as such should be treated with the same reverence and 

respect that would bestowed on a built World War I memorial. 

 

 These trees are the vision of Harry Tillman responsible for much of the 35 

mature tree planting in Papanui are beautiful majestic trees of stature 

and 70 year old.  The mature Oaks in St James Avenue are planted in 

21 pairs, the oak leaf the symbol worn on the medal ribbon of service 

personnel mentioned in dispatches. 

 40 

 The Papanui RSA Anzac parade leaves St James Avenue at 0930 hours 

every April 25 and makes its way to the RSA in Bellvue Avenue for a 

service, and then to the grave of Charles Hazlitt Upham VC in bar in St 

Pauls Cemetery which lies next to the RSA.  The Anzac parade shown 

on screen is the 2015 parade. 45 
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 Our memorial trees have no protection greater than any other street tree 

in Christchurch.  In fact they actually have less than some, the trees in 

Dudley Street are totally protected simply due to their species alone.  

The Bartram Oak.  They should appear as a minimum level of 

protection for the entire planting scheme and the Christchurch City 5 

Council appendix four heritage and notable trees. 

 

 They should also be listed on the Christchurch City Council as a war 

memorial but they are not.  They should be protected in the 

Christchurch City Council policy for Memorial Avenue that now also 10 

protects the Mederland (ph 3.41) development but we have been 

overlooked. 

 

 We have as an area borne witness to the harm to these trees during the 

upgrade of Perry Street a council contractor dug out the deep dish 15 

gutters and then proceeded to rip a line deeply down the other side of 

the mature trees and left for the day.  By the next morning most of the 

trees had toppled over, their root so damaged by the contractors actions 

they simply could no longer stand. 

 20 

 Other avenues undergoing street upgrades simply lost their trees 

without choice, it is more cost effective apparently for the Council to 

rip the trees out and begin from fresh.  In St James Avenue this year we 

watched with horror as a driveway was created at 126.  This would 

have resulted in the felling of the trees there but the intervention of city 25 

arborist Craig Taylor, that tree still sits within St James Avenue with its 

death warrant attached.  Its removal is still at the whim of the owner 

developer of the address. 

 

  [5.30pm] 30 

 

 We have concerns for the damage to the root systems to these trees 

done by earthworks necessary for foundations, driveways and sewer 

and water connections.  There is further damage anticipated by 

contractors making deliveries.  It is how we lost the two trees in St 35 

James - - - 

 

SJH:   Ms Howley, I understand where you are coming from and your concerns 

but in the context of this hearing we cannot deal with trees.   

 40 

MS HOWLEY:   Someone has to.  The Council will not. 

 

SJH:   Well, maybe but we can only deal with what is in front of us which is 

whether or not these areas should be zoned Residential Medium 

Density.  There was an earlier hearing on trees which people had an 45 

opportunity to submit on.  I am not sure whether you did or not. 
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MS HOWLEY:   This process has been so under the radar that most people in 

Christchurch do not even know it is going on. 

 

SJH:   Well, I think the number of people who turned up with us in the tree 5 

hearing would suggest otherwise. 

 

MS HOWLEY:   Well, we did not know. 

 

 So, can I go on and talk about the Right Honourable Gerry Brownlee’s 10 

request for the protection for the trees. 

 

SJH:   We have already seen his submission. 

 

MS HOWLEY:   Right.  Well, the prime concern of the area is that by 15 

installing medium density housing and all that goes with it, that it at 

eight metres the trees’ significance will be dwarfed.  At 11 metres it 

will simply their have their mana stripped from them.  We know they 

will be damaged and from that point of view medium density housing 

will impact on every one of the avenues.  They will be subject to 20 

damage.  They sit without protection.   

 

 These memorial avenues are sacred to Papanui.  They were put in 

Papanui as a result of a need so great to honour the fallen sons along 

with the nations that they were prepared to pay for the plantings 25 

themselves.   

 

 So, in the opening legal submissions of Housing New Zealand they talk 

of Ms Oliver as picking winners and counter with referring it is 

submitted that Decision 10 provide some particular assistance in regard 30 

to the relevance to the Papanui area.   

 

 We recognise that a trade-off is inevitably involved with enabling and 

providing for intensification within established residential 

environments.  Those environments can be expected to change and this 35 

will mean some loss of amenity values that existing residents value. 

 

 As we have recognised in the wording of policy 14.1.4.2 increasing 

densities impacts on residential character but intensification should be 

given greater priority. 40 

 

 The real question for the residents of Papanui though is should 

intensification be given greater priority in the retention and 

preservation of a World War II memorial that sits within our streets? 

 45 
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 We do argue on amenity but not purely for self-serving reasons, but for 

the memory of every serviceperson that has left New Zealand shores 

never to return having given their life in service of this country.  We 

argue that to place this substantial memorial planting at risk for the 

above rationale is to degrade the sacrifice and the memory held within 5 

these plantings. 

 

 You think trees do not matter to Papanui; you are wrong, sir, they do. 

 

SJH:   Nobody said that so do not try to put words in my mouth that I did not 10 

say.  It does not help your cause, Ms Howley. 

 

MS HOWLEY:   Right.  Any decision made regarding these avenues that does 

not have at its heart treating the trees with dignity and respect is a 

sacrilege against the memory of New Zealanders fallen: sailors, 15 

soldiers and aviators.   

 

 The community that has grown up these trees is strong, resilient and 

works well together.  People move to Papanui and stay.  The children 

often return to the area when it is time for them to raise their own 20 

families.  Multigenerational families living in close harmony are not 

uncommon.  That longevity gives a stable community.  Many couples 

reaching retirement stay in their family home as they are still working 

as that, a place where grandchildren come to stay for the holidays and 

after school, where entire families gather at time of celebration. 25 

 

  [5.35 pm] 

 

 The strength and resilience that the neighbourhood has, has been 

necessary to deal with the stress that this process has placed upon the 30 

residents.  The stress that we have had to undergo since 2014. 

 

 We have some more photographs if they are ready, shown on the 

screen is John Hayward, a long-time resident who has no intention of 

leaving his property.  He says he will die there.  And his 600 square 35 

metre garden that feeds not only himself and his wife but also young 

families in the area.  And bulk lots to organisations that feed the 

homeless.   

 

 He encourages the young to come into the garden to pull for themselves 40 

a carrot from the ground, wash it under the garden tap and enjoy the 

simple pleasure of totally fresh, crisp food.  Such is his generosity that 

he also allows them to feast from his raspberries and strawberries.  The 

retired teacher still teaching Papanui what it does best.  Gardening is a 

common pastime.  Plants are swapped by neighbours.  Gardens produce 45 

an edible crop now mixed with flowering plants.   
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 Where else but Papanui could you leave your bike unlocked but also 

the dog with the knowledge that they will be there when you have 

finished shopping?  This is a community with respect.  Please treat that 

with care.  It is rare today and something we value highly.   5 

 

 Nestled within Papanui in Windermere Road is Te Ora Hou Trust.  

