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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
 

1.1 My full name is Josephine Frederika Jane Schröder.  My experience and 

qualifications are set out in my evidence in chief dated 6 October 2015.  

 

1.2 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 

contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to 

comply with it. I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I 

am aware of that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, 

and that this evidence is within my area of expertise except where I state 

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

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

duties under the Code of Conduct. 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 I have read the submitter evidence in chief relevant to my area of 

expertise. My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the evidence in 

chief filed by the following submitters. 

 

2.2 For the Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone: 

 

(a) Andrew Willis for the Canterbury District Health Board (#2360); 

and 

(b) Claire Kelly for the Crown (#2387). 

 

2.3 For the Specific Purpose (Tertiary Education) Zone: 

 

(a) Penny Lemon for the University of Canterbury (#2464);  

(b) Christchurch Polytechnic Institute of Technology (#2269); and 

(c) Edward Jolly for the University of Canterbury (#2464). 

 

2.4 I note that I have also read the following statements of evidence / submitter 

statements but consider that I do not need to respond to them: 

 

(a) Adam Flowers for the Crown (#2387); 
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(b) Bryce Carter for Toni Carter (#2211); 

(c) Peter Harding for IURRA (#738); 

(d) Robert Nixon for Catholic Bishop of Christchurch (#676), Integrated 

State Schools (#2147) and Catholic Diocese (#738); 

(e) Roderick Carr for the University of Canterbury (#2464); and 

(f) Bradley Cabell for the CDHB / Ministry of Health (#2360). 

 

3. SPECIFIC PURPOSE (HOSPITAL) ZONE 

 

Mr Willis for the Canterbury District Health Board (CDHB) and Claire Kelly for the 

Crown  

 

Matters agreed since filing of evidence in chief 

 

3.1 At mediation Mr Willis and Ms Kelly sought a number of amendments to the 

built form rules for the Hospital Zone in regard to the suburban hospital sites. 

Through facilitated mediation and a subsequent without prejudice meeting, it is 

my understanding that Mr Willis, Ms Kelly and I have reached an agreed 

position in respect to the landscape provisions. In addition Mr Willis and I have 

reached an agreed position in regard to activity status and the built form rules 

package. 

 

3.2 Prior to the lodgement of rebuttal I circulated a (draft) revised proposal for the 

review of Mr Willis and Ms Kelly, these changes are included in the Revised 

Proposal attached to the rebuttal of Mr Blair as Attachment A (the Revised 

Proposal). Mr Willis confirmed verbally that the Revised Proposal represents 

the CDHB's position, with the exception of one outstanding built form rule, 

which I will discuss in more detail below.  It is my understanding that Ms Kelly 

considers that 21.5.2.2.2 C1 and C2, 21.5.2.2.3 RD5 as revised, need further 

amendment.  

 

3.3 I have revised my position from that outlined in my evidence in chief, as a 

result of both the evidence of, and meeting with, Mr Willis and Ms Kelly, in 

regard to activity status and built form rules.  My position as follows refers to 

the activity status and built form rules in the Revised Proposal as referenced in 

Attachment A of the rebuttal evidence of Mr Blair, as follows: 
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(a) 21.5.2.2.1 - Permitted Activities - P10 - parking buildings, 

simplification of the rule.  I have removed the words "that are not 

visible from a hospital zone boundary where it joins a public or 

publically accessible space or a residential zone".  This is because I 

agree with Mr Willis's evidence (page 7, paragraphs 7.3 and 7.4) that 

P10, RD6 and RD7 provisions have an overlapping application 

regarding multi-level car parking buildings.  Mr Willis suggested the 

deletion of the words above in his evidence. I consider this simplifies 

the permitted activity status and provides clarity to the rule. 

 

(b) 21.5.2.2.2 - Controlled Activities - introduction of C1 and C2 relating 

to design control in respect to building scale and location. Ms Kelly 

(paragraph 7.2, page 8) notes the controlled activity proposed and 

agreed through facilitated mediation.  Following the mediation, after 

further consideration of this rule and its implications in conjunction 

with the other amendments proposed to the rules in mediation 

(including reduced building setbacks) my concern was that the 

package as amended through mediation would not effectively 

manage potential adverse effects on amenity.   I raised this with Mr 

Willis and Ms Kelly after mediation and we agreed to include C1 and 

C2 in their current form.  I consider that C1 and C2 now provides a 

balance between managing effects and increased intensification and 

efficiency of the suburban hospital sites. 

