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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 As part of my role at the Council I have been asked to provide evidence in 

relation to the built form standards and associated matters of discretion of the: 

 

(a) 21.5 Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone (Hospital Zone); 

(b) 21.6 Specific Purpose (School) Zone (School Zone); and 

(c) 21.7 Specific Purpose (Tertiary Education) Zone (Tertiary Zone). 

 

 Hospital Zone 

 

1.3 I have been providing the Council with my expertise, including discussions with 

stakeholders and the development of the built form standards that have 

resulted, for the Hospital Zone since mid-2014.  During this time, and more 

recently in August and September 2015, I have undertaken at least two site 

visits to each hospital site identified in the Hospital Zone and the sites 

proposed for rezoning to Hospital Zone - inner urban sites.  

 

 School and Tertiary Education Zones 

 

1.4 In respect to the School and Tertiary Zones, I have been involved with these 

proposals since early September 2015.  This involvement has included expert 

conferencing on the built form standards. However, I was not involved in the 

development of the provisions packages for these zones, nor was I involved in 

any stakeholder discussions as part of the development of the proposals.    

 

1.5 I have undertaken site visits to the University of Canterbury (UoC) and to 

Christchurch Polytechnic Institute of Technology (CPIT) as they have 

submitted on the proposed provisions. I have also undertaken site visits 

through the month of September to a number of primary and secondary 

schools, including Rangi Ruru, Boys and Girls High, Burnside and Linwood 

High Schools, St Martins, Hillview Christian and Opawa Primary Schools.  The 
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intent of this was to visually assess the likely scale and form of building and 

the relationship to neighbouring activities.   

 

1.6 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.  

 

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

preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) the Resource Management Act 1991; 

(b) the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS); 

(c) the Order in Council (OIC) and in particular the Minister's Statement 

of Expectations (SOE); 

(d) the Christchurch Independent Hearings Panel's decision on the 

Strategic Directions Chapter including the overarching Objectives;  

(e) Submissions relating to Specific Purpose Zones - Hospital, Tertiary 

and School;  

(f) Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013; and 

(g) Christchurch Hospitals Built Form Standards Modelling Package 

(which is Attachment B to this evidence). 

 

1.8 I have read the evidence of Mr Scott Blair (Principal Planner and chapter lead 

for the Hospital Zone), Ms Dixon (chapter lead for the School and Tertiary 

Zones) and Mr David Falconer, Senior Transport Planner, at the Council on all 

three zones.  I confirm that I concur with Mr Blair's and Mr Falconer's evidence 

to the extent that it is relevant to the matters discussed in my evidence.  

 

1.9 My evidence has the following attachments:  

 

(a) Attachment   A: Expert Conferencing Statements;  

(b) Attachment B: Built Form Standards Modelling Package for 

Hospitals – Council's built form standards; and 
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(c) Attachment C: Built Form Standards Modelling Package for 

Hospitals – Crown's built form standards. 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 The specific parts of the Proposal that my evidence relates to are the Hospital, 

School and Tertiary Zones in so far as they relate to: 

 

(a) built form standards (including height of buildings, setbacks, 

recession planes and bulk standards); and  

(b) matters of discretion. 

 

2.2 My evidence addresses the urban design matters relating to these zones and 

the specific relief sought by various submitters on the provisions in this part of 

the Proposal.  In particular, I have addressed issues 14, 19, 21, 22, and 26 

from the updated Statement of Issues.
1
 

 

2.3 Where I refer to the Revised Proposal, I am referring to those attached to Mr 

Blair's evidence in chief (in respect of the Hospital Zone) and Ms Dixon's 

evidence in chief (in respect of the Schools and Tertiary Zones).   

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 The Hospital Zone sites were assessed through a combination of context 

analysis and site modelling to identify potential parameters for development or 

redevelopment. The underlying principle as part of this assessment was to 

increase the development opportunity from that of the existing hospital sites 

under the operative Christchurch City Plan, while addressing potential amenity 

and safety effects, particularly in respect to residential neighbours, and in 

regard to the interface with public space.  

 

3.2 As a result of the assessment and discussion with stakeholders, I consider that 

the classification of hospital sites into Suburban, Suburban Service and Inner 

Urban, in respect to their context and location and consequently the 

associated provisions packages, is appropriate.  In my view, the classification 

enables simplification of the Proposal, while recognising and managing the 

potential amenity effects of hospital activities on the surrounding environment.   

                                                   
1
  Dated 13 August 2015. 
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The hospital sites include Nurse Maude-Mansfield and Pegasus Health 24hr, 

which are proposed for inclusion in the Proposal as the result of submissions 

#2280 (Nurse Maude Association) and #2085 (Pegasus Health).  

 

3.3 The built form rules for both the Specific Purpose (School) and Specific 

Purpose (Tertiary Education) Zones have largely been agreed with submitters.   

Again, the package of built form standards applying to each of these zones 

recognises the need to intensify development on the sites to provide increased 

opportunity for the growth and functionality of the sites, while addressing the 

amenity values and potential for adverse effects, particularly on neighbouring 

residential areas, in which most of these sites are located.  

 

4. BACKGROUND / EXPLANATION OF ZONES 

 

4.1 There are a number of key urban design/development principles that underpin 

the Hospital, School and Tertiary zones, and which form the basis for the 

development of the built form rules, including in respect to the potential 

amenity effects of the sites' development.  These include but are not limited to: 

 

(a) recognition of neighbourhood and site context; 

(b) the incorporation of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 

(CPTED) principles; 

(c) provision of high quality living environments, including a good level of 

amenity; 

(d) the interface with the public space environment; 

(e) the intensification of development on the sites; and 

(f) the functionality and site specific development demands of each of 

the zones. 