They work with abused children from the entire South Island.  Their 

work made easier by the community that surrounds and accepts them.  

These children, sexually, physically and emotionally abused, can take 10 

one year to gain enough trust to enable them to learn.  Suddenly to 

thrust them into a development such as the one behind Riccarton Mall 

which is a prime example of what developers can do with reduced 

restriction, and a transient population to go with it, would make this 

work all but impossible. 15 

 

 The gardens and trees in the area support a diverse wildlife.  Birdsong 

is loud in the area, which is home to many introduced species, and a 

fantail, waxeye and grey warbler.  In summer there is an audible buzz 

from both the bumble and honey bee, both species in decline naturally 20 

but healthy here.  Large trees provide nesting sites and havens.  The 

trees in St James Park host the monarch butterfly in winter.  The nectar 

they require available in the surrounding winter gardens.   

 

 Sections made smaller with denser housing as proposed would result in 25 

plantings within private sections being removed and lead to a loss of 

this vibrant, healthy biodiversity.   

 

 Built amenity is good and generally well looked after and maintained 

by families who enjoy the character of their homes.  Many of these 30 

families have made Papanui their home for decades.  This gives the 

suburb a calm, stable nature.  This stability has meant that even during 

the upheaval caused by the earthquakes, the children of south Papanui 

have continued to study.   

 35 

 It is the norm here for education not to stop when school ends.  The 

school pupils go through a programme run by the Papanui Youth 

Development Trust based in St Paul’s Church ground.  Through the 

work of this Trust, self-esteem and self-belief are encouraged.  They 

are taught how to interact in society, culminating in the sixth and 40 

seventh form years with a Friday night disco.  The net result of this is 

that even in these turbulent times, Papanui youngsters have continued 

to educate and achieve to become doctors, lawyers, accountants, 

engineers, architects, radiologists and teachers.  All skills necessary for 

Christchurch and Canterbury to rebuild and return to a vibrant 45 

interesting city, a place people would choose to be, a desirable place. 
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 It is our hope that this community is left as it is, that any intensification 

is in line with the residential suburban zoning and that as homes 

become available young families move in and take up a lifestyle they 

appear to find desirable.  If the numbers of them that are choosing 5 

Papanui south under the trees as home is an indication these families 

are revitalising our suburb.  They breathe a new life into older 

dwellings, a far more environmentally conscious way to house them 

than to build new.  This is not a community that has chosen a high 

density way of life.  It has chosen, instead, space, peace and privacy, 10 

things we definitely do not wish to lose, things that have, in fact, 

tempted many to return to Christchurch after stints living and working 

overseas in large overseas cities.   

 

  [5.40 pm] 15 

 

 This community has a distinctive sense of character.  Its identify 

formed by the history living in its grass ferns.  When recently a group 

of 21 people presented a submission, their wording began, “We want 

you to understand our love of this area, a strong and desperate plea to 20 

be allowed to give another generation a life where the section can 

accommodate not only backyard cricket and the trampoline but the 

veggie garden as well.  Please let this this suburb retain its current 

zoning.  Let it get on with what it does well.  Grow the healthy, 

educated kids necessary to the regrowth of our broken city and to retain 25 

the long-term residence that have made their homes here, the skilled 

workforce both paid and voluntary that Christchurch so desperately 

needs.”  Thank you. 

 

SJH:   Dr Mitchell? 30 

 

DR MITCHELL:   No, I have no questions, thank you. 

 

SJH:   Ms Dawson? 

 35 

MS DAWSON:   No, thank you, Mrs Howley. 

 

SJH:   Ms Huria? 

 

MS HURIA:   No, thank you, sir. 40 

 

SJH:   Judge? 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Did the children get involved with the Anzac Parade? 

 45 
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SJH:  Yes.  Yes, they do.  On Anzac morning, the residents usually stand on 

the side of the street and fall in as a mark of respect and fall in after the 

servicemen have left.  The Boys’ Brigade, The Girls’ Brigade and other 

church groups march and at the service itself at the RSA, school 

children carry crosses of the Papanui fallen and they take them forward 5 

and place them in the lawn under the flagpole as part of the service, so, 

yes, the children in Papanui are well educated about the history of the 

trees within Papanui. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Thank you. 10 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Mrs Howley.  You may stand down. 

 

<MARGARET HOWLEY WITHDREW [5.42 pm] 

 15 

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?   

 20 

 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.  25 

 

MS SCOTT:   Yes, sir, I take on board what you say. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Now, Ms Tucker. 

 30 

MS TUCKER:   Yes, sir, how would you prefer I give evidence? 

 

SJH:   Are you giving evidence or are you submitting? 

 

MS TUCKER:   Giving evidence, sir. 35 

 

SJH:   Just please keep an eye on the time because a lot of people have used a 

little more than their allocation.  

 

40 
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<PHILIPPA TUCKER, affirmed [5.43 pm] 
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MS TUCKER:   Thank you.  I will try and be brief in my comments.  I have 

filed a brief of evidence.  Just to pick up on where Mrs Howley left off 

with regard to your question about the children participating in the 

Anzac Parade, it is something I have covered in my brief, that our 

children attend Waimairi School, one of them has now left but they are 5 

aged 9 and 11.   

 

 The principal at that school I believe has had centenary celebrations 

made clear to the school children, the importance of the trees and the 

memorial nature of the associated avenues.  Certainly our children do 10 

attend the Anzac Parade.  We see a number of families from 

Windermere Road and Saint James Avenue attending those parades.  It 

is something that we see as important as part of our community to pass 

down a living memorial.  That is how we interpret it and that is how we 

have portrayed that to our children. 15 

 

 (INDISTINCT 4.53) of other families who may be not necessarily 

particularly Christian, even who would not be familiar with attending 

church services but they do attend the Anzac parade, they do attend the 

RSA service, specifically for that purpose of making sure that our 20 

children are aware of the importance of what those people died for and 

why those memorials are there. 

 

  [5.45 pm] 

 25 

 So in terms of my brief of evidence, I tried to follow through applying, 

following the Council importance, and we will be having submissions 

filed for southern Papanui by Mr Jerrod Cleary of Antony Harper and 

so will not be addressing any of those more legal points in relation to 

the high order documents.  He will be providing submissions on behalf 30 

of southern Papanui, covering the majority of the streets that was in the 

review.  We simply as a community have funded him and we simply 

unfortunately could not fund him to participate in the entire hearing. 