 

(c) 21.5.2.2.3 - deletion of RD3 as it repeats RD2.  I agree with Mr Willis 

(paragraph 7.5, page 8) that the provisions are duplicated and that 

RD3 should be deleted. 

 

(d) 21.5.2.2.3. RD4 and RD5 - I have inserted the words "inner urban 

sites" into the revised RD4 to limit the provision only to those inner 

hospital sites, and to reflect the introduction of a new RD5 for 

suburban sites. I agree with Mr Willis (paragraphs 7.7 – 7.9, page 8, 

in relation to the former RD6, now RD4) that the proposed 

amendment to the revised RD4 reflects the smaller scale and higher 

density of inner urban sites, while the new RD5 addresses the design 

of large scale buildings in association with the site interfaces.  
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(e) 21.5.2.2.3 RD6 - Removal of the reference to suburban sites in the 

revised RD6 (formerly RD7 as noted in the evidence of Mr Willis 

paragraph 7.4, page 7). I concur with Mr Willis and consider the 

removal of the reference to suburban sites from the revised RD6 is  

appropriate given the changes to the new RD5. The new RD5 will 

ensure that the effects of a car parking building within the interfaces 

with a sensitive boundary will be effectively managed. Retention of 

the reference to suburban sites within the revised RD6 would simply 

create duplication. 

 

(f) 21.5.2.3.1.1(a) – I have reduced the building setback and simplified 

the rule as agreed through facilitated mediation, which was noted in 

the evidence of Ms Kelly (paragraph 7.6, page 9) and Mr Willis 

(paragraphs 8.1 to 8.2, page 10).   The reasons for this agreement 

are that while the setback is significantly less than that as notified, 

and contrary to my position in my evidence in chief, I consider the 

reduced setback, in conjunction with the proposed landscape strip 

and revised controls on building scale and design, as noted above, 

within the interfaces of the site, will adequately manage the effects of 

the development.  

 

(g) 21.5.2.3.1.1(c) – I have reconfigured the rule and reduced the 

building setback as agreed through facilitated mediation and noted in 

the evidence of Mr Willis (paragraphs 8.5 and 8.6, page 11).  I 

consider the reconfigured rule is simpler, and that the reduced 

setbacks, in conjunction with the proposed landscape strip and 

revised controls on building scale and design, will adequately 

manage the effects of the development. 

 

(h) 21.5.2.3.1.1(g) – I have increased the specificity of the rule to limit the 

location of outdoor storage areas on landscape strips only, as agreed 

in facilitated mediation and noted by Mr Willis (paragraph 8.13, page 

13).  Mr Willis also proposed the addition of buildings to the 

provisions as a screening mechanism.  In respect to the first matter I 

consider that outdoor storage can be adequately managed through 

the combination of the setback provided by the landscape strip and 

adequate screening.  In respect to the latter point, I have discussed 

this with Mr Willis and agreed that the storage areas would not be 
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visible from a public place if behind a building, and therefore the 

addition of the wording "or any building" is unnecessary.  

 

(i) 21.5.4 - revision of matters of discretion to remove repetition and give 

greater specificity. Both Mr Willis (paragraphs 9.1 to 9.6, page 13) 

and Ms Kelly (paragraphs 12.1 to 12.5) generally supported the 

assessment matters but considered that some revisions were 

required.  Following facilitated mediation and a meeting with Ms Kelly 

and Mr Willis, I have revised assessment matters 21.5.4.2 Site and 

building design (iii), (iv), (vii) and (viii).  I consider these changes 

remove repetition i.e. visual interest, better address specific matters 

of assessment i.e. height, and provide more specificity as to the 

effect intended to be managed i.e. traffic movement.    

 

(j) 21.5.4.4 (iii) Matters of discretion - Mr Willis states (paragraph 9.5, 

page 14) that he notes that service areas are referred to in clause (iii) 

and should be removed as there are no standards or rules in relation 

to service areas.  I concur with this and have deleted the reference to 

service areas.  