 

4.2 In the Hospital Zone sites are classified as either: 

 

(a) Suburban (meaning large scale sites located within predominantly 

low density residential environments); 

(b) Suburban Service (meaning sites utilised for service rather than 

medical purposes, located within predominantly residential 

environments); and 

(c) Inner urban (meaning sites located within predominantly medium 

density residential environments). 
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4.3 In the Hospital, School and Tertiary zones it is notable that there is a 

distinction between the types of setbacks – road boundary setbacks and 

internal boundary setbacks.  The difference is that the road boundary setback 

relates to the relationship with the street, including aspects such as activity, 

safety and amenity, and the activities on the opposite side of the street from 

the hospital site. The latter, the internal boundary setback, relates to the 

relationship with the adjacent (predominantly) residential neighbours and the 

management of effects, such as privacy, sunlight and other aspects of 

amenity, on them. 

 

5. EXPERT CONFERENCING 

 

5.1 I attended expert conferencing for all three zones, and have attached the 

conferencing reports at Attachment A.  I refer to those reports where relevant 

in this evidence.  Following expert conferencing the only outstanding urban 

design matters were: 

 

(a) in respect to the Tertiary Zone, an appropriate urban design 

provision to manage the effects of long, blank, unmodulated facades; 

and 

(b) in respect to the School Zone, an appropriate urban design provision 

to manage the effects of building between 3m and 6m from an 

internal boundary with a Residential zone.  

 

6. SPECIFIC PURPOSE (HOSPITAL) ZONE – SUBMISSIONS ON PROVISIONS 

 

 Nurse Maude #2280, St Georges #2296 

 

6.1 In respect to the submissions from Nurse Maude (#2280) and St Georges 

(#2296), expert conferencing
2
 was undertaken by the parties and it was stated 

that "there were no differences of opinion between the participants who 

attended the conferencing and a good level of progress was achieved to 

further refine the Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone - Inner Urban Sites 

provisions package". The provisions package has been refined and 

incorporated in the updated Hospital Zone as attached to the evidence in chief 

of Mr Scott Blair.  

                                                   
2
  Attachment A: Expert Conferencing Statement - Urban Design (Hospital Zone) - 23 September 2015 
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CDHB #2360 and Crown #2387 

 

 Continuous building length 

 

6.2 The Crown (#2387) sought that 21.5.2.2.2 RD5 - continuous building length be 

deleted.  The Canterbury District Health Board (CDHB) (#2360) sought that 

the rule be deleted or amended to apply to smaller inner urban hospital sites 

only.  I consider that a change should be made to RD5 to limit its application to 

inner urban hospital sites.  However, this is on the basis that in respect to 

suburban hospital sites, that the building setbacks as notified, and RD6 and 

21.5.2.3.1.1(a) as amended, are retained.   

 

6.3 The setbacks as notified provide both distance and opportunity for significant 

landscaping to mitigate the scale and bulk of buildings and contribute to the 

amenity of the public space environment and the residential environment. RD6 

as amended ensures that where larger scale buildings are proposed, matters 

such as their location and visual impacts can be assessed. 21.5.2.3.1.1(a) as 

amended allows for development within the building setbacks but such that it 

maintains a sympathetic scale with adjacent residential environments.  If both 

standards are deleted, my concern is that this would result in large scale 

monolithic buildings with limited opportunity to mitigate their potential impacts 

both visual and in respect to the layout, function and nuisance effects on the 

neighbourhood.  

 

6.4 RD5 in the Hospital Zone provisions attached to Mr Blair's evidence in chief, 

has been updated to reflect this recommended change. 

 

 Gross ground floor area 

 

6.5 The CDHB (#2360) sought that 21.5.2.2.2 RD6 gross ground floor area - be 

deleted or, in the alternative, restricted to buildings located within inner urban 

hospital sites.  The Crown (#2387) sought that the gross ground floor area be 

increased from 1000m
2 

to 2000m
2
.  I consider that neither of these changes 

should be made. In respect to the suburban sites in particular, both changes 

could in effect result in a building half a street block (50m) long and up to 5 

storeys high with no consideration of the visual and locational impacts of the 

design.  The intent of the rule is to ensure that larger scale buildings are sited 
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and designed such that they acknowledge the local context and character.  

This includes on-site character features and the grain of development, and to 

address the potential bulk and scale of buildings in respect to amenity effects, 

as well as in relation to access and movement to and within the site.  

 

 Road boundary building setback 

 

6.6 The Crown (#2387) and CDHB (#2360) sought that 21.5.2.3.1.1 (a) road 

boundary building setback - be amended to reduce the boundary setback from 

20m to 10m, while retaining the height of building as notified (20m plus 

stairwells and mechanical plant). I have attached two sets of built form 

modelling to this evidence at Attachment B and Attachment C, as follows: 

 

(a) Attachment B indicates the scale of the hospital buildings including 

Burwood Hospital (page 2) and Hillmorton Hospital (page 7), in 

relation to both internal (30m) and road boundary building setbacks 

(20m), including to the scale of adjacent residential development.   In 

my view, in conjunction with the ability to develop 8m high buildings 

within these setbacks, the modelling indicates an appropriate 

distance to offset the potential scale and bulk of the buildings, This 

modelling reflects the built form standards that are included in the 

Revised Proposal; and 

 

(b) Attachment C (pages 2 and 7) illustrate the Crown's proposal for 

Burwood and Hillmorton Hospitals.  In my view, this modelling, 

particularly with no further design provisions, illustrates a scale that 

will be highly dominant, with significant visual impacts, and potential 

nuisance effects, on both public space and adjacent residential 

neighbours.    

