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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 My full name is Josephine Frederika Jane Schröder. I hold the position of 

Principal Advisor Urban Design at Christchurch City Council (Council). I have 

been in this position since July 2011. 

 

1.2 I hold a Masters of Arts in Urban Design and a Diploma in Urban Design from 

Oxford Brookes University, UK.  I also have a Bachelor in Planning (first class 

Hons) from Auckland University and an Advanced Certificate in Landscape 

Design from Unitec, Auckland. I am a full member of New Zealand Planning 

Institute and a Recognised Practitioner of Urban Design (UK).  I am also a 

member of the New Zealand Urban Design Forum and the Urban Design 

Group (UK). 

 

1.3 I have 15 years' experience in the field of urban design, the last 10 of which 

have been as a Principal Urban Designer. Prior to this I was a landscape 

designer and horticulturalist.  Full details of my experience are set out in 

Attachment A to this evidence. 

 

1.4 In addition to the more direct experience noted above, I also have the 

following experience relevant to the District Plan review: 

 

(a) developing and implementing the Christchurch Suburban Centre 

Masterplans; 

(b) managing the Christchurch Urban Design Panel process; 

(c) developing Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP) actions, including 

Exemplars, and the Christchurch Housing Accord Sites, including 

Welles, Colombo and Awatea;   

(d) the design, development and review of large scale Christchurch 

subdivisions, including Prestons, Longhurst and Knights Stream; 

(e) involved in the design, development and review of the Council’s 

social housing and community facilities rebuild programmes; 

(f) provided pre-application and resource consent urban advice on wide 

ranging projects at a range of scales, including Housing New 

Zealand Corporation proposals, medium density developments, 

Special Amenity Areas, and subdivision, commercial and industrial 

development; 

(g) prepared and delivered Neighbourhood Plans in Christchurch, 

including St Albans and Charleston; 
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(h) completed a Master's dissertation (with excellence) on greenfield 

subdivision in Christchurch; 

(i) developed the Urban Design Strategy for Tauranga City Council, as 

well as providing urban design advice to Tauranga City Council on 

its Smart Living Places, Transport, City Centre, Open Space and 

Smart Arts Strategies; and 

(j) reviewed and redrafted the Ministry for Environment – Quality 

Planning Website Structure Planning Guidance. 

 

1.5 As part of my role at the Council, I have been asked to provide urban design 

evidence in relation to the provisions package for the Residential New 

Neighbourhoods Zone (RNNZ).  

 

1.6 I have been involved in a supporting role in the ongoing development of the 

RNNZ proposal from its initial inception in 2012 to the refinement of the current 

Revised Proposal before the Panel. I have not provided expert evidence to the 

Independent Hearings Panel in regard to the RNNZ prior to this appearance.    

 

1.7 My role in the RNNZ has included involvement in informal and formal 

consultation and mediation (excluding facilitated mediation held on 17 

November 2015), and the development of the revised objectives, policies and 

rules framework. I have also been assisting Ms Janet Reeves in the 

preparation of the accompanying draft (non-statutory) Residential New 

Neighbourhood Design Guide, including the facilitation of workshops with 

members of the development community. 

 

1.8 While I have had some involvement in the review and preparation of the 

Outline Development Plans (ODPs), I have not been involved in the 

associated landowner consultation for the RNNZ areas that are subject to the 

ODPs. The preparation of the revised ODPs (plans and narratives) was led by 

Ms Sarah Oliver and Ms Janet Reeves, with input from other Council officers 

as necessary. 

    

1.9 Within the last year I have visited most, if not all, of the large scale greenfield 

developments undertaken within the District in the last four years, some of 

these multiple times.  For the last three years I have also been providing, and 

continue to provide, urban design advice on behalf of the Council relating to 

the Meadowlands New Neighbourhood development.  The first stage of the 
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development was recently submitted to the Council for land use and 

subdivision consent. 

 

1.10 I have previously provided evidence to the Independent Hearings Panel at the 

Stage 2 Residential
1
 and Specific Purposes Zones hearings.

2
 

 

1.11 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, as my employer, has agreed to me 

giving expert evidence on its behalf in accordance with my duties under the 

Code of Conduct.  

 

1.12 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view while 

preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) 

Order 2014 (Order in Council);  

(b) Proposed Replaced District Plan (pRDP) proposals; 

(c) Decision of the Independent Hearings Panel on Chapter 3, Strategic 

Directions and Strategic Outcomes;  

(d) Land Use Recovery Plan, December 2013 (LURP); 

(e) Operative Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS), Chapter 6; 

(f) Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013; 

(g) Minutes of the Independent Hearings Panel dated 16 July 2015 and 

20 August 2015 on the New Neighbourhood Provisions; and 

(h) Various other minutes released by the Independent Hearings Panel 

giving directions on procedural matters relevant to RNNZ provisions. 

 

1.13 My evidence should be considered in conjunction with that of Ms Sarah Oliver, 

of the Council, and Mr Andrew Collins and Ms Janet Reeves, both 

representing the Council.  I confirm that I agree with the evidence of Ms Oliver 

and Ms Reeves, and with the evidence of Mr Collins.   

 
 
 
1  Statement of Evidence of Josephine Frederika Jane Schroder dated 18 August 2015; Rebuttal Evidence of Ms Schroder 

dated 2 September 2015. 
2  Statement of Evidence of Ms Schroder dated 6 October 2015; Rebuttal Evidence of Ms Schroder dated 23 October 2015.  
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1.14 My evidence has the following attachments:  

 

(a) Attachment A - Urban Design Experience; and 

(b) Attachment B - Awatea Development Block Site Areas.  