 

 In terms of policy I do note the 800 metres has been mentioned on a 35 

number of occasions, I have looked through that, it is on 14.4, 

14.1.1.2(a).  We are 1.7 kilometres from Northlands Mall and I am sure 

that that is something Mr Cleary can address in submissions (ph 1.20). 

 

 In terms of Ms Schroder’s evidence, she sets out the importance of 40 

character and amenity within the areas including Windermere Road 

where I live and she confirms on Windermere Road there are a number 

of mature trees and open space quality. 

 

 Something that is set out in my brief of evidence is the importance of 45 

trees within our street and trees within our property that we believe will 
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not survive residential medium density on the boundaries because of 

the size of the trees and the roots and how they would spread through 

the other sections – we know they are under the other houses, we had 

them checked after the earthquakes and they will die basically if there 

was significant development next door. 5 

 

 In terms of Windermere Home Retirement Village, I believe they need 

a mention.  They have a number of bungalows, there is a significant 

grass setback, it is an open space, it is a quiet space.  A lot of the 

residents are quite disabled, obviously elderly, they have basket 10 

gardens, a cottage garden type effect going, and I believe if there was a 

vast increase in traffic density, a vast increase in population and there 

would be a more closed-in feeling for them and they may feel more 

unsafe. 

 15 

 In terms of the valuation evidence, I have looked through Mr Blake’s 

evidence of 9 June 2016 and he refers to the importance of non-

financial reasons, such as owners being unlikely to be motivated by 

financial gain. The investments in properties is a factor and that the 

density of housing is not necessarily linked to increased value. Looking 20 

at that, within Windermere Road and within our home, it is a matter 

where there is a settled community, where there are a lot of school age 

children who attend Waimairi School, go onto either Heaton or 

Cobham, go onto Papanui.  It is not an area where people change 

quickly.  We chose to move there because we wanted that security.  25 

 

 I know of at least eight families within just Windermere Road in a two 

year age band who go to those primary and intermediate schools, there 

are many school age children in that area, and so in terms of why 

people purchase, there are many non-financial reasons for purchasing 30 

in that area. 

 

 There is a lot of upgrading of property going on post-earthquake. I set 

that out in my brief. There is a lot of extensions to properties. We 

substantially improved our property, and the general feel of the area is 35 

it is one which is improving in terms of housing stock and appearance 

and value. 

 

 I do not accept there is a link between density and value.  Our property 

of 750 square metres is a well maintained, ordinary family home. It has 40 

gone up in value substantially and have I set that out in the brief of 

evidence. But it is becoming something quite rare, which is a true 

family home on a true family section and I suggest that that is 

something worth considering preserving. 

 45 
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 It is different in character from Merivale and Fendalton, it is different 

open feeling, and I note Dr Cockerton’s evidence of that feeling where 

it is an open space, children can access St James Park. It is an area 

where you feel safe about your children and there is an open space 

quality to it where substantial in-filling gives you a different 5 

perspective. 

 

  [5.50 pm] 

 

 In terms of Housing New Zealand’s evidence, I set out in paragraph 17 10 

of my brief the statistics that I found out about northern Papanui and 

particularly, the proximity, Primrose Street, Oakland Street, Morrison 

Avenue, Hoani Street, Chapel Street, they are all closer than 

Windermere Road, 1.7 kilometres.  Chapel Street is only 800 metres. 

 15 

 The land holding that Housing New Zealand has in that area is 

significant.  Primrose Street, of the titles thy hold 16, Oakland Street, of 

the 37 titles, they hold 22, of Morrison Avenue, of the 66 titles, they 

hold 11 and Hoani Street, is 100 titles, they own 35. 

 20 

 A lot of those provided the LIMs information around that, a lot of the 

section sizes are 600 to 800 square metre sections, and I would suggest 

that they have probably one property on them.  The values of them are 

low, around $280,000 and I would suggest that compared to the 

Windermere Road property, and I have put ours by way of example, it 25 

is roughly double. 

 

 I have an exhibit which I will provide at the end if you are interested of 

Oakland Street and Primrose Street properties that are ready for 

redevelopment.  Mr Keeley, RMD 70, has kindly taken some photos to 30 

show the nature of the housing stock in that area. 

 

 SJH:   Exhibit 3 I think. 

 

EXHIBIT #03 – EXHIBIT J, PHOTOGRAPHS OF OAKLAND AND 35 

PRIMROSE STREET 

 

MS TUCKER:   These show the older style properties on the larger sections 

which I am referring to which is consistent with the Land Information 

New Zealand information on the size of the sections. 40 

 

 I request that under the Official Information Act, Housing New 

Zealand’s intentions with regard to the Papanui area and I do have 

another exhibit where they confirm that Housing New Zealand do not 

have any plans to acquire further properties in Papanui and as such, that 45 

impacts in two ways. 
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SJH:   Exhibit 4. 

 

EXHIBIT #04 – LETTER FROM HOUSING NEW ZEALAND CORP 

DATED 27 JUN 2016 IN RESPONSE TO OFFICIAL 5 

INFORMATION ACT REQUEST 

 

MS TUCKER:   My concern around that is around the suggestion that there 

should be futuristic designing, particularly by Ms Styles in her 

evidence.  Housing New Zealand are not stakeholders in so-called 10 

Papanui, I have done the title searches for Windermere Road, Watford 

Street, Rayburn, Dormer, Perry and St James, and as far as I am aware, 

on those title searches Housing New Zealand own no properties.  I do 

have the information available if you do require that, but they have this 

massive land holding, many of those are consecutive titles adjacent in 15 

northern Papanui that would be appropriate. 

 

 My understanding, and I am not a planning lawyer at all, is that they 

would not need any particular authority in order to develop that. 

 20 

 In terms of the 11 metre height limit, that is something probably better 

placed with the legal submissions, but I do have, and I am not sure if it 

is on the Council file, I’m sorry, the Panel’s file, the original proposal 

that we were notified with.  Is that within your files? 

 25 

SJH:   We would have it somewhere. 

 

MS TUCKER:   I have copies for you anyway. 

 

SJH:   And what did it say? 30 

 

MS TUCKER:   Well, the important point for us is, and I understand it is a 

complex matter that you have addressed, sir, but it is for us important, 

we were notified it would be an eight metre height limit. 

 35 

SJH:   That is the original notification. 

 

MS TUCKER:   That is the original notice, that is the only notice we have 

received, so we all objected on the basis of an eight metre height limit 

and we do rather feel as a group, that it suddenly extended to 11 metres. 40 

 

 From our point of view, it has been a difficult process for residents to 

understand, many of them thought when they dealt with the original 

submission back before March, that they had done what they had to do, 

and certainly it is my submission that my evidence, that had we known 45 

that there was going to be an 11 metre threat, that they may have 
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responded in a different way, and certainly many of these residents may 

have as well. 