 

6.7 This modelling supports my view that the combination of increased building 

scale, from that of the operative City Plan, should be balanced with 

appropriate building setbacks to address the combination of adverse effects on 

residential amenity, such as loss of sunlight and privacy, and the contribution 

of amenity, through landscaping.  I consider that this change should not be 

made. The intent of the 20m setback rule is to mitigate the visual and amenity 

effects of the potentially very large scale buildings on the suburban sites, 

including through the use of distance and landscaping.  A reduction in the 
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setback distance would increase the potential for building dominance within a 

suburban context, as well as impact on residential amenity including sunlight 

and potentially privacy of both internal and external living spaces.  If a 

reduction in setback was considered appropriate by the Panel, I believe that a 

rule such as 21.5.2.2.2 RD5 relating to external appearance should be 

considered as an alternative method of addressing the building scale and 

amenity concerns I have raised above. 

  

 Internal boundary building setback 

 

6.8 The Crown (#2387) and CDHB (#2360) sought that 21.5.2.3.1.1 (b) internal 

boundary building setback - be amended to reduce internal boundary setbacks 

(with the exception of the setback with the motorway (for Hillmorten Hospital)), 

while retaining the height of buildings as notified. I consider that the change 

should not be made for the reasons noted above in respect to the bulk and 

scale of buildings proposed and the potential visual impact of large scale 

buildings within the suburban residential context.   In my view, additional 

development opportunity is provided through the increased height limits on all 

hospital sites, with the exception of the Hillmorton Service Site from that of the 

operative City Plan.  This allows for a greater intensity of development while 

balancing this with, in my view, an appropriate level of mitigation opportunity 

(i.e. internal setbacks in combination with landscaping). In addition, the 

provisions package makes allowance, as a permitted activity, for smaller scale 

buildings in closer proximity to the site boundaries. 

 

 Maximum building height 

 

6.9 The Crown (#2387) and CDHB (#2360) sought that 21.5.2.3.1.1 (c) maximum 

building height - be amended to delete the inclusion of lift shafts and 

mechanical plant within the overall height.  I consider that the change should 

be made to the Suburban sites in 21.5.2.3.1.1(c), and to Wesley Care and 

Nurse Maude Hospital only (Inner urban sites in 21.5.2.3.1.4), the latter site as 

agreed in expert conferencing. While I am concerned to a degree as to the 

impact of lift shafts and mechanical plant areas on adjacent residential 

amenity, particularly in respect to the inner suburban sites where located close 

to residential boundaries, I understand the practicality of the need for the 

additional height.  I suggest that there should be a height limit of an additional 



 

26829567 v 2 (2).doc  9 
 

4m for lift shafts and mechanical plants, over that of the building, to limit the 

potential for extensive adverse effects on neighbours. 

 

6.10 This change in height limit is included in the revised Hospital Zone attached to 

Mr Blair's evidence in chief. 

 

 Landscaping strips and planting 

 

6.11 The CDHB (#2360) sought that 21.5.2.3.1.1 (d) landscaping strips and planting 

- (i) be amended to reduce the road boundary landscaping strip from 10m to 

2m. The Crown (#2387) sought that the landscape strip rule should be deleted 

and replaced with tree planting provisions only.  I consider that these changes 

should not be made, for the following reasons.   

 

6.12 Currently, each of the suburban hospital sites has a high level of mature tree 

planting, set within grassed areas along most of the internal and road 

boundaries, effectively providing a park-like setting to the sites. While there is 

some variation in the depth of these landscaped areas, by my calculation they 

are least 9m in width, but predominantly 10m plus.  This excludes access and 

some intrusion from car parking and low scale buildings. The 10m depth 

allows for large scale and multiple rows or clusters of trees, including space for 

their root and canopy growth.   

 

6.13 I consider a reduction to a 2m landscape strip along the road boundary will not 

achieve the scale of planting, nor its longevity, needed to offset the potential 

visual effects of the scale of building proposed.  This is particularly in respect 

to the 10m setback for buildings at 20m in height that the CDHB has sought for 

suburban sites.  

 

6.14 The CDHB (#2360) also sought, in regards to 21.5.2.3.1.1(d)(ii) of the Revised 

Proposal (Attachment A to Mr Blair's evidence in chief for the Proposal), to 

allow 50% of the internal boundary landscape strip to be utilised for at grade 

car parking for new buildings.  I consider this change should be made in part 

by reducing the internal boundary landscaping strip from 10m to 4m. However, 

CDHB also seek deletion of (vi) the 10% requirement for site planting, 

including the landscape strips. In respect to the latter point, by my calculation
3
, 

the combination of landscape strips and the extent of tree planting required 

                                                   
3
  This was assessed by calculating the area contained within the landscaping strips as notified, for internal and 

external boundaries except where there is existing access points to the sites.  
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within at-grade car parking areas will make a significant contribution to the 

10% requirement for planting. The remainder ensures that some on site 

amenity is provided to balance out the potential intensity of development, and 

contribute to low impact environmental design, and therefore I do not support 

the deletion of the rule.   In my view a reduction in landscape strips will allow 

for significant areas of car parking in close proximity to the street, further 

increasing the potential effects of development, including nuisance and 

amenity effects on the adjacent environments. 

 

6.15 The maximum building heights for suburban sites (and inner urban sites) have 

been significantly increased from 14m under the operative City Plan to 20m in 

the Hospital Zone. Associated with the removal of recession planes and the 

increase in height limit, is the need to manage the effects of more significant 

building scale and bulk on public space and the surrounding residential 

environments.  

