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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).  My qualifications and experience are set out in 

my evidence in chief for the Stage 2 Residential Proposal dated 18 

August 2015. 

 

1.2 In addition to the above, I wish to emphasise relevant experience 

related to the evidence filed by Housing New Zealand Corporation 

(HNZC).  I have considerable experience, particularly in the last five 

years as part of the Christchurch residential rebuild, in the discussion, 

design and review of resource consents for medium density 

residential development.  This includes the review of a significant 

number of private and HNZC medium density residential applications 

across the city within Living 1, 2 and 3 zones, or the equivalent of the 

RS, RSDT and RMD zones.  

 

1.3 I have been involved in the HNZC rebuild programme since July 

2011.  This has included setting up the programme’s urban design 

consent review requirements, providing advice notes, establishing 

design requirements and providing input to the HNZC 'Simple' 

development guide.  In addition I have held special design workshops 

for HNZC development partners to raise the design standard of 

development proposals.  In partnership with HNZC the Council’s 

Urban Design Team has a programme of ongoing review, assessing 

each development upon its completion from a design perspective.  

 

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 to me 

giving expert evidence on its behalf in accordance with my duties 

under the Code of Conduct. 
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2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the evidence in chief 

filed on behalf of Housing New Zealand Corporation (HNZC) 

#RMD126 on 17 June 2016: 

 

(a) Ms Rennie (Urban Design);  

(b) Ms Styles (Planning); and 

(c) Mr Osborne (Economics). . 

 

2.2 I acknowledge that Mr Osborne is an economics expert and Ms 

Styles has provided planning evidence, and I only respond to their 

evidence as far as they raise matters relevant to my area of expertise.  

I note that I have read the balance of statements of submitter 

evidence also filed but do not consider that I need to respond to them. 

 

2.3 My evidence has the following attachments: 

 

(a) Attachment A: Examples of Christchurch Residential 

Medium Density Developments; and 

(b) Attachment B: An Axonometric View of the Comparison 

of the Development Potential of the Residential 

Suburban, Residential Suburban Density Transition and 

Residential Medium Density Zones. 

 

3. HOUSING NEW ZEALAND CORPORATION (NZHC) – EVIDENCE OF MS 

RENNIE, MS STYLES AND MR OSBORNE 

 

3.1 At paragraph 6.7 of her evidence Ms Rennie states:  

 

 to ensure that medium density occurs in such a way that it 

does not adversely affect the amenity of existing 

neighbourhoods requires the development of an appropriate 

urban design framework.   

 

3.2 I agree with this statement, but I do not consider that Ms Rennie 

provides the full picture of the design conditions required to ensure 

policies 14.1.2.2 and 14.1.2.3 are achieved.  I believe that in addition 
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to "the right zone in the right location, the right level of planning 

control and design discretion" as discussed by Ms Rennie in her 

paragraph 6.7, that the urban design framework should also address 

when and how development should be undertaken, including whether 

the quality of the public space environment requires improvement and 

how it should be addressed to support private development.   

 

3.3 Ms Rennie in paragraph 6.10 considers that the approach to the RMD 

zone will enable good quality urban design outcomes.  As discussed 

above the quality of public open space should also be a factor, 

particularly where the market conditions do not necessarily promote 

high quality development outcomes (i.e. the difference between 

developments anticipated in St Albans versus those in Linwood) or 

where development is piecemeal and does not contribute to the 

public space environment.  

 

3.4 Figure 1 in Attachment A illustrates the positive contribution of the 

combination of built form and landscape to the streetscape, where 

limited amenity is provided within the street.  Figure 2 illustrates a 

development where there is very little contribution made by the 

development to the streetscape.  As noted in my evidence in chief in 

respect to the area assessments (at paragraphs 7.5, 8.5, 12.4, 14.3,   

15.3, 17.3), the quality of public space in the notified RMD areas is 

highly variable and in some instances very poor, which Is not 

acknowledged in Ms Rennie's evidence.  In my view these areas are 

less likely to achieve high quality residential environments unless 

significant improvements to the open space environments are made 

or the development significantly contributes to it, noting the 

discussion in paragraph. 3.7 below.   

 

3.5 The Council currently does not have direct and targeted funding to 

address the quality of the RMD areas in the medium term across all 

of these areas.  As such, a more limited area for RMD in which public 

space improvements can be undertaken through a financially feasible 

and consolidated programme, would more successfully promote the 

outcomes of Policy 14.1.2.3.  
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3.6 I do not agree with Ms Styles at her paragraph 9.10(a) where she 

states that the "requirement for amalgamation biases development 

away from smaller developers…and also stops single site 

development".  There is significant evidence of new single site 

development throughout the operative RMD zones, including 

significant redevelopment in St Albans, Riccarton, Merivale, 

Sydenham and Inner City East.  In my view, what is in question is not 

the development potential but the potential for poor quality 

development that, given the matters discussed in 3.7, could be better 

achieved through the encouragement of development of larger sites.  

 

3.7 In my opinion an 11m height limit, allowing 3 storey development is 

appropriate to the RMD on larger sites and should be encouraged.  A 

coherent and well-designed built frontage can add significantly to the 

quality of the streetscape (as illustrated in Figure 3 of Attachment A), 

safety of the street, and identity of the neighbourhood, while 

minimising the impacts on neighbours. Large sites also offer the 

opportunity to provide for more efficient shared underground and 

above ground servicing, driveway and car parking (as illustrated in 

Figure 4 of Attachment A), communal outdoor living and amenity 

space and larger offsets to provide privacy between units on the site 

(over that provided between sites) amongst other design advantages.  