 

 So it is a matter that will be dealt with, I believe in submissions, but it 

is certainly something in (INDISTINCT 4.28) evidence that it is a real 5 

concern for us. 

 

 The final point I just wish to make is that having listened to the 

evidence this morning, it appears to me there is a real risk when you 

look at the valuation evidence, evidence that our southern Papanui 10 

provided, that this will simply not work, that it will be a slow decline, 

there will not be a rapid uptake and to that extent it will not meet 

Housing New Zealand’s need, and I would suggest if it is not going to 

meet that need and it is not going to address social housing don’t 

destroy our neighbourhood.  Thank you. 15 

 

  [5.55 pm] 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Dr Mitchell? 

 20 

DR MITCHELL:   No, I have no questions, thank you.   

 

SJH:   Ms Dawson? 

 

MS DAWSON:   No questions, thank you. 25 

 

MS TUCKER:   Thank you. 

 

SJH:   Ms Huria. 

 30 

MS HURIA:   No questions, sir, thank you.  

 

SJH:   Judge? 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   No, thank you, sir.  Very helpful, thank you. 35 

 

SJH:   Thank you.   

 

<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [5.55 pm 

] 40 

SJH:   Now you’re calling Dr Williams to give evidence, are you? 

 

MS TUCKER:   Yes, I am.   

 

SJH:   If you ask him to come forward. 45 
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MS TUCKER:   Dr Williams would you like to come forward.  

 

DR WILLIAMS:   Thank you.   

 

5 
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<MURRAY WILLIAMS, affirmed [5.55 pm] 
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<EXAMINATION BY MS TUCKER [5.55 pm] 

 

MS TUCKER:   Dr Williams, could you please confirm your full name and 

address to the Court. 

 5 

DR WILLIAMS:   Yes, Murray Williams, 48 Bretts Road  

 

SJH:   Sorry, what road? 

 

DR WILLIAMS:   Bretts, B-R-E-T-T-S. 10 

 

MS TUCKER:   You have filed with the Panel a brief of evidence dated I 

believe 16 June 2016. 

 

DR WILLIAMS:   Yes. 15 

 

MS TUCKER:   Do you confirm that that is true and correct to the best of your 

knowledge and belief? 

 

DR WILLIAMS:   Yes.   20 

 

MS TUCKER:   Thank you, if you would just like to read through your - - -   

 

DR WILLIAMS:   Okay. 

 25 

SJH:   The highlights package.   

 

DR WILLIAMS:   The highlights package. 

 

SJH:   It is three minutes to 6.00 30 

 

MS TUCKER:   Just the highlights package.   

 

DR WILLIAMS:   To assist the Panel I have removed every statement about 

trees – this will speed things up quite a bit.   35 

 

SJH:   Well I understand the importance, but as I tried to make clear to 

Mrs Howley, which she seemed unwilling to accept, that is not a matter 

in front of us in this hearing. 

 40 

DR WILLIAMS:   No. 

 

SJH:   The historical and heritage context of the trees is clearly a matter for us 

to consider, but not on a tree setting. 

 45 

DR WILLIAMS:   All right.  
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SJH:   That was a subject of another hearing altogether.   

 

DR WILLIAMS:   Very well.  I would like to consider examples from both 

Papanui, the South East and South West to explore the notion that both 5 

of these areas have character and amenity value, and that for this reason 

they should not be rezoned to allow for more intensive residential 

development. 

 

 Despite being formally designated as a special amenity area, a recent 10 

exercise decided that St James Avenue fell short of exhibiting the 

overall qualities necessary for it to be defined as a special character 

street.  A major reason being that its character values were “split and 

variable”. 

 15 

 The evaluative tool used in that exercise could be called, I suppose the 

BECA model, as it was this group that seems to have developed this.  

Credit is given for primary and contributory evidence of character and 

deducted to overhaul intrinsic aspects such as lack of uniformity in 

setbacks, garage built in front of character houses and what are judged 20 

to be inappropriate architectural designs relative to the existence of 

existing houses that do conform to the script of possessing character. 

 

 And my contention, such an approach is not adequate in evaluating the 

importance of the street, more notice should be placed on the 25 

importance of the built evidence as part of the social narrative it 

provides.  This approach should recognise that character is not a static 

concept but an evolving quality.  I believe that St James Avenue is 

unique in Papanui for its comprehensive range of built-evidence, as 

presented in a single street.  No other street in Papanui has such a 30 

complete record of this nature.   

 

 Could I have exhibit 1 please. 

 

SJH:   Sorry? 35 

 

MS TUCKER:   Sorry, he was just asking for the exhibits to be on the screen, 

sir.  

 

DR WILLIAMS:   This is an example of a square house that was built between 40 

1880 and probably 1900, they were relatively plain but solid Victorian 

family homes constructed of vernacular materials, which in a Papanui 

context is timber with a corrugated iron roof, however the cast iron 

fretwork that accentuates the street facing veranda is eye-catching.   

 45 
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 Later maintenance is reflected in a new corrugated iron roof and PVC 

guttering and spouting, but this does not necessarily diminish it’s 

appearance, it is obviously still functioning as a viable home and is an 

example of how the useful life of such a house can be extended without 

compromising its appearance.   5 

 

 Can we go to exhibit 3, please. 

 

 This is an example of a bay villa.  It reflects the spirit of a new age, the 

Edwardian period, this is much more showy with a large street facing 10 

gable that was there to impress passers-by.   

 

  [6.00 pm] 

 

 These houses typically had feature bay and box windows.  A sense of 15 

continuity from the square house sees the retention of the front veranda 

and the same decorative motif.  These houses were generally built of 

quality materials with liberal use of heart rimu and kauri. 

 

 Number four.  This is a more expansive model of the bay villa.  20 

Originally this had a wrap-around veranda and has three gables.  The 

use of catalogues made it possible for the builder or client to specify a 

large variety of features that could be used to differentiate the houses of 

this style.  There are seven of these still existing in St James Avenue 

and there are three quality examples of square houses as well.   25 

 

 Five.  This is a very good example of the famous Californian 

bungalow.  The twin gables present a pleasing but not ostentatious view 

from the street and are typically accentuated by wooden shingles.  It 

was standard to present a bay window and a box window facing the 30 

street.  The main entrance to the house is now more discreet to the side 

of the building and incorporated into a deep porch.  Again, catalogues 

gave the possibility of variation with window units of different sizes 

and decorative effects and porches of varying depths and placements.  

And there are 14 examples of these still existing in St James Avenue. 35 

 

 Number seven, we will stop at six for a moment.  This is just a 

variation of that, a mirror image of the other one with a stucco cladding 

which probably came sometime after its building. 