 

6.16 In respect to the internal boundaries and car parking provision, I consider that 

a 50% allowance of the internal boundary setback could be allocated to car 

parking.  However I believe it would be simpler, while retaining the effect of the 

rule, to provide a blanket minimum 4m landscape strip adjacent to the internal 

boundary.  This is consistent with the minimum landscape strips for inner 

urban sites, which were agreed in expert conferencing would provide an 

appropriate width for tree planting to contribute to neighbours amenity and 

provide sufficient room for tree growth. In addition, as is the case currently for 

most of the hospital sites and is likely to continue, a 1.8m to 2m boundary 

fence provides a level of screening for neighbours (which I now turn to below).  

 

 Fencing 

 

6.17 The CDHB (#2360) sought that 21.5.2.3.1.1 (e) (i) and 21.5.2.3.1.2 (e) (i) as 

notified (21.5.2.3.1.1 (e) and 21.5.2.3.1.2 (e)) in the Revised Proposal, 

Attachment A to Mr Blair's evidence in chief) be amended to allow for fences 

that are 50% visually transparent (the rules in the Operative City Plan for the 

Living 3 Zone provide for 50% transparency). The Crown (#2387) sought that 

these fencing rule should be deleted in their entirety.    

 

6.18 I consider that the changes sought to the fencing standards - 21.5.2.3.1.1 (e), 

21.5.2.3.1.2 (e), 21.5.2.3.1.3 (e) and 21.5.2.3.1.4 (e) should not be made 
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generally across the zone.  The options for fencing were discussed and 

agreed in expert conferencing in respect to St Georges (21.5.2.3.1.3), and 

Nurse Maude (21.5.2.3.1.4), with the 1.2m standard height considered 

appropriate within the building setbacks for the reasons outlined in the 

following paragraphs, which I consider should apply to the Hospital zone sites 

generally.  However, it was agreed with the CDHB (#2360) in informal 

mediation that the restriction on fencing height should only apply to fencing 

within the road boundary setbacks i.e. in respect to the 21.5.2.3.1.1 Suburban 

sites, within 10m of the road boundary. 

 

6.19 In addition, as discussed at expert conferencing, the fencing provision as 

notified was not clear as to which boundaries the provision applied to. The 

fencing provision for all hospital sites was intended to apply to road boundaries 

only.  As a result the provision has been amended to address this in the 

updated proposal.  In addition, through informal mediation
4
, it was agreed that 

the restrictions on fencing should apply to fencing within the road boundary 

landscaping strips only (i.e. fencing within 10m of a road boundary for 

suburban hospital sites and 4m for inner urban hospital sites).  

 

6.20 If there is no restriction on fencing or if there is an allowance for 50% visually 

transparent fencing on sites of the scale of the hospital sites, and the suburban 

hospital sites in particular, then I consider that there is the potential for 

unintended consequences on the amenity and safety of the residential 

receiving environment.  As an example, in respect to the western boundary of 

the Hillmorton Hospital site, excluding entrances, an approximate 500m length 

of fence line could be established along the boundary at 2m in height.  This 

fence could be a combination of 250m length of chain link industrial fence at 

2m high, providing the 50% transparency, and 250m length of 2m high solid 

concrete block wall. In my view this could have a considerable adverse effect 

on the residential amenity, as well as creating the potential for anti-social 

behaviour such as tagging and graffiti.  

 

6.21 The CDHB (#2360) sought that in respect to 21.5.2.3.1.2 (a) that the building 

setback be reduced from 10m to 5m given the designation for road widening 

on Lincoln Road. The matter of the reduction in setback was discussed at 

informal mediation.
5
  This included recognising the uncertainty as to outcome 

of the designation (although I have since established that there is funding in 

                                                   
4
  Informal mediation was held on 30 September 2015 between representatives of CCC, CDHB, the Crown and CERA.  

5
  Informal mediation was held on 30 September 2015 between representatives of CCC, CDHB, the Crown and CERA.  
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the LTP in for 2017-2021), that at this time there is an established 10m 

planting strip on the Lincoln Road boundary including mature trees, and that a 

resource consent is in place to develop a large scale laundry facility for the 

CDHB at a 10m setback from the road boundary effectively establishing 

existing use rights.  It was agreed that given the circumstances noted above, 

that the 10m setback distance as proposed should be retained.  However, 

following the informal mediation and further discussion with Mr Calvert, 

Transport Planner with Council, in regard to timing and intention for that 

designation, I consider the change should be made to reduce the building 

setback from 10m to 5m on the Lincoln Road boundary only.  

 

6.22 However, I consider that a reduction in the building setback with Sylvan Street 

to 5m, as proposed by the CDHB, is inappropriate given the scale of building, 

and the types of activity able to be established, opposite a suburban 

residential environment, and the resultant potential for adverse amenity 

effects. 

 

6.23 The CDHB (#2360) and Crown (#2387) sought that in respect to 21.5.4 - 

Matters of Discretion, that a number of amendments should be made including 

in summary: 

 

(a) recognition of operational, access and security requirements of the 

hospital; 

(b) removal of references to heritage and character and the contribution 

to the urban structure; 

(c) recognition of the intensification of the sites and greater efficiency in 

use; 

(d) additional landscaping matters; and 

(e) additional matters relating to height. 