As such I consider that encouraging large site redevelopment, in 

conjunction with provisions that acknowledge the surrounding 

context, including development scale is appropriate, and will achieve 

more positive outcomes in the notified RMD areas than a blanket 8m 

or blanket 11m provision.  

 

3.8 On smaller or long narrow sites, typically development is in the form 

of long sausage block type multi-unit developments with a narrow 

street frontage (as illustrated in Figure 5 of Attachment A), which are 

a predominant development type now apparent in the Inner City East, 

Riccarton and St Albans.  These developments can result in poor 

amenity outcomes, including loss of privacy, minimal outdoor living, 

and the inefficient use of urban land, particularly for vehicle access 

and manoeuvring.  
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3.9 In response to Ms Styles at paragraph 9.10 (b), the rule as proposed 

by Sarah Oliver including the reduction from the 15m in the Enhanced 

Development Mechanism (EDM) to 10m in the proposed rule took 

into account that the rule is intended for within a zone rather than 

managing effects of adjacent zones, in conjunction with a number of 

the RMD zone design parameters. These design parameters include:  

 

(a) the minimum vehicle access widths required for multiunit 

development in respect to 7.2.3.7 (Appendix 7.7);  

(b) the 4m required dimension for outdoor living space on the 

ground floor in respect to rule 14.3.3.5;  

(c) building setback requirements in respect to 14.3.3.7; and  

(d) the ability to provide for 8m buildings within the 10m setback 

with all the above parameters in mind.  

 

3.10 I agree with Ms Styles that the proposed rule does not recognise 

where adjacent developments are also comprehensively developed.  

This was for the sake of simplicity of the rule but would expect that 

this would be addressed through the resource consent application 

process. 

 

3.11 In reality the gain in building form and capacity between an 8m height 

limit and an 11m height limit is only likely to be realised on larger 

sites.  This is primarily as a result of the recession planes as they 

apply to smaller and narrower sites, as illustrated in Attachment B 

and Figure 6 in Attachment A.  Figure 7 in Attachment A illustrates 

a three storey development on Hereford Street, and its relationship to 

neighbouring one and two storey buildings.  Further to this, the areas 

required (or preferred by applicants) for vehicle movement and car 

parking further reduce the floor area available on the site.  

  

3.12 Ms Rennie in her paragraph 9.4 suggests that opportunities would be 

limited for some developers to undertake small scale development.  

However, the predominant medium density development type that 

have been received for urban design review in the RMD zone 

(formerly Living 3 zone) is the one and two storey standalone and 

townhouse typology.  In my experience Council’s urban designers 

have in fact often tried to promote more intense, efficient two storey 
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or apartment type development to consent applicants. The uptake 

however has been limited. In addition, when a third storey is included, 

this generally provides an additional bedroom for an existing unit, 

rather than an additional residential unit. 

 

3.13 Mr Osborne in paragraph 10.3 of his evidence for HNZC states that 

"the proposed 8m overlay will increase compliance, consenting 

and development costs, and increases the risk and uncertainty in 

relation to obtaining a resource consent for development."  The 

majority of HNZC developments (Figures 8, 9 and 10 in Attachment 

A) I have been involved with have been undertaken on existing large 

sites or on amalgamated sites.  In addition, the majority of these 

applications have been for one and two storey, predominantly semi-

detached or terrace housing typologies, irrespective of the underlying 

zoning, including where the operative height limit is 11m (i.e. Living 3 

in the existing City Plan).  Developments to three or more storeys 

have been the exception rather than the norm, and have more 

generally been within closer proximity to the central city.  

 

3.14 Equally the same observations apply to the private development 

proposals I have reviewed, with apartment type development 

primarily proposed closer to the central city including within the four 

avenues.  There are of course exceptions to this. 

 

3.15 In respect to Ms Styles in her paragraph 6.5 I consider that in respect 

to urban design outcomes that ensuring capacity should not be the 

sole outcome for rezoning, but that the quality of the resultant 

environment is a key matter for the area’s success for its inhabitants.  

Figures 11 and 12 in Attachment A illustrate the variation in internal 

and external amenity of recent medium density residential 

development.  

 

Josephine Frederika Jane Schröder 

22 June 2016 
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ATTACHMENT A 

 

Examples of Residential Medium Density Developments 



 1 

ATTACHMENT A 

Examples of Christchurch Residen al Medium Density Developments  

Figure 1: Mul ‐unit development  in St Albans which makes a posi ve contribu on 
to the streetscene and quality of open space 

Figure 2: While of a similar scale to Figure 1, this development located in Phillipstown  
contributes very li le amenity o the streetscene 

Figure 3: Mul ‐unit development within the Four Avenues Figure 4: Newly completed mul ‐unit  HNZC development with shared car parking 
central to the site, within the inner City East 



 2 

Figure 5: Newly completed HNZC apartment development within the inner City East Figure 6: Limita ons created by recession planes on a narrow east west site in the 
Inner City East and the rela onship to adjacent development 

Figure 7: Three storey development  built to recession planes within the Inner City 
East  

Figure 8: Recently completed HNZC apartment development within the inner City 
East 



 3 

Figure 9: Recently completed HNZC town house development in the Inner City East  Figure 10: Mixed tenure  (HNZC and private) apartment development in the central 
city. 

Figure 11: Comparison in scale of development on narrow sites in the Inner City 
East 

Figure 12: Mul ple individual site 3 storey developments in the Central City 



 

8 
27987702_1.docx 

ATTACHMENT B 

 

An Axonometric View of the Comparison of the Development Potential of the 

Residential Suburban, Residential Suburban Density Transition and 

Residential Medium Density Zones. 
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ATTACHMENT B

An Axonometric View of the Comparison of the Development Potential of the Residential Suburban, Residential Suburban Density Transition and Residential Medium 
Density Zones.


