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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 My qualifications and experience are set out in my evidence in 

chief lodged with this Hearings Panel in relation to the Stage 2 

Residential New Neighbourhood Proposal, dated 7 December 

2015 (refer to paragraphs 1.2 - 1.4).  

 

1.3 I have previously provided evidence to the Hearings Panel in 

respect to the Residential (Stage 2) - including in particular on 

suburban residential character areas and the Residential New 

Neighbourhood Zone - and the Specific Purpose Zone (Stage 2) 

proposals. 

 

1.4 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 for me to give expert evidence on its behalf in accordance 

with my duties under the Code of Conduct.  

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the Statement of 

Evidence of Ms Nicole Lauenstein on behalf of Peter Dyhrberg 

and others (#3688), dated 18 January 2016. I note that I have not 

been involved in developing the Central City Residential 

provisions, or formal and informal mediation. I have not prepared 

Evidence in Chief related to this proposal, although I note Mr Scott 

Blair addresses the Peter Dyhrberg and others submission at 
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paragraphs 14.1 to 14.26 of his Evidence in Chief, where he 

concludes that "On balance, if an assessment of the character of 

Chester Street East warrants a higher level of recognition as 

sought by the submitters I recommend that the Panel approve the 

relief sought. However until the appropriate evidential basis is 

available I recommend that the request #3688.9 be rejected."  

 

2.2 I have one attachment to my evidence, Attachment A: Proposed 

Revised Chester Street East Character Area Boundary.  

 

3. PETER DYHRBERG AND OTHERS (#3688) – NICOLE LAUENSTEIN 

 

3.1 I have read the Evidence of Ms Lauenstein dated 18 January 

2016.  I have also reviewed the character assessment of the 

Chester Street East area undertaken by Ms Lauenstein, as 

attached to her Evidence in Chief.  I undertook a site visit to the 

area on 21 January 2016 to better understand the characteristics 

and qualities of the area.  However, given the time available I have 

not undertaken a character assessment based on the 

methodology that has been used elsewhere in the city and 

described in my evidence in chief for the residential hearing.1  As 

such my assessment of the qualities of the area are reliant on the 

evaluation of Ms Lauenstein in respect to the categorisation of the 

sites within the Chester Street East area.    

 

 Character Assessment 

  

3.2 In respect to the Chester Street East character assessment 

undertaken by Ms Lauenstein, the report provided appears to 

follow the methodology applied to the suburban character area 

assessments undertaken by Beca2, and which I was involved in as 

part of the Stage 2 Residential Proposal, with one exception.  Ms 

Lauenstein has categorised a rear site as primary. The Beca 

                                                   
1
  http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/2123-CCC-Residential-Stage-2-Evidence-of-

Ms-Josephine-Schroder-18-8-15.pdf - paragraphs 5.12 to 5.14. 
2
  Christchurch Suburban Character Areas Assessments: Phase 1 (Beca Ltd, January. 2015) and Phase 2 

(Beca and CCC, June 2015). This is Attachment B and Attachment C to my Evidence in Chief. 
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methodology was to categorise rear sites as neutral as a result of 

having a lesser contribution to the street interface.   

 

3.3 On the basis of my review of Ms Lauenstein's assessment and site 

visit to the proposed character area, I consider that the area is 

worthy of identification as a character area.  This is given the 

combination of built form and landscape characteristics, including 

the quality of the public space of Chester Street East.   

 

3.4 However, I do not support the boundaries proposed by Ms 

Lauenstein for the Chester Street East character area and have 

identified in Figure 1 below, an amended boundary for the 

proposed character area. 

 

3.5 As noted by Ms Lauenstein, the Beca methodology required an 

80% threshold for primary and contributory sites for an area to be 

considered for a character area.  In addition a threshold of a 

minimum of 20 sites was also incorporated.  This was to ensure 

that the character area was identifiable within a neighbourhood 

and to reduce the potential level of complexity within the pRDP 

(i.e. the identification of many small areas). 

 

3.6 I consider, based on Ms Lauenstein's assessment, that the 80% 

threshold and minimum of 20 sites has been met in respect to the 

proposed Chester Street East character area.  However, I also 

consider that in addition to a character area being intact, coherent 

and understandable, the boundaries of the character area must be 

defensible.  