 

6.24 I agree in part and have therefore recommended amending the matters of 

discretion, in conjunction with changes sought by other submitters and 

resulting from expert conferencing.  I have sought a balance in respect to the 

matters of discretion between the changes sought by submitters, succinctness 

and the outcomes sought through the provisions.  These amendments are 

identified in the updated Hospital Zone as Attachment A to the evidence in 

chief of Mr Blair.   
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7. SPECIFIC PURPOSE (SCHOOL) ZONE – SUBMISSIONS ON PROVISIONS 

 

The Diocese #2089 and Catholic Bishop of Christchurch et al #2147 

 

7.1 The Diocese (#2089) and Catholic Bishop of Christchurch et al #2147 sought 

that, where school sites have an alternative zoning in respect to 21.6.2.3.3 (a) 

that the road boundary setback should be reduced from the 10m stated in 

21.6.2.3.3 (a) to 4.5m (this change is sought to the School Zone setback, not 

the alternate zoning setback).   In addition the submitters sought that where 

school sites have an alternative zoning in respect to 21.6.2.3.3 (b) that the 

road boundary setback for the alternative zoning should be reduced from the 

minimum building setback of 4m to 3m. I do not consider that either of these 

changes should be made, for the following reasons.   

 

7.2 In respect to the reduction for the road boundary setback from 10m to 4.5m, I 

consider that the scale and bulk of school buildings has the potential to be 

considerably more dominant than that likely in the alternative residential 

zones. Residential zone building heights range from 7m to 11m in the RMD 

zone. In contrast the heights proposed for school sites range from 10m at an 

internal boundary to 16m at the centre of a site.  In conjunction with the size of 

footprint that could be anticipated for a school building, particularly with shared 

learning spaces, this potentially creates a significant bulk within a residential 

context.   In addition, where the alternative zone is RMD, which has the most 

potential for a large scale building of the residential zones in which schools are 

located, design controls apply for three or more residential units on a site. 

Therefore I consider that a reduction in building setback for the school activity 

has the potential to have significant adverse amenity effects on the adjacent 

residential environment as a result of the scale and bulk of the building.   

 

7.3 In respect to the change proposed by the submitters from the 4m to 3m for the 

alternate zoning, I consider that this would be inconsistent with the 

predominant building setback standard for the residential zones which is 4m.  

A decrease to 3m would be inconsistent with this, and would introduce 

inconsistencies into the RDP.  I see no reason for there to be a different 

setback for residential zonings, simply because they are an alternate zoning 

for Schools. 
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7.4 The Diocese (#2089) and Catholic Bishop of Christchurch et al #2147 sought 

that 21.6.2.3.4(a) internal boundary setback - be reduced from 6m to 3m.  I 

consider that a change should be made to this rule providing a permitted 

activity rule for building between 3 and 6m as follows and included in the 

Revised School Zone attached to Ms Dixon's evidence in chief: 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

7.5 I consider this is appropriate to manage the potential effects of an increased 

bulk, particularly the length of building on residential neighbours.  

 

7.6 The Catholic Bishop of Christchurch et al #2147 sought that the bulk and 

location standards for churches in the School Zone be made consistent with 

those for Scheduled Spiritual Activities. I consider that the change should not 

be made.  Spiritual facilities should be at least consistent with the scale and 

form of activities anticipated on a school site.  The school sites are primarily 

located within suburban residential areas and spiritual facilities are generally 

larger scale buildings with a large floor plate, intended to have a high degree 

of visibility within the community.  In conjunction with the potential scale of 

building, likely visibility and time at which activities utilising the facility are likely 

to occur, I consider that the standards as proposed for spiritual facilities in the 

School Zone are appropriate.  

 

8. SPECIFIC PURPOSE (TERTIARY EDUCATION) ZONE – SUBMISSIONS ON 

PROVISIONS 

 

University of Canterbury #2464 

 

8.1 The UoC (#2464) sought a blanket maximum height limit for each of UoC's 

three sites (30m, 20m and 16m respectively), rather than the stepped height 

rule as proposed in the notified Tertiary Zone rule 21.7.2.3.2 (height 

standards).  I agree that the change should be made to simplify the Tertiary 

 Applicable to Standard 

b.  From a boundary with any other zone, if the building does 
not exceed  4.5m in height; 

  
And 
 
Either: (a) does not exceed 15m in length, or 
 

(b) a recess is provided for every additional 15m of 
building length or part thereof, with a minimum 
dimension of 3m by 3m for the full height of the 
building including the roof. 

3m  
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Zone to provide a blanket height for each of the UoC sites as noted above. 

However, I consider this change should only be made if reference to a specific 

recession plane is also included, that applies to both internal site boundaries 

and to road boundaries.  The need for recession planes, including in respect to 

applying to road boundaries, was discussed at expert conferencing and it was 

agreed[1] that the recession plane diagram considered the most appropriate to 

apply to ensure adjacent residential amenity, given the proposed scale and 

potential density of building, is the Residential Suburban Zone recession plane 

diagram (Appendix 14.10.2 – Diagram A as notified).  I have therefore 

recommend an amendment to the Revised Tertiary Zone and this is shown in 

21.7.2.3.2 (a) and (b) of Ms Dixon's Attachment E to her Evidence in Chief. 

 

8.2 In terms of road boundaries, recession planes do not apply in the notified 

Tertiary Zone. In regard to the southern boundary of the UoC main campus 

which abuts Kirkwood Avenue, and to a lesser extent in regard to Creyke 

Road and Clyde Road, I consider that the potential effects on amenity of 

residential sites opposite the main campus could be considerable. This is 

particularly if the stepped height provision as notified is deleted and the only 

rules that apply are the 10m building setback and 30m building height rule, 

without consideration of recession planes or continuous building length. A 

similar problem exists for the CPIT Hassals Lane site, which could be 

redeveloped in future. 

 

8.3 As agreed in expert conferencing
6
, the application of a recession plane as per 

the remainder of the UoC main campus site boundaries (east of Ilam Road) 

would assist in addressing this. While this is contrary to the pRDP in that 

recession planes do not generally apply to road boundaries, in this instance I 

consider that this would be a simple mechanism, consistent with other 

residential interfaces, to address the amenity effects of development on 

residential amenity.  