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 The specific parts of the Proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP) that my 

evidence relates to, including in respect to the relief sought by submitters, is in 

respect to the Revised Proposal dated 7 December 2015 as attached to the 

Evidence in Chief of Ms Oliver (Revised Proposal), in relation to:  

 

(a) Chapter 8 (Subdivision, Earthworks and Development) in respect of 

the RNNZ urban design rules and assessment matters; and  

(b) Chapter 14 (Residential) in respect of the RNNZ urban design rules 

and assessment matters. 

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 The RNNZ proposal has been revised from that notified and heard in the 

Stage 1 residential and subdivision hearings.  It is a result of further work by 

Council staff, consultants and submitters at formal and informal mediation.  

 

3.2 I consider that as a consequence the Revised Proposal has been significantly 

simplified and is less prescriptive than the notified proposals. 

 

3.3 The provisions have largely been agreed with submitters.  In respect to the 

rules and assessment matters of Chapters 8 and 14, the primary aspects that 

have been deleted from the Revised Proposal are: 

 

(a) Restricted discretionary activity status for subdivision; 

(b) Requirements for context and site analysis; 

(c) The complexity of the alternative development routes; and 

(d) A standard for the mix of typologies. 

 

3.4 In my opinion, the package of RNNZ urban design provisions and matters of 

assessment and discretion are, in combination, the minimum level of 

regulation that can effectively ensure that the objectives and policies of 
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Chapter 8 Subdivision and Chapter 14 - Residential are met.  These objectives 

and policies include: 

 

(a) Objective 8.1.2 – Design and amenity, including Policies 8.1.4.2 

(Comprehensive residential development), 8.1.4.4 (Neighbourhood 

design and quality), 8.1.4.5 (Public open space), 8.1.4.7 (Integration 

and connectivity) 8.1.4.8 (Local centres - location layout and scale) 

and 8.1.4.9 (Nga Kaupapa / protection and enhancement of sites, 

values and other taonga of significance to tangata whenua); and 

(b) Objective 14.1.5 Residential New Neighbourhood Zone, including 

Policy 14.1.5.1 (Residential New Neighbourhood Zone).   

 

4. BACKGROUND 

 

4.1 The approach to subdivision in the Operative City Plan has largely focussed 

on the development of discrete parcels of land creating suburban, 

predominantly residential areas of a single building typology. The standardised 

approach generally minimises risk and timeframes for developers and 

landowners.  

 

4.2 However, with the objectives of the CRPS and the inclusion of minimum 

residential density requirements, there is increased recognition that greenfield 

subdivision areas need to deliver more than just a residential suburb.  Rather, 

these new neighbourhoods are the new urban villages and focus for 

community activities for the residents of Christchurch.   

 

4.3 As such, the expectations provided through the CRPS framework and 

transposed to the objectives and policies guiding the RNNZ, are for greater 

residential densities, greater housing choice and the desire to create well-

functioning, walkable neighbourhoods, with more sustainable patterns of use, 

addressing community needs more holistically.   

 

4.4 Mr Collins in his Evidence in Chief sets out the process, including informal and 

formal mediation, and the framework that has guided the Revised Proposal. 

The revised RNNZ rules and associated assessment matters of Chapters 8 

and 14 seek to achieve a level of design performance that ensures the delivery 

of the objectives and policies, through rules and assessment matters which 

are clear, useable and less prescriptive. This provides a balance between 



27122286_1.DOC  6 
 

flexibility and the certainty desired by the development community. The key 

considerations that guided the redrafting of the proposals are identified in the 

Evidence in Chief of Mr Collins (page 5, paragraph 4.4). 

 

4.5 The revised approach provides for the traditional subdivision route, with the 

option within the zone to provide well-designed, higher density residential 

blocks through a comprehensive residential development process. That is, 

either allowing for a land use consent first, or undertaking parallel land use and 

subdivision consents for a site.  This is similar to the anticipated outcomes 

heard and adopted in the Meadowlands RNNZ in Chapter 14 of the 

Replacement District Plan.   

 

4.6 The revised accompanying RNNZ urban design provisions package is also 

intended to ensure that any proposed development pattern is effective in the 

delivery of infrastructure and servicing, while offering greater flexibility in 

regard to aspects such as housing density and housing typology from that of 

the operative City Plan. 

 

4.7 Given the extent of the submissions made on the notified proposal and the 

changes subsequently made and incorporated into the Revised Proposal, I 

have not responded to individual submissions.  However, the accept/reject 

tables attached to Ms Oliver's Evidence in Chief set out whether a submission 

point has been accepted, accepted in part or rejected. In my evidence, I 

provide a design rationale for the rules and assessment matters contained 

within the Revised Proposal where changes have been made in response to 

submissions and mediation.  

 

4.8 I have not provided any comment or rationale in relation to the rules and 

assessment matters that were not subject to submissions or mediation.  

Further I have not provided comment on the inclusion of the rules and 

assessment matters that are the result of the amalgamation with the Living G 

zone, for example in relation to Prestons, Wigram and Yaldhurst ODPs, which 

I leave to the evidence of Ms Oliver.   
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5. CHAPTER 8 RNNZ RULES AND MATTERS OF CONTROL AND DISCRETION  

 

 Land Area for Subdivision 8.2.3.1A (3)  

 

5.1 The ODPs as discussed in the evidence of Ms Reeves [paragraphs 3.3 – 3.5] 

are intended to coordinate development of the RNNZ area, through the plans, 

the associated narrative, and the rules and matters of control and discretion 

provided through Chapters 8 and 14.   