 

(k) Mr Willis (paragraph 9.6, page 14) states that he generally supports 

21.5.4.5 Landscaping matters of discretion, however he does not 

support the reference to "park-like" setting.  Mr Willis proposes it be 

deleted and replaced with landscape setting to ensure it is consistent 

with the amended Proposal's objective and policies.  I agree with the 

deletion of park-like setting and replacement with landscape setting 

for the reason noted by Mr Willis.   

 

3.4 The amendments are included in Attachment A of Mr Blair's rebuttal 

evidence. While the amendments represent a revision of my position 

expressed in my evidence in chief, I consider that the underlying principle as 

stated in my evidence in chief, to achieve a balance between increased 

intensification and development flexibility for the suburban hospital sites, with 

the recognition of the surrounding residential context and amenity, will still be 

achieved.  

 

3.5 I consider the Revised Proposal adequately acknowledges the importance of 

the design and layout of buildings, and associated landscape, with particular 
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emphasis on the interface between the hospital sites and their surrounds, and 

to a lesser degree through controlled activity status, the potential impacts of 

building within the interior of the site.  

 

3.6 Mr Willis
1
 and Ms Kelly

2
 have both identified the need for security fencing at 

Hillmorton Hospital and have raised concerns with  21.5.2.3.1.1(e) Maximum 

height of fencing.    Mr Willis and Ms Kelly have provided a reworded provision 

as follows (change shown in underlining) to recognise the operational needs of 

the site: 

 

 The maximum height of fencing located within the landscaping strip 

from the road boundary shall be 1.2m except: 

i.  at the boundary with the Christchurch Southern Motorway; 

ii.  where the site or part of the site adjoins land also in CDHB 

ownership; or  

iii.  for the part of the Hillmorton Hospital site as identified on 

the Site Plan in xxxxx 

 

3.7  I agree in principle that an exception to 21.5.2.3.1.1(e) could address this 

matter. However, I do not agree with the inclusion of (ii). I consider there is 

potential for unintended consequences, particularly in respect to neighbouring 

amenity given the type and scale of the fencing intended for security.  This can 

currently be seen on the Hillmorton Hospital site adjacent to Annex Road.  

 

3.8 In respect to point (iii) above, Mr Willis has provided a plan - Rev 1, dated 21 

October 2015.  This plan indicates the extent of the proposed security fence, 

some 160m in length (including approximately 40m existing fencing 

immediately on the road boundary) along Annex Road from the boundary with 

the Christchurch Motorway. Recognising the specific operational needs of the 

hospital activity in this location, the hospital ownership of the site opposite, and 

the distance from the residential activity, I agree to this exception and the plan 

needs to be included in the Revised Proposal.  Inclusion of the plan provides 

clarity as to where the maximum height of the fencing does not need to be 

1.2m. 

 

                                                   
1
  At paragraphs 8.8 to 8.11. 

2
  At section 11. 
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3.9 In addition, my preference would be to have a road boundary setback for the 

fence, to provide opportunity for landscape screening, but at the time of writing 

this was not able to be confirmed with Mr Willis. 

 

4. PENNY LEMON FOR THE UNIVERSITY OF CANTERBURY (UOC) CHRISTCHURCH 

POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY (CPIT) 

EDWARD JOLLY FOR THE UNIVERSITY OF CANTERBURY (UOC) 

 

4.1 Ms Lemon (paragraph 35) states that "UC and CPIT agree with the deletion of 

the road boundary setback Rule 21.7.2.3.3 and addition to landscaping Rule 

21.7.2.3.6 (a) as set out in the green-line version (dated 14 October 2015)."  

For the purposes of clarification, I understand the former reference to be to 

remove the exclusion of car parking from the 15m road set back, and the latter 

to increase the landscape strip from 1.5m to 5m.  I agree with this position.   

 

4.2 Ms Lemon (paragraph 40) seeks to exempt the Ilam Road boundary from the 

recession plane requirement. On Ilam Road the UoC owns the sites on both 

sides of the street and thus the effects on neighbours that are normally 

managed by recession planes (on internal boundaries), such as access to 

daylight and building bulk, are not as applicable in my view. 