 

8.4 I also consider that a continuous building length provision should be 

considered, particularly in conjunction with the proposed amended blanket 

building height, to mitigate the effects of long bulky buildings when viewed 

from the street and adjacent properties. While I recognise that this is out of 

scope in respect to the submissions made, this was a matter discussed in 

                                                   
6
 As previous 
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expert conferencing
7
 to address the visual impact and grain of development, 

and further could address the matters raised in submissions noted below.  

Given the scope issue I have not recommended a specific wording 

amendment in the Revised Proposal, but raise my concern for the benefit of 

the Hearings Panel. 

 

 Ilam and Upper Riccarton Residents Association #2180 and Carter #2211 

 

8.5 Ilam and Upper Riccarton Residents Association (#2180) and Carter (#2211) 

sought that 21.7.2.3.1 site coverage should be reduced to 40%, from the 45% 

as notified the Tertiary Zone in respect to the UoC Dovedale campus. I 

consider that the change should not be made as sought for the reasons that 

follow.  

 

8.6 The submissions do not provide clarity as to the rationale for the decrease in 

site coverage sought. In my opinion site coverage, in combination with rules 

relating to bulk and location and landscaping, result in the balance of building 

to open space, and the opportunity to provide for amenity and address 

environmental effects.  Particularly in this instance, these matters are in 

relation to the amenity of adjacent and opposite residential neighbours from 

the Dovedale campus site. 

 

8.7 While I do not consider that the submitters' change should be made in respect 

to a decrease in site coverage, I consider that the landscaping provision 

21.7.2.3.6 could be amended to better support the provision of amenity for 

residential neighbours than is proposed in the notified Proposal 21. These 

amendments could include minimum widths adjacent to internal boundaries or 

greater widths of landscaping on road boundaries to provide more opportunity 

for larger scale trees and planting to ensure a more sylvan setting in which the 

buildings on the site could be located.  I recognise however, that changes to 

the landscaping provisions are outside the scope of submissions, and 

therefore I have not recommended a specific wording amendment to the 

Revised Proposal. 

 

8.8 Ilam and Upper Riccarton Residents Association (#2180) and Carter (#2211) 

also sought that in respect to 21.7.2.3.3 road boundary setback for the 

Dovedale campus, that parking areas should be excluded from this setback.  I 

                                                   
7
 As previous 
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consider that the change should be made.  I consider that extensive areas of 

car parking, in combination with limited extent of landscaping strip (1.5m as 

notified in rule 21.7.2.3.6(a)), could have a significant impact on the visual 

amenity of the surrounding neighbourhood.  While I recognise that tree 

planting is required in car parking areas (as notified in rule 21.7.2.6.6 (c)) the 

entire area beneath the trees may be paved, giving rise to a very hard urban, 

rather than suburban, landscape.  

 

8.9 Carter (#2211) also sought that 21.7.2.3.4 should be amended to increase the 

internal boundary setback, including for building and car parking, from 6m to 

15m.  The effect of this change as proposed would apply to all tertiary 

education sites. I consider that this change should not be made as it is overly 

onerous as applied across all sites.  I consider that the 6m, in combination with 

a recession plane (and preferably a continuous building length provision as 

noted in paragraph 8.4) provides sufficient opportunity for the minimisation and 

mitigation of amenity effects on neighbours.   

 

8.10 The Ilam and Upper Riccarton Residents Association (#2180) and Carter 

(#2211) sought that 21.7.2.3.5 building height (c) Dovedale campus site be 

changed to: 

 

(a) 8m within 40m of a residential zone or external boundary (the notified 

position is 8m height within 20m);  

(b) 14m between 40m and 60m of a residential zone or external 

boundary (the notified position is 14m height between 20m and 40m); 

and  

(c) otherwise 20m.  

   

8.11 I do not consider this change should be made. As agreed in expert 

conferencing, I consider a blanket approach to height in combination with a 

recession plane will achieve an outcome that will effectivity mitigate the effects 

of building on residential amenity. In addition, there are existing internal and 

external boundaries within the Dovedale site that have a significantly smaller 

building setback than as proposed by the submitters, with buildings of up to 4 

storeys (ie up to 16m) in height, that I consider achieve a reasonable level of 

residential amenity, in part as a result of well-designed buildings.  
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8.12 Although I do not have the rationale for the amendments sought by the 

submitters in relation to this rule, I consider that the relief may be satisfied 

through a combination of other amendments I have recommended to the 

Proposal.  In my opinion, a combination of an effective landscaping provision, 

the recession planes as proposed in respect to paragraph 7.4 above, and a 

provision to ensure an adequate level of modulation/grain of development may 

achieve the intent of the submitters are seeking to achieve.  

 

 

 

Josephine Frederika Jane Schröder 

6 October 2015 
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3. MATTERS TO NOTE

3.1 The Christchurch City Council’s Stage 2 Specific Purpose Zones Proposal

dated 17th of September 2015 was used as the basis for conferencing.

3.2 There were no differences of opinion between the participants who attended

the conferencing and a good level of progress was achieved to further refine

the Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone - Inner Urban Sites provisions package,

and in respect to the Specific Purpose (School) Zone.

3.3 Submitters the Crown and Canterbury District Health Board did not have

representatives at the conferencing in respect to the Specific Purpose

(Hospital) Zone provisions.

3.4 Ms Rennie provided an updated ‘Will Say’ statement of the 23rd September

2015, outlining two potential areas of conflict and restricting her conferencing

to Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone - St Georges Hospital only, as noted

below.