 

5.2 The scale of the RNNZ areas, in conjunction with the predominantly larger size 

of the landholdings, and additional matters such as location and suitability for 

development, contributed to the identification of these areas for urban growth.  

The focus of the RNNZ objectives, policies and proposed rules package is to 

facilitate larger scale, more comprehensive development, rather than small 

incremental additions to the existing urban areas.     

 

5.3 In respect to the RNNZ proposal as notified, there was considerable confusion 

and disagreement in regard to the comprehensive development approach, the 

minimum subdivision area (6ha), and minimum developable blocks (7000m
2
), 

as evident in the submissions of #788 K Bush Road and Brian Gillman Ltd, 

#907 Freyberg Developments Ltd, #931 Milnes Road Farm Ltd and #969 

Blakesfield Ltd.  

 

Land Area for Subdivision 8.2.3.1A (3) (a)  

 

5.4 The proposal has since been significantly revised and simplified including a 

reduction in the minimum land areas required for subdivision.  It is now 

proposed that 4ha will be a controlled activity standard, with a non-notified 

discretionary activity status for sites below 4ha.  Mr Collins in his Evidence in 

Chief (paragraph 8.20, page 21) states that "the mediation record suggests 

agreement amongst the parties (or at least records no disagreement)".  

 

5.5 As discussed above, the RNNZ predominantly covers large scale greenfield 

areas, comprising both areas of single and multiple ownership.  I acknowledge 

that not all areas in the RNNZ proposed for subdivision will meet the 4ha 

minimum area, and this has been a matter of discussion throughout mediation.  
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5.6 However, in my experience, including my role within Council's multi-

disciplinary subdivision review team, and a review of the size of subdivision 

stages of urban growth areas, I consider that 4ha is an effective size to ensure 

the integration with adjacent development blocks, as a controlled activity.  This 

is in respect to the street and block layout, pedestrian and cycle network, other 

infrastructure and servicing, open space and achieving an efficient block layout 

for residential development. Attachment B, provides a real example of a 

development block in the Living G (Awatea) Zone in multiple ownership with 

subdivision proposals from pre application to consented development. The 

overlaying of each development plan illustrates the level of complexity involved 

in negotiating an effective overall block layout.  This is particularly difficult 

when development occurs within differing timeframes, or based on differing 

development principles, and includes smaller development sites, as is the 

case with the Awatea block.  

 

5.7 Below 4ha, a non-notified restricted discretionary pathway for subdivision is 

available.  This is to ensure that smaller sites can be effectively knitted 

together (i.e. the context and development needs) can be addressed so as to 

produce an efficient land use and servicing pattern, as well as mitigating any 

potential interface issues between landholdings.  Figure 1 below illustrates a 

situation where subdivisions were developed at different times with a lack of 

connection between them, and consequently result in limited access between, 

increasing walking and driving distances, and activity between areas.    

 

Figure 1: The interface of subdivisions undertaken at differing times and different overarching design 
principles and consequent lack of street and pedestrian connection between them. 
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Land Area for Subdivision 8.2.3.1A (3) (b) 

 

5.8 A minimum 6000m
2
 site area for comprehensive residential development is 

proposed as a controlled activity.  This includes the benefit of additional height 

and site coverage as well as relief from additional standards.  Those additional 

standards include recession planes between buildings within the site.   

 

5.9 The minimum site area ensures that both internal and external effects can be 

managed effectively for higher than typical densities and heights.  This also 

provides opportunity and flexibility by minimising the level of prescription, while 

being clear in the intended outcomes to be achieved.   

 

5.10 The 6000m
2
 minimum site area is of a size that can provide for a range of 

alternative building typologies, site layouts, and access options within the 

given site.  Figure 2 below, identifies three blocks within the Hobsonville Point 

development all of which are 6,000m
2
 or greater. Each block offers a range of 

unit typologies, of different unit sizes (and levels of affordability) and access 

arrangements (illustrated in Figures 3 to 5 below), including direct access 

from the street, courtyard access and laneway access. The blocks have been 

comprehensively designed to ensure that open space, privacy and access to 

sunlight are all provided on site.  

Figure 1: Hobsonville Point block sizes 
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5.11 The site area proposed is also large enough to provide for a range of land 

uses in association with residential use.  These include public open space or 

an activity such as a corner shop, while managing the effects of the activity 

with residential neighbours. The controlled activity status ensures a 

Figure 3: Hobsonville Point, rear lane access, with buildings designed 
comprehensively 

Figure 2: Hobsonville Point, Street front vehicle access, no internal recession plane, 

while maintaining privacy between units. 
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conversation between the Council and the developer to manage potential 

effects without requiring notification. 

 

5.12 In conjunction with the 6,000m
2
, each of the blocks identified in Figure 2 has a 

minimum dimension of 50m allowing flexible internal layouts, rather than 

simply strips of terrace development, which is the predominant development 

form in Christchurch medium density greenfield development currently.  This 

limits the availability of variations in housing typology that is anticipated in 

Policy 8.1.4.4.   Examples of varying housing typologies include apartments, 

maisonettes and other forms of multi-unit housing, which ensures whole of life 

housing demands and more robust longer term communities.  

 

5.13 The need to provide for diversity and residential mix to address changing 

demographics (and levels of affordability) is indicated through demographic 

research and identified in the CRPS. The controlled activity status for 

comprehensive development in conjunction with the matters of control, 

provides the opportunity to build in greater flexibility for comprehensive future 

development lots. 