 40 

 Number seven is what is called an English bungalow of the 1930s.  The 

large gable system has disappeared in favour of a hipped (ph 02.15) 

roof.  This is a very elegant variant of the bungalow, really a home for 

the jazz age, distinguished by the possibility of different types and sizes 

of window joinery.  And there are 14 examples of this particular model 45 
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but none of them are exactly the same, but there are 14 of them in 

St James Avenue. 

 

 All of the houses up until this point in the history of the street were 

cheap enough to appeal to a mass market of what was a working class 5 

suburb.  My research has shown that typical owners of houses in 

St James Avenue in the mid-20s were skilled and semi-skilled workers.   

 

 The development of St James Park in the mid-20s created an amenity 

that is still an outstanding and a complementary feature to go with 10 

St James Avenue.   

 

 There are also examples of houses from the 1960s up until the current 

decade.  Some rebuilding has been necessary as a result of earthquake 

damage.  It is easy to deprecate some of this building for contributing 15 

to what has been called, under the terms of the Beca model, 

discontinuous eclectic character and hence citing them as evidence for 

not ascribing character status to the street.  I would argue that they 

actually add to the social narrative and to the ongoing evidence as to 

the way people wanted to live at different times in the 130-year history 20 

of St James Avenue.   

 

 And yes, there is significant infill development but this is not intrusive 

and yes, some householders have constructed garages which partially 

obscure the view of the character houses.  But this could also be seen as 25 

further evidence that the Avenue has evolved to suit the lifestyle of its 

occupants. 

 

 The most interesting feature is the design of some of the newer houses 

in the street and a pertinent example can be seen in exhibit eight.  This 30 

is one of two townhouses on one lot.  I believe that under the Beca 

model this would be regarded as intrusive.  This looks to me more like 

the type of townhouse that features in Chester Street East in 

Christchurch City, although arguably there is some continuity with the 

Papanui past with the weatherboard cladding and the corrugated iron 35 

roof.  The box window is also a nod to the villas and bungalows in the 

street.   

 

 Purest heritage architects may deprecate this design as trying to impose 

a style which is not relevant to the architectural history of the street.  40 

Moreover, it could be seen as coming too close to new work, 

masquerading as a 19th century building.  However it is a design, 

presumably consented by the Council, where some factors are 

presumably taken into account.  It will be interesting to see what if any 

affects this example will have on future buildings in St James Avenue, 45 

will it be replicated by future improvements or left visually as isolated. 
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  [6.05 pm] 

 

 In short, St James Avenue is a unique example of a street hankered by 

still viable old houses that are obviously valued by their owners and 5 

have probably been discretely modified to conform to contemporary 

living standards.  Later building presents evolving evidence that 

reflects the changing needs and aspirations of the occupants. 

 

 Whereas St James Avenue could be seen as a vertical slice of 10 

architectural and social history, Dormer and Perry Streets present a 

horizontal layer of built heritage that effectively illustrates the inter 

wall conquest of this area by the colourful English bungalows.  The 

historical context is that these streets although subdivided for sale 

before World War I were not developed until 1920s and 30s. 15 

 

 The heyday of the electric tram with its stops at Tomes Road and 

Blighs Road provided a quick and reliable service still on Papanui 

Road to the city was probably about a 12 minute trip from Tomes Road 

to Cathedral Square and this made it possible to live in Papanui and 20 

work in Christchurch. 

 

 A high percentage of the lots still retain their original houses, 19 of the 

27 houses in Perry Street west of Rayburn Avenue are bungalows of 

the period as are 17 of 23 houses in Dormer Street.  There is a high 25 

degree of buy in by the occupants of these streets as reflected in the 

overall excellent condition of the housing stock. 

 

 Some houses have been adapted but this has generally been carried out 

in a sensitive manner and look at exhibit 10 please, you have to go back 30 

the other way, 10. 

 

SJH:   He was just at it before you interrupted. 

 

DR WILLIAMS:   This is a fascinating house as far as I can see it because 35 

although in many ways it is just the generic Californian bungalow it has 

I think an alteration on the front there in that the porch seems to me to 

have been inserted or expanded at a later date but it such an excellent 

and sensitive alteration that I am still not quite sure and I guess that is a 

sign that treatments have been sensitive. 40 

 

 13 south Papanui streets have been targeted for reclassification to 

medium density.  I have really only referred to three in this short 

presentation but all the others have significant heritage aspects that 

should be preserved.  Windermere Road for example includes the 45 

historic site of Loreto College that between 1930 and 1978 educated 
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primary school boys who were destined to go to St Bede’s College.  

Included in this precinct there is still a turn of the century villa that was 

used as a convent for the Sisters of Mercy, the teaching order that ran 

the school and exhibit nine shows a timber chapel complete with an axe 

which still appears to be in excellent order. 5 

 

 Hopefully the structures can be retained and sympathetically modified 

to extend their useful lives. My contention is that the areas of south 

Papanui nominated for a change in density regulations should be left to 

evolve naturally rather than to be subject to the exogenous shock of 10 

large scale redevelopments that could change their nature quickly and 

permanently. 

 

 The loss of this built heritage and amenity value would negatively 

affect the occupants of the affected streets but the impact would be 15 

greater than this.  Large sways of south Papanui could become visually 

homogenised and lose their sense of space, garden and trees that make 

these streets so appealing to families, the sense of history and the 

contribution to the story of Papanui would be lost forever to this suburb 

and city. 20 

 

 Thank you. 

 

SJH:   Dr Mitchell? 

 25 

DR MITCHELL:   No, I have no questions, thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Ms Dawson? 

 

MS DAWSON:  No, thank you very much. 30 

 

SJH:   Ms Huria? 

 

MS DAWSON:   No, thank you, sir. 

 35 

SJH:   Judge? 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   No, thanks and thank you for all that. 

 

DR WILLIAMS:  Thank you. 40 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Dr Williams, you may stand down. 

 

<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [6.09 pm] 

 45 

SJH:   Thank you, Ms Liddell? 
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<KAREN LIDDELL [6.09 pm] 
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SJH:   Just explain to me it is listed as Mr S & R Dawber. 

 

MS LIDDELL:   Yes, I was a signatory to a joint submission and I am 

speaking on behalf of that submission.  Mrs Dawber is not here. 

 5 

  [6.10 pm] 

 

 In the interests of time I have scrawled out plenty of it while I have sat 

there. 

 10 

 I am a resident of Perry Street, South Papanui speaking on behalf of 

submission RMD 82, a joint submission representing 25 people from 

Rayburn Avenue, Dormer Street, the western block of Perry Street and 

Rayburn and Paparoa Street.   