"My expert conferencing does not extend beyond the built form

standards applying to the notified SPHZ. Whilst the same or similar

built form standards are now proposed for the possible St George’s

Heaton Street Overlay extension I have chosen not to comment on

these due to a potential conflict arising from a statement made in expert

conferencing by William Field on Character Area identification on behalf

of the Crown (13 August 2015).  However, I do acknowledge that both

the built form provisions and assessment matters in part reflect

character area considerations.

In addition, I highlight a further potential conflict arising from the

Ministry of Health’s submission in relation to Princess Margaret,

Burwood and Hillmorton Hospitals’. This includes provision

21.5.2.3.1.1c (exclusion of lift shafts, mechanical plant and other

equipment from the maximum height control), RD5 (deletion of the

building elevation rule), RD6 (building gross floor area to be 2,000sqm).

These changes seek a less restrictive package of rules for these

particular Suburban sites, and RD5 and RD6 relate to all Hospital sites,

including St George’s.  Given this, I seek that the conferencing minutes

clearly state that I am only commenting on provisions in the context of

St Georges Hospital site only."
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SPECIFIC PURPOSES (HOSPITAL) ZONE

4. SITE CONTEXT APPROACH

4.1 The participants agreed that the site specific rules package is appropriate as a

method to reflect the context of each hospital site and are comfortable that the

‘Inner Urban‘ classification for Nurse Maude and St Georges is appropriate to

these sites, including Nurse Maude-Mansfield and St Georges-Heaton

Overlay.

4.2 The participants discussed and agreed the need to provide clarity within the

pRDP of the name and location of each of the hospital sites, particularly in

respect to the Nurse Maude sites. This may be by way of notation within the

Planning Maps and/or a note within Proposal 21 by way of notation of the

address.

5. PROVISIONS PACKAGE

5.1 The participants wished to highlight that they have considered the provisions

as a package for each site and that it is important that the interrelationship

between each of the provisions is recognised.

Inner Urban Hospital Sites Activity Status

5.2 In respect to the Inner Urban Hospital Sites only, as a broad point, the

participants agreed that the bulk and location rules as stated within the

package are appropriate.  The remainder of the sites were not reviewed by the

participants with the exception of Ms Schröder.

5.3 It was also agreed that the urban design thresholds for the sites were

appropriate, including 21.5.2.2.2 RD5, RD6, RD7 and RD8, with RD7

recognised as being more of a bulk and location rule rather than urban design

trigger.  Ms Staples did not comment on this matter.

5.4 In regard to Nurse Maude-Mansfield, Mr Clease was comfortable with RD9,

including the zero threshold. It was agreed between Ms Schröder and Mr

Clease that the reason for the zero threshold was the size and narrow

dimension of the site and the consequent potential for adverse effects on

residential neighbours. Mr Clease and Ms Schroder also agreed that the

activity status proposed as restricted discretionary, rather than a controlled

activity status is appropriate, on a non-notified basis. An amendment to the

Proposal is required to ensure that in regard to Nurse Maude the non-notified

status is specifically addressed for consistency.
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5.5 Mr Clease noted that in regard to RD9 Nurse Maude -Mansfield that the

preference is, for the purposes of clarity and simplicity of the Plan, that the

Matters of Discretion should not cross reference to the Residential Medium

Density Zone.  Instead the reference should be to 21.5.4 Matters of Discretion

- Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zones, including 21.5.4.1-21.5.4.4 (City context

and character, Site interfaces, Fencing and screening, Outdoor storage areas).

Ms Schröder agreed with this.

Inner Urban Hospital Site Rules - Nurse Maude and St Georges

5.6 It was agreed by the participants that some rewording and restructuring of the

rules was required in respect to 21.5.2.3.1.3 and 21.5.2.3.1.4 Inner urban sites

(and consequently to the remainder of the hospital site rules).  This is to

provide clarity to the rules, not to change the measures proposed to apply,

including:

(a) Boundaries to which the rules apply

(b) The exception for access across the landscape strip

(c) Tree planting required in relation to the length of the site boundary

should be located within the applicable landscape strip

(d) The ordering of the rules.

Ms Schröder will address these matters in conjunction with the Council's

planner.

5.7 In respect to the St Georges Hospital main site, Ms Staples, Ms Rennie and

Ms Schröder are agreed on all of the rules stated in 21.5.2.3.1.3 in the

Proposal of the 17th September 2015, including landscaping, fencing, building

height and setbacks, and outdoor storage, with the exception of the agreed

amendments to these rules noted in this statement below. Ms Staples agreed

with the landscaping, fencing and outdoor storage rules within 21.5.2.3.1.4.

5.8 In respect to the Nurse Maude main site and Nurse Maude-Mansfield, Mr

Clease and Ms Schröder are agreed on all of the rules stated in 21.5.2.3.1.4 in

the Proposal of the 17th September 2015, including landscaping, fencing,

building height and setbacks, and outdoor storage, with agreed amendments

to these rules noted in this statement below.

5.9 The participants agreed that in respect to 21.5.2.3.1.3 (d) and 21.5.2.3.1.4 (d)

tree planting - that only one tree per 15m of boundary length should apply to

internal boundaries. Ms Rennie did not comment on this.
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5.10 Mr Clease and Ms Schröder agreed on the following changes to the rules

proposed for Nurse Maude-Mansfield as follows in respect to 21.5.2.3.1.4:

(a) A maximum building height of 11m including lifts and plant.

(b) A minimum building setback from internal boundaries of 4m.

(c) A minimum landscape strip excluding kerb of 1m where an

accessway is adjacent to an internal boundary. It should be noted

that it has also been agreed in respect to this that additional matters

of assessment in regard to tree planting in relation to this rule will be

incorporated in the Proposal.