 

 

Figure 4: Hobsonville Point, buildings designed comprehensively incorporating 
increased height.  
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Minimum Lot Size (Residential Lots) 8.2.3.1A (4)  

 

5.14 The minimum lot size of 400m
2
 for corner lots and 300m

2
 for other lots, 

remains as notified.  There are no submitters opposing this rule.  The intention 

of the notified rule was to keep the site size rule as simple as possible.  While 

the rule identifies minimum lot sizes, a variety of lot sizes is anticipated, rather 

than simply just small lots, with the requirement for variety a matter of control.  

to meet the intent of Policy 8.1.4.4.  

 

5.15 In ascertaining the minimum lot sizes, as proposed, site sizes were identified 

through scenario testing and evaluating examples to ensure the site could 

achieve a baseline amenity for a standalone dwelling, before impacting 

adversely on the internal amenity of the dwelling and on aspects such as 

sunlight, open space and privacy on neighbours. Sampling from newly 

developed urban areas
3
 and scenario testing identified a site of 300m

2
 as a 

minimum to meet those requirements.   As density increases i.e. site size 

decreases, the potential impacts become more pronounced.  The design, 

therefore, requires a higher level of resolution, including at the subdivision 

stage, which is difficult to achieve on an individual site. 

  

5.16 In respect to 8.2.3.1A (4), an exception to rule (c) was made to the site size 

rule through the Council rebuttal evidence in the Stage 1 hearing (Mr Scott 

Blair).  This was in response to submissions (#788 K Bush Road and Brian 

Gillman Ltd) and in further assessing alternatives to provide greater 

opportunity for a variety of typologies. The exception provided for 10% of sites 

within a subdivision to be 180m
2
 to 300m

2
 in area (for terrace housing) as a 

permitted activity.  The intent of this rule is to provide for small pockets of 

higher density development, without the consequent adverse effects, 

particularly on neighbours. Through the recent mediation, the exception has 

increased to allow 20% of sites to be 180m
2
 to 300m

2
 in area. 

 

5.17 The restriction on the exception to allow 10% smaller sites was to encourage 

the uptake of the comprehensive residential development.  It was also to 

manage the impacts of terrace housing including ensuring a diversity of 

housing types, managing access and streetscene effects, as well as to 

 
 
3
  Sites were identified through the subdivision plans, followed by building and resource consents, many of the latters had 

required input of Council's Urban Design Team.  The basic assumption was to identify the baseline scenario for a single 
story, detached residential unit.  The work focused on Northwood, Longhurst and Wigram subdivisions for examples, with 
accompanying site visits.  
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address the potential for monotonous development. Terrace development, 

when not well designed, or in extensive blocks with vehicle access directly off 

the street (as shown in Figure 6 below) can result in a proliferation of garages 

and vehicle access onto the street.  This limits the opportunity for clear and 

safe pedestrian movement, on-street parking and street tree planting, which 

can reduce the overall quality and amenity of the area.  

 

5.18 While I consider the 20% allowance will compromise the uptake of 

comprehensive residential development and has the potential to create the 

issues noted above, the controlled activity status, in conjunction with 

appropriate assessment matters will provide, to an extent, the ability to 

manage some of the potential issues through the block layout and design at 

the time of subdivision.  

 

5.19 The minimum site sizes do not apply to comprehensive residential 

developments. I consider that the larger, more comprehensively designed sites 

have greater flexibility and ability to provide for amenity more creatively and to 

manage any potential internal adverse effects of development.  Therefore they 

did not need to be subject to this rule.  

 

Figure 5: A street front terrace development dominated by garaging 
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 Minimum Lot Width 8.2.3.1A (5) 

 

5.20 The intention of the minimum lot width (10m or 7m for mid-terrace lots) to road 

boundaries and other public space is to ensure a coherent street environment, 

and to provide the opportunity for overlooking of public space.  This promotes 

the principles of Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED), 

and meets the intention of Policies 8.1.4.4 and 8.1.4.5.  Creating environments 

that promote these principles can increase the perception of safety, improve 

walkability, reduce opportunity for crime and vandalism, and as indicated 

through urban research,
4
 forge stronger community links resulting from 

informal interactions.  

 

5.21 The minimum lot width rule promotes lots that can incorporate buildings that 

have a street frontage that is not overly dominated by garaging, or has the 

issues noted in paragraph 5.17, providing the opportunity to incorporate 

windows on the street façade of the house. The 10m width allows for a 

standalone house with a single garage accessed from the street, without the 

need to provide shared rear access. Figure 7, located in the Wigram, 

illustrates the 10m site width and the built form resulting.  Of note is that the 

garage comprises less than 50% of the elevation.  

 

 

 
 
4
  Ministry of Justice - National Guidelines for Crime Prevention through Environmental Design in New Zealand - Part 1 

Seven Qualities of Safer Places.  

Figure 6: a site with a 10m frontage which provides overlooking of the street, 
pedestrian and garage access, without the need for rear lane access, and separation 
from neighbours. Outdoor living space is to the rear of the site.  
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5.22 The 7m width for mid-block terrace sites again allows for a single garage and 

ground floor room onto the street front, and provides a degree of overlooking 

of public space.  Figure 8 illustrates a 7m terrace unit that does not rely on 

rear access for garaging, but still provides a positive street interface.    

 

5.23 Terrace units can of course be designed at narrower widths (down to 4m) but 

then require rear access and generally a greater degree of design 

consideration that is more appropriately addressed through a controlled or 

restricted discretionary activity status. The 10m width for end terrace lots is to 

address the interface between the terrace block and the adjacent sites, and 

also to manage potential amenity effects.  