 

3.7 In addition, I consider that there should be a strong relationship 

between the sites within the area, and between the sites and the 

adjacent public space.   

 

3.8 I also consider that within a residential character area, sites that 

contain predominantly non-residential activities in non-residential 

buildings should be excluded as they do not contribute to the 
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residential character and amenity, except potentially by way of the 

landscape quality.     

 

3.9 In my view the properties abutting Armagh Street do not contribute 

to the coherence of the area as a grouping, nor does the inclusion 

of those properties provide a defensible boundary.  This is 

particularly the case given the variation in the categorisation of the 

sites by Ms Lauenstein, and that some of the sites are of non-

residential use. In addition in my view, based on my site visit, 

Armagh Street makes little contribution to the overall landscape 

quality and amenity of the area. Ms Lauenstein does not 

specifically comment on the streetscape elements i.e. within the 

boundaries of the street, in her assessment.   

 

3.10 Instead, I have incorporated the residential properties to the north 

of Chester Street East and along Barbadoes Street.  This is given 

the extent to which these properties make a primary contribution to 

the area, as identified in Ms Lauenstein's assessment at 

Attachment A of her evidence, and the overall amenity value and 

streetscape quality of Chester Street East properties. I consider 

that the inclusion of these properties in the character area creates 

a more coherent area and defensible boundary, including in regard 

to the administration of the pRDP. 

  

3.11 However, I wish to note that I am not aware of the extent of 

consultation or involvement of owners/residents within this area in 

respect to the proposal for a character area for Chester Street 

East, and therefore the degree to which owners/residents are 

aware of the proposal.    

 

Character Area plan provisions 

 

3.12 I concur with Ms Lauenstein (page 9, paragraph 25) that in regard 

to the proposed Central City Residential Zone (CCRZ) rules "these 

generic rules create generic outcomes and are not sufficient to 

protect and enhance the special character area".  As such, I also 

consider that the use of the character area provisions as proposed 
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within the suburban residential areas of the City, would better 

address the retention of the character values than the CCRZ 

provisions alone.  

 

3.13 Ms Lauenstein (page 11, paragraph 34) has identified the matters 

of discretion for the (residential suburban) Character Areas 

Overlay set out in the pRDP, as they were notified.  I note that as 

a result of Stage 2 Residential mediation and evidence, the 

matters of discretion for the Character Areas Overlay were 

significantly revised, with the final Council version attached to the 

rebuttal of Ms Sarah Oliver.3  I support the use of the revised 

matters of discretion, as opposed to those as notified for the 

proposed Chester Street East character area.  The former are 

more succinct, provide clarity and remove duplication, compared 

to the notified version. The rules and assessment matters  for the 

proposed Chester Street East character areas have been provided 

as amendments to the Revised Proposal dated 26 January 2016, 

attached to the rebuttal of Mr Blair.  

 

3.14 Ms Lauenstein (page 14, paragraph 43) has stated that she "is 

aware of the possibility of using certification within a controlled 

activity framework by urban design experts instead of a restricted 

discretionary approach and I believe this approach has some merit 

where the matters are purely of an urban design nature." I 

consider that if a character area is considered for Chester Street 

East, that the restricted discretionary rule proposed for the 

suburban character areas should also be used for this Central City 

character area, for plan consistency reasons. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                   
3
  Stage 2 Residential, Rebuttal Evidence of Ms Sarah Oliver, Attachment A, dated 2 September 2015. 
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3.15 I also draw attention to the Panel's decision in respect of the 

Commercial Chapter Decision 11 which distinguishes between 

commercial centres and residential areas in respect to certified 

design assessment.  In particular the Panel notes that "the 

receiving environments of centres and relevant residential zones 

are materially different" and I consider that this justifies different 

regulatory approaches.4 

 

 

 

 

Josephine Frederika Jane Schröder  

26 January 2016 

                                                   
4
  Independent Hearings Panel Decision 11 Commercial (Part) and Industrial (Part) - Stage 1 - Paragraph 

193 
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Proposed Revised Chester Street East Character Area Boundary 

 

 

Attachment A: Proposed Revised Chester 
Street East Character Area Boundary 
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