 15 

 Additionally in my evidence in support of RMD 82 submitted recently 

you will see another 27 names who I am standing up for today.  These 

signatures can be found on photo sheet 4. 

 

 We firmly believe South Papanui is inappropriate for residential 20 

medium density zoning. It is a character area prized for its family 

friendly amenity and contains four historically significant memorial 

streets and as the daughter of a returned serviceman I am proud to live 

on one of these streets.   

 25 

 It is a neighbourhood of homes rather than houses.  The amenity and 

community feel is what draws families to the area and then keeps them 

here for many years.  A key reason we seek the zoning of South 

Papanui to remain as Residential Suburban is that we believe zoning 

will not deliver the intended degree of housing intensity that is 30 

proposed for several reasons. 

 

 These reasons are the high number of long term residents, the average 

smaller section sizes, the high degree of owner occupancy and the 

lengthy ownership or intended long term ownership of newer families 35 

to the area.  On photo sheet 4 you will see the names of a large number 

of people representing a large number of houses in Dormer, Perry, 

Rayburn and Paparoa.  Along with the other signatures I submitted as 

evidence last month, in total there are 46 names representing 29 homes.  

These homeowners have an average home ownership of just - - - 40 

 

SJH:   Are you seeking to produce these as an exhibit, these photographs or 

what? 

 

MS LIDDELL:   They are just instead of having a slideshow up there. 45 
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SJH:   Well, that is fine but they are not formally in front of us so I will give it 

an exhibit number so they are. 

 

EXHIBIT #05 – PHOTOGRAPHS OF HOMES AND LIST OF 

SIGNATORIES IN PAPANUI 5 

 

MS LIDDELL:   The 46 names are representing a 29 homes.  These 

homeowners have an average home ownership of just under 13 and a 

half years with Mr Ian Burt of Dormer Street being one of the longest 

standing residents.  He bought his home in 1970 and reports, just like 10 

the other 45 names there, having no intention of leaving the area 

anytime soon. 

 

 It is our belief that the high level of owner occupancy and lengthy 

periods of home ownership would not lead to the amount of land 15 

required to make residential medium density viable in the area of South 

Papanui.  We believe that rezoning to residential medium density 

would result in piecemeal development and encourage land banking of 

the few homes in the area which may be suitable for redevelopment.   

 20 

 Whilst waiting for further land to become available it is likely that 

these homes would be rented out and not be maintained to the standard 

which owner/occupants in the area maintain their homes.  By merely 

driving down the streets of South Papanui which Council opening 7.6 

points out, Ms Rennie of Housing New Zealand has not even done, one 25 

cannot gain a full appreciation of how we, as a community, feel about 

our area and its amenity.  Nor can you see the time, money and effort 

invested in our homes.  The investment in our homes is not only 

financial but equally, if not more so, an emotional investment.  

 30 

 Many homeowners have undertaken extensive home renovations and 

spent many hours of labour and love modernising for 21st century 

living whilst preserving character.  As evidence, if you look at photo 

sheet 3, you will see the interior of 12 Rayburn Avenue.  Whilst 

looking at the house from the street, one might consider it right to be 35 

redeveloped in the next decade because of its age, but much effort has 

already been expended to make this house a 21st century home but with 

its high ceilings, wood panelling and original rimu flooring retained.   

 

 As well, it has been insulated to provide warm and healthy living and 40 

has a beautifully maintained back garden which the owners would not 

be able to enjoy if an 11 metre high three storey block of medium 

density units was erected on its northern boundary fence.  Rather than 

its age making it ripe for development, quite the reverse is true.  In our 

earthquake-ravaged city where so much of the historical soul has been 45 

removed it is character homes such as these which we must hold onto. 
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 Furthermore, a drive by of the area will not reveal the investment into 

these homes which means that much of their value has already been 

realised.  The photos on sheet 1 show a small selection of the houses in 

the area which have been extended or remodelled during the time I 5 

have owned my own Perry Street home. 

 

 Furthermore, there are already many new homes in the area meaning 

that the potential to develop sites is further reduced.  As you can see on 

photo sheet 2 there are several new homes, both single and double 10 

storey.  The picture of 39A Perry Street shows a double storey home on 

a subdivided site with another double storey home behind.  This 

reduces the likelihood that rezoning to medium density would realise 

the number of extra homes the proposal seeks.   

 15 

 South Papanui already caters for a wide variety of housing needs.  It is 

a harmonious blend of old and new, double and single storey, full 

sections subdivided whilst also being home to several elderly care 

facilities.  It is an area which caters for a diverse population and can 

continue to meet this need whilst remaining zoned residential suburban.   20 

 

  [6.15 pm] 

 

 In his evidence .7.3, Phillip Osbourne of Housing New Zealand cites 

that lowered density is to satisfy need for short-term economic 25 

viability.  But our commitment to our area and the amenity it provides 

proves that we are not interested in the short term.  People like Mr Burt, 

who have owned their home for over 45 years, are interested in long-

term contentment, not short term economic viability.   

 30 

 Additionally, Mr Osbourne points at 9.6, the ability to aggregate sites, 

but the signed slips on sheet 4 indicate this is highly unlikely.  His 

assertion and evidence (INDISTINCT 0.47) and .1.1 that there would 

be reduced community value if the 11 metre height overlay is not 

allowed, is entirely opposite to what we, as residents, believe.  We 35 

value knowing and interacting with our neighbours, not having them 

peer down into our backyards from an 11 metre height whilst blocking 

out our sun, warmth and privacy. 

 

 Why we seek to have South Papanui remain zoned as residential 40 

suburban is because of the space it provides.  In these days of rising 

childhood obesity, we value full size sections where children and 

grandchildren can play.  On photo sheet 1, you will see 50 Perry Street 

where a play hut and a trampoline hide behind a fence, allowing ample 

safe play opportunities for the four young children who live in this 45 

family home right next door to mine.  



 Page 191 

  

Additional Proposal: Residential Medium Density Zone Commenced 04.07.16 

 

 In our fast food society, we value the space to grow our own fruit and 

vegetables in our own backyards.  These are the things which are so 

quintessentially kiwi and the things we believe would be destroyed 

under the planned rezoning. 5 

 

 To conclude, please look at sheet 5.  As this sheet very clearly shows, 

we are an historic area of the city and we are proud to call South 

Papanui home.  We ask that you maintain the integrity and culture of 

our community and do not allow it to be destroyed as has happened in 10 

other areas of the city such as that shown in Poulson Street in Riccarton 

on the final page.  We implore you to ensure that South Papanui 

remains zoned as residential suburban. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Dr Mitchell? 15 

 

DR MITCHELL:   No, I have no questions, thank you. 