 

 Maximum Cul-de-sac Length 8.2.3.1A (6) 

 

5.24 The maximum length of a cul-de-sac, where linked with a pedestrian 

connection to another route, is proposed to be 150m (equating to 

approximately 30 standalone houses) and 100m where not linked.  The 

Canterbury earthquakes of 2010 and 2011 highlighted the vulnerability of the 

city on a significant scale, including the need to ensure that there is alternative 

Figure 7: 7m wide terrace lots in Northwood, Christchurch, allowing front pedestrian 
and vehicle access, a ground floor habitable room and opportunities for landscaping 
and open space 
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access when needed in a time of crisis.  The analogy being one does not build 

houses with only one door.   

 

5.25 As stated by Mr Collins in his Evidence in Chief (paragraph 8.28, page 22):  

 

It is important to ensure that good neighbourhood connectivity can be 

achieved, consistent with Objective 3.3.7 (Urban growth, form and 

design) in Chapter 3, the Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes 

chapter of the CRDP. It is also consistent with Policy 6.3.2 of the RPS. 

The mediation record suggests agreement amongst the parties. 

 

5.26 I consider that the purpose and benefits of the limits on the cul-de-sac length 

proposed is three fold: 

 

(a) to ensure the walkability of a neighbourhood in conjunction with the 

maximum of 800m perimeter length of the block as proposed; 

(b) to limit the potential number of residential units and therefore the 

potential number of vehicle movements via a single entry/exit point, 

thus minimising the potential vulnerability to major events, whether an 

earthquake or accident; and 

(c) to provide legible and safe public spaces. 

 

Road frontage to public reserves 8.2.3.1A (7) 

5.27 The minimum road frontage of 25% for the perimeter of a public reserve has 

been retained as notified, with an amendment for an exclusion for local 

purpose reserves for walkways. The rationale for the amendment is that it may 

not be practical to require 25% frontage to a walkway where the lot may be 

only 8m wide and 50m long (resulting in approximately 21% frontage). 

However, I have a degree of concern at the implications of the amendment 

given the examples we have existing in Christchurch.  An example of this is 

illustrated in Figure 9 of Shirley, Christchurch, where long fenced pedestrian 

access reserves have created quite significant social issues and the Council 

and Housing New Zealand are partnering to try to address this.   

 

5.28 In my view, public open spaces need to be located where they form part of a 

wider network of public spaces and access, including streets.  They should 

also have maximum visibility to ensure safety and subsequent use.  In my 

view, reserves that are located behind rows of housing or that do not have 
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frequent entry points from public space, can become areas of entrapment, with 

poor levels of stewardship and consequently do not serve their purpose to 

provide amenity to the community.  

 

5.29 On balance however, I consider my concern will be adequately addressed by 

the controlled activity status and assessment matters as part of the subdivision 

layout. 

 

Reserve Width 8.2.3.1A (8) 

5.30 The minimum 8m width of reserves to be vested in Council for utility, 

pedestrian access or stormwater conveyance purposes, is retained as notified. 

In conjunction with open spaces for recreation, Council reserves intended for 

utilities, walkways or stormwater, provide a service requirement, as well as the 

opportunity for multi-purpose urban connections, including for walkways and 

cycleways, amenity and ecological corridors.  

 

5.31 The functionality, safety and subsequent use of these reserves, and the 

potential impacts of their use on adjacent properties is dependent on a number 

of factors.  This includes the length of the reserve between blocks, the location 

of the reserve, the adjacent land uses, and the width of reserve.  The 8m 

proposed width allows for a clear dual use path of 2.5 to 3m, adequate 

clearance adjacent to the path to provide clear sightlines, while allowing some 

Figure 8: The pedestrian and cycle and cycle connection through Shirley, 
Christchurch, with limited street frontage and few connections to it.  High fences also 
line the reserve creating ongoing safety issues.  



27122286_1.DOC  18 
 

amenity planting and the mitigation of privacy effects on immediate neighbours 

of the walkway. 

 

Walkable Block Size 8.2.3.1A (9) 

 

5.32 The maximum perimeter length of 800m for any block containing residential 

lots has been retained, with minor wording changes for clarity.  

 

Matters for Control 8.2.4.1A and Matters for Discretion 8.2.4.2A for the RNNZ 

 

5.33 As discussed in the Evidence in Chief of Mr Collins (paragraph 8.30), a much 

simpler, rationalised and consolidated package of matters has been provided 

for the RNNZ that I have contributed to. In addition to three city-wide matters 

of control that apply, there are an additional eleven matters specified for the 

RNNZ.  These relate to both the more mechanical aspects of subdivision and 

the subdivision design and layout specified to meet the outcomes identified 

through the CRPS and the objectives and policies of Revised Proposal.  

 

5.34 As discussed in paragraphs 4.1 to 4.3 above, subdivision in Christchurch has 

previously focused on the development of discrete parcels of land creating 

suburban, predominantly residential areas of a single building typology. With 

the expectation for increased densities and a mix of typologies, without 

specific locations identified, the increased focus on transport efficiency and 

integration, quality of life factors and servicing, this results in a complex 

balancing act.  Given this complexity, in conjunction with a controlled activity 

status for subdivision and comprehensive development, I consider that 

sufficient detail is needed to both provide direction to, and ensure that, a 

subdivision proposal achieves the intent of the policy direction provided by the 

CRPS and the Revised Proposal.   