 

4.3 However, I also recognise that Ilam Road is a public space and as such some 

consideration should be given to the amenity of this space in respect to its 

users and the wider context. The scale of building (30m maximum height) and 

building setback (10m) as notified, could potentially result in buildings of a 

significant scale and visual impact. Therefore, I consider Ilam Road should 

only be exempt from the recession plane if instead an alternative rule is 

proposed to manage the amenity effects of building bulk and scale. 

 

4.4 Mr Jolly (paragraph 20) states his support of the UoC submission to remove 

the proposed stepped height rule 21.7.2.3.5 as notified.  In doing so he refers 

to the simplification of the controls and to the "combination of other rules 

including building setbacks, maximum height controls and façade modulation 

as proposed in the expert conferencing will in principle manage effects in a 

similar matter".  I note that the proposal as notified nor the Revised Proposal 

circulated with the Council's evidence in chief include a provision in relation to 

building modulation.  
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4.5 Mr Jolly further (paragraph 34) notes that he has no concerns with continuous 

building facades being possible through provisions and that their potential 

should be considered, and in the following paragraphs provides a rationale as 

to why.  Mr Jolly recognises at paragraph 38 that this requested change is out 

of scope but maintains that it is an important consideration.  As discussed 

within my evidence in chief (page 15, paragraph 8.4) I consider that the 

introduction of a control in respect to building modulation for larger scale 

buildings at the interface with other zones is appropriate to better manage the 

adverse effects on neighbouring residential amenity, and in respect to the 

proposed amendment by Ms Lemon, in regard to the public space 

environment.  

 

5. BUILDING MODULATION 

 

5.1 I now discuss below, the potential solution to what has been identified though 

expert conferencing and subsequent discussions with Mr Jolly, to be a gap in 

the pRDP in respect of visual impacts on residential activity of large scale 

buildings. I recognise there may be scope issues as no specific submission 

seeks this additional rule, but I understand the Panel may have powers to 

make the change suggested if it is considered necessary and appropriate.   

 

5.2 I have given consideration to the merits of a range of potential provisions.  This 

is as a result of my discussions with Mr Jolly as noted in paragraph 4.5-4.6 

above, my evidence in chief (paragraph 8.4, page 15), and the submission of 

Mr Carter (#2211).  This included consideration as to where building 

modulation provisions may most appropriately apply i.e. more sensitive 

environments.  In addition to recent site visits, I have undertaken a preliminary 

analysis using Google Earth, to assess and measure the existing scale and 

location of buildings on the UoC sites, and the impacts of these building on 

adjoining interfaces.  

 

5.3 From my analysis I consider that there is a balance between the height of 

building and the size of floor area, after which the scale of building and the 

lack of modulation or architectural variation in the building becomes more 

significant in terms of adverse visual effects.  

 

5.4 I have also weighed up the balance between the potential built form outcomes 

of a permitted activity i.e. a continuous building length rule, to a restricted 
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discretionary rule, and the implications on the UoC in respect to the consenting 

paths. I consider that a controlled activity, limited to the interfaces with other 

zones, will achieve a balance between achieving an adequate level of amenity 

and limiting the reliance on consenting processes, prescriptiveness and 

notification as identified in the Statement of Expectations.  As such I propose 

the following:  

 

21.7.2.2.2 Controlled activities  

C1 Any new building, set of contiguous buildings, or 
addition to a building that is within 30m of a site 

boundary, is greater than 11m in height and 1000m2 

gross ground floor area or more excluding: 

 

a. Repairs, maintenance, and seismic, 
fire/and/or access building code upgrades; or 

b. Refurbishment, reinstatement works. 

 

Any application arising from non compliance with 
these rules will not require written approvals and 
shall not be limited or publicly notified. 
 
For the avoidance of doubt, assessment under this rule 
will apply only to those parts of the building within the 
30m boundary setback.  

 

 

21.7.3.3 Building 
modulation 

 

  21.7.3.3 Building modulation 

  The extent to which: 

(a) Architectural detailing, materials, architectural form and modulation of 

the building provide visual interest and break down the bulk and scale 

of the building; and 

(b) Active engagement with the street, community safety and human 

scale are promoted. 

 

 

 

Josephine Frederika Jane Schröder 

23 October 2015 