 

SJH:   Ms Dawson? 

 20 

MS DAWSON:   No questions, thank you. 

 

SJH:   Ms Huria?  

 

MS HURIA:   No, thank you, sir. 25 

 

SJH:   Judge? 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   No, thank you. 

 30 

SJH:   Thank you.  You may stand down. 

 

<KAREN LIDDELL WITHDREW [6.17 pm] 

 

35 
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SJH:   Come forward and take a seat in front of the microphone. 

 

MR KEELEY:   Thank you.   

 

SJH:   Now, you wish to speak in support of your statement or you wish to give 5 

evidence? 

 

MR KEELEY:   I wish to make a submission on my written evidence.  

 

SJH:   All right.  Go ahead. 10 

 

MR KEELEY:   Thank you.  I am speaking for RMD70, myself, and my wife, 

RMD71.  I wish to ask the Hearings Panel if they recognise the 

particular attributes of the built up area of Papanui South and see fit to 

exclude it from being zoned RMD.  Specifically, the memorial avenues 15 

have historical character values and must not be lost to the city, 

particularly St James Avenue which is a memorial avenue and has been 

spoken about already.  If you look at attachment 6, sorry, it is the end 

of the attachments, you will see the Anzac parade and note how 

wonderful the colouring of the trees gives the avenue.   20 

 

 My wife and I have lived in the immediate area, St James Avenue, 

Paparoa Street, Mays Road, Weston Road from the 1970s and 80s 

through to the 1990s, returning in 2014 to build a retirement house at 

29A St James Avenue.  We came back here because of the character of 25 

the area and the protection of (INDISTINCT 3.39) Living 1 Zoning 

gave it at the time.  We value our quiet corner, our privacy, the green 

trees around us, our sunlight and safety.  

 

 Many of the residents have lived here for decades.  Young couples 30 

have set up house, some are even taking over their parents’ homes, 

upgrading and modernising them all because of the amenity value of 

the area: the sections, the established trees, the memorial street trees 

and the overall character and sense of community.  We never 

contemplated such an area would be rezoned to RMD with the 35 

inevitable, irretrievable destruction of the unique character we were 

attracted to.   

 

 We are committed to the area and have ensured our properties at 29 and 

31 St James Avenue in attachment 1 are maintained in good order 40 

consistent with the character of the avenue.  For example, 29, a typical 

Californian bungalow which you saw before, was reroofed in 2011 and 

completely repainted in 2015.  Number 31, which is the next one, was 

repainted this year. 

 45 
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 This is a close knit community and the community spirit is well 

demonstrated by the effort we are co-operatively putting into protecting 

its special characteristics, by the number of submissions against this 

proposed change to RMD.  For example, Mr Francis Bamford who 

received the City Council Civic Award in 2015 at 86 years of age 5 

travels the area to detect graffiti and remove it.  I spoke to him on the 

15th of this month, sorry last month, and he told me he visits weekly 

where possible deals with the tagging and graffiti he encounters. 

 

  [6.20 pm] 10 

 

 Attachment 2 shows why we rarely see graffiti in this area, you will see 

it painted out in the underpass under the railway line near St James 

Avenue. 

 15 

 Again, Mr Noel Toper (ph 0.39), who lives near the railway underpass 

in that same photograph in Bellvue Avenue, maintains on his own 

volition the plantings alongside the cycleway.  These ordinary people 

have tried in the community and actually do something to maintain it as 

a pleasant and desirable place in which to live.     20 

 

 Traffic density is increasing and I will skip everything about traffic 

because that has been covered by the Council, and move on to garaging 

of cars.  If RMD housing does not require car garaging, the only place 

is on the street, not necessarily outside the property as Mr Wright, and 25 

the Council explained, but probably some distance down the road.  This 

is not what we came back to St James Avenue for.    

 

 One of the factors for the 800 metre criteria for the RMD zone around 

Papanui is it provides the opportunity to foot traffic for the various 30 

services without the need for vehicle transport. 

 

 This rationale is hard to believe.  I can see the scenario of families and 

elderly people pushing trolleys full of groceries from Northlands to 

near their homes before dumping them some distance awa, then 35 

struggling the rest of the way home, up the stairs of their three storey, 

11 metre high apartment before pushing their medic alert as they enter 

into cardiac arrest. 

 

 Attachment 4 shows a montage of abandoned trolleys in the area on a 40 

casual two day walk. 

 

 Countdown says they lose about 30 trolleys a week from their site and 

Pak’nSave up to 15 per week.  High density housing will bring more 

people and more abandoned trolleys, not exactly improving the 45 

character of the street. 
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 Just as the plan to green zone around the CBD will create a barrier to 

the built up infrastructure of the city, St James Avenue and St James 

Park provides a green border on the south-west side of the Papanui 

commercial district.  It provides a swathe of green along the railway 5 

walkway from St James Avenue and park through Strowan and 

Bryndwr to Mona Vale, and further onto Hagley Park itself. 

 

 This leafy green zone provides a finger reaching for the central city to 

the suburb of Papanui and where does it start, St James Avenue. 10 

 

 The cohesive nature of the St James Avenue, St James Park, St Paul’s 

Church, the walkway down the railway and the significant tree planting 

in the avenue and the park on private property means the avenue is 

worthy of maintaining as a low density leafy urban forest. 15 

 

 Other people have talked about the memorial avenues and will not 

cover that again. 

 

 South-east and south-west Papanui are well established, mature, 20 

suburban living areas with substantial character, value that is worth 

preserving.  The LURP provides for an exemption of RMD areas if the 

area has significant character and amenity value.  This is certainly the 

case for East and West Papanui, and specifically the memorial avenues. 

 25 

 Albeit outside the brief and criteria for this round of increased housing 

density, the area cannot be considered in isolation.  Land in the CBD 

should first be developed for high density living initially as proposed 

by the Papanui/Shirley Community Board.  Their evidence is yet to 

come. 30 

 

 There are also numerous housing developments occurring around the 

city and to the north of Christchurch, alone there are developments at 

Prestons Road, Highsted Road and the Groynes Park.  More recently 

the Council has proposed the fast tracking of 50 hectares of clear land 35 

in the Cranford Basin for residential development. 

 

 That is in attachment 7 and 8.  This area has been under consideration 

for some time and earlier decisions have put it on hold. 

 40 

 Of particular interest here, however, it is only 500 metres from 

Northlands Shopping Centre and prevents a green fields opportunity for 

a mix of private and social housing without the need to destroy an 

existing, mature neighbourhood. 