 

5.35 The matters for discretion outlined in 8.2.4.2A, are identified under five 

subheadings: 

 

(a) integration, context and placemaking (with references to the ODPs); 

(b) subdivision design (including provision for housing typologies); 

(c) movement networks; 

(d) public space (including interaction between public and private 

spaces); and 
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(e) general (infrastructure). 

 

5.36 These matters relate to the fundamental structuring elements of a subdivision 

proposal, and more widely the city, and include: 

 

(a) the existing area and site features; 

(b) the block and street layout; 

(c) the size, orientation and location of lots; 

(d) vehicle, cycle and pedestrian movement; and 

(e) public space. 

 

5.37 The assessment matters identify the key matters to be considered and 

weighted together.  As with any situation, the weighting of assessment matters 

may differ dependent upon the context and parameters for development, for 

example site ground conditions, the location in proximity to a commercial 

centre, and the scale and density of adjacent development.  

 

5.38 The matters as revised are far less detailed as to the outcomes anticipated, 

than as notified.  However, with the introduction of the non-statutory 

Residential New Neighbourhood Design Guide (as attached to the evidence of 

Ms Reeves), I consider that there will be sufficient direction and guidance to 

interpret the outcomes anticipated of each of the matters. 

 

6. CHAPTER 14 RNNZ RULES AND MATTERS OF CONTROL AND DISCRETION 

 

6.1 As with the RNNZ rules in Chapter 8, the Chapter 14 built form standards have 

also been the subject of evidence and mediation as part of the Stage 1 

Residential hearing.  

 

6.2 The base wording of the Revised Proposal attached to Ms Oliver's evidence is 

the Council’s 9 November 2015 Revised Proposal (circulated in advance of the 

16/17 November mediation), with refinements to reflect RNNZ mediation 

discussions and agreements as discussed by Mr Collins in his Evidence in 

Chief (paragraph 11.11).  

 

6.3 A number of rules that were in the notified proposal have been deleted.  I 

consider the rules package as revised, and discussed below, is at the 

minimum level of prescription that will still ensure that the objectives and 
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policies of the CRPS and pRDP frameworks will be met in respect to achieving 

integrated, well designed new communities. I have only provided a 

commentary on those provisions where I consider a design response is 

required in addition to the planning response provided by Mr Collins.  

 

Building Height 14.6.3.1 

 

6.4 The standard building height in the RNNZ is 8m, consistent with the 

Residential Suburban Zone as notified in the pRDP.  11m is proposed for 

RNNZ comprehensive residential developments of 6000m
2 

or greater. The 

11m height is consistent with the Residential Medium Density Zone as notified 

in the pRDP and allows for 3 storey buildings with variation in rooflines.   

 

6.5 Further, Rule 14.6.3.3 RD8 provides for building height between 8m and 11m 

for comprehensive developments of less than 6000m
2
, with the proposal 

assessed on its merits.  I consider both of these standards appropriate to 

manage the scale of development in the context in which it will be located (i.e. 

taking into account the layout, scale and density of adjacent development).  

 

 Site coverage 14.6.3.2 

 

6.6 Rule 14.6.3.2 (a) to (c) provides site coverage standards for the RNNZ areas 

that are not currently zoned Living G in the operative City Plan.  14.6.3.2 (d) to 

(f) carry over the operative City Plan site coverage for the three ODP areas 

(Prestons, Wigram and Yaldhurst) that were formerly Living G areas. 

 

6.7 The site coverage rule in respect to (a) remains as notified. The addition of site 

coverage standards for sites less than 300m
2
 and for comprehensive 

residential development have been amended.  These are the result of 

clarification of comprehensive residential development and the introduction of 

the opportunity for the smaller housing sites for terrace development.  

 

6.8 In my opinion, the 40% site coverage for lots with a net area of 300m
2
 and 

over, and 45% for lots of less than 300m
2 

and 50% for comprehensive 

residential developments over 6,000m
2
 are appropriate.  I consider the 

proposed site coverage in combination with the rules for outdoor living space 

(which I consider the standards provided are at the absolute minimum) and 

recession planes, and building setbacks for standalone houses, ensures that a 
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balance of floor area to the provision of on-site and external amenity will be 

achieved.  

 

6.9 In addition to the provision of amenity, the site coverage rules as proposed 

promotes variation in building typology and housing affordability.  For example, 

it encourages smaller houses on smaller sites, rather than simply providing 

larger houses on smaller sites as illustrated in Figure 10 below, which is 

evidenced in some Living G development areas.  The provision for sites less 

than 300m
2
 and the 45% site coverage rule, takes into account the type of 

development.  For example, attached units for comprehensive development 

and the flexibility to more easily manage effects across the whole of the site.  

 

 

 

Outdoor living space 14.6.3.3 

 

6.10 Further amendment has been made to the structure of the outdoor living space 

rule for the purpose of simplification; however the standards have not been 

altered from the Council’s 23 April 2015 redline version of Chapter 14 

(provided in the Stage 1 residential hearing).   

 

6.11 In my opinion, the size and dimensions of the outdoor living spaces required 

(total area of 16m
2
 for one bed or studio units and 30m

2
 for two or more 

bedrooms, with a minimum dimension of 4m as illustrated in Figure 11 below) 

Figure 9: A standalone house with over 50% site coverage limiting the provision of 
site amenity including open space and landscape area, and permeable surface areas.  
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are at the absolute minimum to enable a level of private amenity for residents.  

Aside from providing the opportunity for residents to be outdoors, and amenity 

such as tree and garden planting, the provision of outdoor living space also 

increases the opportunity to access internal light for residential units. This is 

particularly important as rules for building setbacks and recession planes have 

been relaxed from that of the operative City Plan.  

 

 

 Daylight Recession Plane 14.6.3.4 

 

6.12 The equivalent standard in the notified Stage 1 Residential Proposal was 

14.6.3.5. The Revised Proposal rule reflects Council’s 23 April 2015 redline 

version of Chapter 14
5
, with refinements to reflect RNNZ conferencing, 

mediation discussions and agreements. The recession plane applied to all 

development in the RNNZ is equivalent to that of the RMD zone (Appendix 

14.10.2 Diagram C). This recognises that the minimum site size is significantly 

smaller in the RNNZ (300m
2
) than that in the existing RS zones (450m2), with 

overall higher residential densities anticipated. 

 

 
 
5
  The Council's position at the close of the Stage 1 Residential hearing. 

Figure 10: Two bedroom rear units in Longhurst with outdoor living areas of a 
minimum 4m dimension.  
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Landscaping 14.6.3.7 

 

6.13 It is my understanding that there was no agreement in mediation on 17 

November on the 2m strip required for planting on the front boundary.  

However, I consider that the rule should be retained with minor amendment 

from that notified in response to the submission by #381 Oakvale Farm Limited 

and #377 Maurice R Carter Limited to provide more balance to the rule, while 

still attaining the intended amenity outcomes of the rule.     I consider that the 

word "planting" should be replaced with "landscaping", which provides a more 

expansive definition that includes inclusion of tree planting, but which also 

allows grass and the use of other materials.  

 

6.14 I have had considerable involvement in processing resource consent 

applications for medium density residential developments.  In my experience, 

without the rules for landscaping in the operative City Plan including Density A 

areas in the Living G zone such as Longhurst (see Figure 12) many of these 

sites would be more dominated by hard surfacing, particularly where 

permeable surface standards (as identified in the density A and B areas of the 

Prestons and Wigram ODPs) do not apply.  

 

 

 

6.15 Tree planting in particular is an important element of the visual quality of a 

residential environment, as well as helping to moderate climate and encourage 

Figure 11: Landscaping required under the current operative District Plan for Living 
G (Longhurst), offsetting the extent of paving on the site and the overall density of 
housing in the vicinity.  
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biodiversity including fauna.  The RNNZ more generally requires a higher level 

of density, without upper limits, than has previously occurred in Christchurch 

urban growth areas. This includes the more recent Delamaine
6
 and Prestons 

developments, which do not meet 15 households/ha, but which contain 

medium density residential development.   

 

6.16 In conjunction with this, developers are proposing (and Council are adopting) 

narrower road widths for local roads, which result in more limited opportunities 

for large scale street trees.  Landscaping on the front boundary contributes to 

both public space and private space amenity, without compromising the use of 

the site for other purposes, including the provision of private outdoor open 

space.  

 

6.17 I consider that the risk to the quality and amenity of the residential 

environment, and meeting the objectives and policies of the pRDP, of deleting 

the rule far outweighs the cost to individual landowners.  

 

Fencing in the Road Setback 14.6.3.8 

 

6.18 The 1.2m standard for the height of fencing is a simplification of the rule as 

notified.  I consider that the fence height proposed balances allowing the 

opportunity for front fencing and a degree of privacy, without compromising the 

promotion of safety by providing the opportunity for overlooking at the street.  I 

consider this meets the principles of CPTED, as reflected in policy 8.1.4.4.   

 

Parking Areas 14.6.3.9 

 

6.19 This rule requires parking areas to be separated from adjoining roads by 

fencing or landscaping.  Car parking areas can have a considerable visual 

impact (see Figure 13) on the surrounding neighbourhood if not managed 

effectively. I consider that the combination of this rule and the landscaping rule 

14.6.3.7 will manage the street interface in respect to parking effectively.   

 
 
6  #788 Brian Gillman Ltd (paragraph 43, page 12). 
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Garages 14.6.3.10 

 

6.20 The rule limiting garages to 50% of the ground floor elevation is consistent with 

the approach taken to the Living G zones in the operative City Plan and the 

intent of the proposed Suburban Residential zone.  The rule is intended to 

manage both visual and layout impacts from the dominance of garaging and 

associated vehicle access within the front yard.  This includes the consequent 

impacts that the extent of garaging can have on other aspects of the street 

layout including:  

(a) continuity of footpaths and their safety for pedestrians (and cyclists); 

(b) the opportunity for street tree planting; and  

(c) the opportunity for on-street parking.  

 

Road Boundary Building Setback 14.6.3.11  

 

6.21 Following mediation, Mr Collins drafted a simplified road boundary setback 

rule from that of the Council’s 23 April 2015 redline version, requiring a 4m 

standard setback.  This is consistent with the RMD zone.  

 

6.22 While the mediation record indicates agreement with the rule (or at least no 

disagreement was recorded), Mr Jason Jones (on behalf of submitter #840 

Ngai Tahu Properties Limited) in correspondence to Ms Oliver has queried the 

need for a 4m setback, rather than the 3m setback that applies to Living G 

Figure 12: A corner site with exposed parking areas and lacking any planting (aside 
from street planting) compromises the amenity of the surrounding area.  
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(Wigram) zone of the operative City Plan. I consider that 4m remains 

appropriate. A 4m setback allows for the provision of a medium width canopy 

tree in the street frontage, and/or an outdoor living space that meets the 

minimum 4m dimension rule.  It also allows a level of privacy without the need 

for a level change from the street or a streetscene of closed blinds and 

curtains, as in seen in developments with lesser street setbacks, as illustrated 

in Figure 14 below, of Longhurst subdivision, Christchurch.  