 45 
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 I fully support the contention of Sarah-Jane Oliver that St James 

Avenue be not included in the RMZ zone, evidence-in-chief page 38, 

section 12.1 and also by Josephine Schroder of the CCC urban design, 

who considers the RMD zone is not the most appropriate for Papanui 

west. 5 

 

  [6.25 pm] 

 

 In conclusion we seek that no change is made to the resident suburban 

living zone of Papanui south and in particular memorial avenues in 10 

these areas and specifically St James Avenue. 

 

 This is an intact community and RMD is not for this area, thank you. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Mr Keeley. Dr Mitchell? 15 

 

DR MITCHELL:   No I have no questions, thank you that is clear. 

 

SJH:   Ms Dawson? 

 20 

MS DAWSON:   No thank you very much, Mr Keeley. 

 

SJH:   Ms Huria? 

 

MS HURIA:   No thank you, sir. 25 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Mr Keeley, just one matter, attachment 8 there and 

attachment 7 presumably, I do not have either of them, so - - -  

 

MR KEELEY:   No, I am sorry about that, sir, I have attached them later, they 30 

are only on the screen, I can supply copies if needed. 

 

SJH:   Well you better supply at least one so we can give it an exhibit number 

and have it in the hard copy record as well as the electronic one, if you 

can be so good? 35 

 

MR KEELEY:   I can do that now. 

 

SJH:   All right, we will put them together as one exhibit which I think is 

exhibit 6. 40 

 

MS……….:   Yes it is. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. 

 45 
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EXHIBIT #06 – ATTACHMENTS 7 AND 8 SHOWING MAPS OF 

UNDEVELOPED LAND AND CRANFORD BASIN 

 

MR KEELEY:   Thank you. 

 5 

<GRAEME KEELEY WITHDREW [6.26 pm] 

 

SJH:   Thank you. Mrs Peddie – just take a seat – now you wish to speak to 

your submission? 

 10 



 Page 198 

  

Additional Proposal: Residential Medium Density Zone Commenced 04.07.16 

<BRIDGET PEDDIE [6.26 pm] 

 



 Page 199 

  

Additional Proposal: Residential Medium Density Zone Commenced 04.07.16 

MS PEDDIE:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   Just go ahead. 

 

MS PEDDIE:   My name is Bridget Peddie and I am trustee of the 18 BI 5 

Peddie Family Trust, owner of property in the Papanui area to be 

impacted by the proposed housing intensification provisions.  

 

 Thank you for extending the opportunity to be heard, and my statement 

relates to the Papanui south area and I wish to advise that I am in 10 

opposition to these changes. 

 

 I am a third generation resident of the Papanui south community. My 

home and business is located on the corner of Papanui Road and 

Dormer Street with Dudley Creek running straight through the 15 

property. These two streets have distinct qualities and both contribute 

uniquely to the community and the culture of Papanui. Papanui Road in 

my opinion is one of the most beautiful busy streets in Christchurch. As 

you travel the length of the road you observe its diverse offerings from 

takeaway bars, medical, retirement and educational facilities, housing 20 

and upmarket, retail shops. 

 

 The road however is softened by the established trees, the gardens and 

the green spaces. Anyone commuting on this road will usually have 

plenty of time to appreciate the sites as traffic is restricted to a crawl 25 

particularly in the morning and late afternoon. Accordingly my first 

comment in relation to the proposed change to the housing density is in 

regard to the capacity of the roads to cope with the increase number of 

residents living in the area but also providing a route for the rest of 

commuters coming to and from the north. 30 

 

 My second comment in relation to the proposed changes is how Dudley 

Creek will cope with the additional stormwater being directed through 

the creek, historically I have observe that the creek has not performed 

well with sudden heavy rainfall. My property and surrounding Papanui 35 

Road properties have flooded, to the extent that my neighbour at times 

of heavy rain was only able to vacate her property by climbing over her 

fence into my property. 

 

 Dormer Street by contrast is a quiet tree-lined street filled with 40 

established character homes and gardens in the main. The residents 

comprise families and the elderly. The street was established in 1913 

and is identified as a Papanui war memorial street. In autumn of each 

year the trees lining our street are filled with glorious hues of green, 

yellow, red and orange and during this time I often notice people 45 

standing in the middle of the street taking photographs, not of the 
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houses or the people but the trees, and I am concerned as to how the 

proposed housing intensification provisions will cope with the many 

matured trees lining the streets of our Papanui properties. 

 

 I appreciate that a community requires people, homes, retailers, 5 

businesses and educational facilities. Papanui has all of these 

components and over these years has evolved into a successful 

community. 

 

 I liken the proposal of increasing the housing density in the Papanui 10 

south to that of an idea to increase the capacity of rooms to an 

established character home. I have lived in character homes where 

previous owners have had a go at adding on one or two additional 

rooms.  

 15 

  [6.30 pm] 

 

 The objective of increased capacity no doubt is achieved but more 

often than not the unique character and identity of the home is lost in 

the process, usually due to financial constraints and lack of 20 

understanding in relation to the intended design of the dwelling.   

 

 I know from experience that to change the capacity of a dwelling costs 

a lot of money that is not quickly recovered.  It is a long term 

investment and what concerns me with the proposed changes is that the 25 

solutions will not have at their heart and soul a desire to create assets 

for the community which have both form and function. 

 

 Councils and government departments, rightly so, are accountable for 

the basic needs of the constituents.  In my view they are challenged to 30 

maintain a beautiful design where tight budgetary constraints dominate.   

 

 In closing, I appreciate the complexity of this matter and the difficulty 

in coming to an agreeable solution and I thank you for the opportunity 

to express my opposition to housing intensification provisions for the 35 

Papanui south area. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Mrs Peddie, I will just see any questions, Dr Mitchell? 

 

DR MITCHELL:   No that is very clear, thank you. 40 

 

SJH:   Ms Dawson? 

 

MS DAWSON:   No, thank you, Ms Peddie. 

 45 

SJH:   Ms Huria? 
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MS HURIA:   No, thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Judge? 

 5 

JUDGE HASSAN:   No thank you. 

 

SJH:   But you say your property and the one next door floods? 

 

MS PEDDIE:   Yes, Papanui Road. 10 

 

SJH:   Do you know if they are part of the flood management area overlay? 

 

MS PEDDIE:   I believe they are, but then if they are part of this intense 

development we mentioned the stormwater, that is just going to 15 

increase the, I guess flow of the water - - - 

 

SJH:   No, I was just interested to know if your property was subject to the 

overlay. 

 20 

MS PEDDIE:   Yes it is. 

 

SJH:  Okay. Thank you very much, we will adjourn until 10 o’clock tomorrow 

morning. 

 25 

<BRIDGET PEDDIE WITHDREW [6.31 pm] 

 

MATTER ADJOURNED AT 6.31 PM UNTIL 

TUESDAY, 5 JULY 2016 

 30 