 

 

 

6.23 However, the operative City Plan Living 3 road boundary setback rule, and 

proposed RMD zone provision allows for a 30% of the building to intrude to 

within 3m of the road boundary setback. In my experience, this has been a 

positive addition to the road setback rule.  It has provided greater flexibility, 

encouraged modulation and articulation of the front façade, while still allowing 

for the opportunity for tree and garden planting.  The rule has been amended 

in Revised Proposal to incorporate the allowance for the 30% intrusion into the 

streetscene.  

 

Ground Floor Habitable Space and Overlooking of the Street 14.6.3.12 

 

6.24 I consider that this standard should be retained including both the requirement 

for the minimum 2m
2
 window area facing the street, to ensure that Policy 

8.1.4.4 is met. The intent of the rule is to ensure that new neighbourhoods 

support community activity and safety, which includes visual interaction and 

engagement between public and private space.  In my role with Council, I have 

Figure 13: A combination of a building setback of 2m and 3m, where each of the 
dwellings has covered windows onto the street.  4m generally allows a higher degree 
of privacy, balanced with opportunity for amenity and overlooking of the street.  
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reviewed and provided design advice, particularly at the pre application stage, 

to a number of development proposals where a habitable ground floor has not 

been provided, or where there has been very limited glazing onto the street.   

 

6.25 Figure 15 and 16 below illustrate the 2m
2
 minimum in practice. Where a front 

door is not located on the street frontage, without a habitable room on the 

ground floor or a sufficient level of glazing on the front façade, not only is the 

level of engagement and overlooking negated or reduced, the resultant visual 

quality of the building can be poor.   This is particularly an outcome where 

there are multiple buildings of the same design in a row.  I therefore support 

the retention of 14.6.3.12. 

6.26  

6.27  

Matters for Control in the RNNZ 14.8A  

 

6.26 Through mediation, the matters of control have been simplified.  While simple 

in format, they still identify the key matters of importance (to weight and 

balance) in the development of a comprehensive residential proposal to 

manage both internal and external amenity of the site and the integration with 

the wider new urban area.  Irrespective of the simple format of the matters of 

control, as a practitioner developing or reviewing a proposal, I would look to 

the matters of discretion in conjunction with the RNN Design Guide for 

direction as to the intention of the matter of control.   

 

6.27 In respect to restricted discretionary activities, both the general residential 

matters of discretion are applied (14.9.1-14.9.24, as well as specific matters 

relating to ODPs (14.9.25) and Comprehensive Residential Development 

(14.9.26).  I consider that this is appropriate given that new urban 

Figure 14 (left) and Figure 16 (right) illustrate a minimum level of glazing to the street of 2m
2
, indicating 

that even a minimum amount of glazing can make a difference in respect to the street frontage both in 
respect to the dominance of the building and overlooking of the street. 
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developments are simply extensions of the existing urban environment and as 

such be considered on a comparative basis.   

 

Matters of Discretion for Comprehensive Residential Development 14.9.26 

 

6.28 Specific matters of discretion are provided for comprehensive residential 

development.  The matters of discretion are particularly directed at 

comprehensive developments of less than 6,000m
2
. As with the focus 

elsewhere in the pRDP, the level of design consideration reflects the increased 

density and scale of development.  Design consideration also focusses on the 

need to more carefully manage the potential effects, both internal and external, 

than would be anticipated for a less intensive development.   

 

6.29 In my opinion, the matters of discretion provide the flexibility for innovative and 

creative solutions, rather than the expectation for a formulaic development 

response. I consider that an appropriate balance has been achieved between 

simplicity and direction in the Revised Proposal in respect to the matters of 

discretion that will still ensure that a high quality residential environment can 

be achieved. 

 

Josephine Frederika Jane Schröder 

7 December 2015
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Attachment A 

Additional Details of Urban Design Review Experience 

 

Set out below is my experience as an Urban Designer in both the public and private sectors: 

In recent years I have provided urban design advice to the Council for Plan Change 56 (the 

Business 1 and 2 zones review), Plan Changes 68/69 (Halswell North/Meadowlands), the 

Lyttelton Port Recovery Plan (including policy and provisions), as well as more minor plan 

changes.  

 

I also managed the heritage consultant team for the Council. In this role, I provided urban design, 

planning and landscape advice for the assessment of potential heritage conservation areas for 

Akaroa and Christchurch prior to the 2010/11 earthquakes, including potential methods to 

address them through City and District Plan processes. 

 

For the Thames–Coromandel District Council, I reviewed the District Plan objectives, policies and 

rules for the District’s settlements, and undertook a character assessment and evaluation for 

potential character areas throughout the District.  In conjunction with this and the previous work, I 

developed a package of urban design objectives, policies, rules and illustrations for the District 

Plan review.  

 

I have provided urban design advice, character assessments, policy advice and detailed 

submissions for the Tauranga City Plan, the Western Bay of Plenty District Plan, and the Rodney 

District Plan on behalf of public and private clients.   

 

For the Matamata/Piako District Council, I identified mechanisms for integrating District Plan 

provisions with its Code of Practice for subdivision. Similarly, I have also provided design advice 

to the Thames-Coromandel District, Tauranga and Christchurch City Councils on Code of 

Practice reviews. 

 

I had considerable involvement in the drafting of the Wairakei Plan Change.  I also had 

involvement in hearings in relation to a 420ha new urbanist town centre development in 

Tauranga, as well post structure plan rules, development and implementation for The Lakes 

urban growth area in Tauranga. 
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