5.11 Mr Clease and Ms Schröder also agreed to a change in height for the Nurse

Maude main site in respect to 21.5.2.3.1.4 (c) to provide for a maximum

building height of 11m, except where to provide for lift shafts lifts and plant, the

maximum height limit shall be 15m.

Alternative Zone Provisions - 21.5.3

5.12 Ms Rennie and Ms Schröder agreed that the Residential Medium Density

Zone as an alternative to the Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone is appropriate

to St Georges hospital main site, given the scale and location of the site.

5.13 Ms Rennie and Ms Schröder agreed that the Residential Suburban Zone as an

alternative to the Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone is appropriate to St

Georges Heaton Overlay, given the interface with the adjacent and opposite

zone, and the depth of the overlay.

5.14 Mr Clease and Ms Schröder agreed that the Residential Medium Density Zone

was more appropriate to the Nurse Maude main site and Nurse Maud-

Mansfield site as an alternative to the Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone than

the Residential Suburban Density Transition Zone as denoted in the Proposal,

given that the surrounding residential area is proposed as a Residential

Medium Density Zone under Proposal 14.

Inner Urban Hospital Sites - Matters of Discretion Nurse Maude and St
Georges

5.15 Broadly speaking Mr Clease and Ms Rennie stated their support for the length

and scope of the assessment matters, and their tone.  All the participants

recognised that minor tweaking of the assessment matters is required.

5.16 The participants agreed that 21.5.4.3 Access, parking and servicing, is

adequately addressed through Proposal 7 - Transport and through the

amendments proposed to 21.5.4.2 and as such 21.5.4.3 can be deleted.
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5.17 The participants agreed that in respect to 21.5.4.4, an additional matter of

assessment was required to state (iv) Takes into account the operational,

accessibility and security requirements of the hospital.

5.18 Ms Schröder and Mr Clease agreed that an additional set of assessment

matters in regard to landscaping is required.

6. SPECIFIC PURPOSE (SCHOOL) ZONE

6.1 Mr Clease supports the deletion of 21.6.2.3.3 relating to Rangi Ruru School,

from an urban design perspective.

6.2 In regard to 21.6.2.3.4 (a) internal boundary setback, Mr Clease and Ms

Schröder have agreed that between 3m and 6m a controlled activity status

could apply, with appropriate matters of control.  Ms Schröder has agreed to

write these matters of control to circulate and agree with Mr Clease.

We confirm that this Expert Conferencing Statement is a true and accurate record of the

conferencing session held on the 23rd September 2015 and we have complied with the Code of

Conduct for Expert Witnesses.

Signed:

Josephine Schröder

Jane Rennie

Jonathan Clease

Jessica Staples
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3. MATTERS TO NOTE

3.1 The Christchurch City Council’s Stage 2 Specific Purpose Zones Proposal

dated 17th of September 2015 was used as the basis for conferencing.

3.2 Mr Jolly also provided a set of recession plane and setback cross section

diagrams that were used as the basis for discussion for the site visit.

3.3 This conferencing statement is a combination of matters discussed in the

facilitated expert session and the site visit.

SPECIFIC PURPOSES (TERTIARY EDUCATION) ZONE

4. PROVISIONS PACKAGE- GENERAL

4.1 In principle both participants agree with the simplification of the rules package

from that of the notified Proposal 21 in regard to height, setbacks and

recession planes, so long as the package still addresses the sensitivities to the

surrounding sites.

4.2 The participants agree that the combination of the building setbacks as

notified, in combination with the blanket height limits sought by the University

of Canterbury and the Residential Suburban Zone recession planes, will

appropriately address the height to boundary ratio to manage residential

amenity effects i.e. the impact of building form and scale on residential

neighbours.  It was also agreed however, that this is not the case in respect to

Kirkwood Avenue, Creyke Rd and Clyde Rd boundaries, on the main campus

only, as discussed below.

4.3 For clarity the participants therefore agree that the stepped height control as

proposed in the notified Proposal 21 is not necessary on any of the three

University of Canterbury campus sites.

4.4 The participants also agreed that the length of continuous building (including

potentially roofline) is a design matter that requires resolution i.e. to ensure a

grain of development that provides building modulation, to reduce building bulk

and provide some visual interest, rather than extensive blank facades.  This

applies in respect to both the relationship with internal boundaries and with the

street. An appropriate provision to address this, while discussed, has not been

agreed, and may be out of scope for consideration in respect to submissions.
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5. PROVISIONS PACKAGE- UNIVERSITY OF CANTERBURY - MAIN CAMPUS, EAST
OF ILAM ROAD

5.1 The participants agreed that on the Kirkwood Avenue, Creyke Rd and Clyde

Rd boundaries of the University of Canterbury main campus there is potential

for adverse effects on residential neighbours opposite, as the recession planes

do not apply to road boundaries in respect to Proposal 21 as notified. The

participants have agreed that the Residential Suburban Zone recession planes

should apply to these boundaries, while recognising that this would be would

be inconsistent with the application of recession planes in the pRDP.

Recession planes have not been associated with road boundaries in the pRDP

to date.

5.2 The participants agreed that a 10m setback and building height of 30m

adjacent to Ilam Road (east side) is appropriate without the stepped height as

proposed in 21.7.2.2.3.5 (a) of the notified Proposal 21.  However in saying

this, the participants also agree that the modulation and grain of the buildings

should be addressed as noted in 4.4 above.

6. PROVISIONS PACKAGE- UNIVERSITY OF CANTERBURY - MAIN CAMPUS, WEST
OF ILAM ROAD

6.1 The participants agree the building setbacks as proposed, 10m for a road

setback and 6m for an internal setback, in combination with the a blanket 16m

height limit and Residential Suburban Zone recession planes are appropriate

for this site, in conjunction with addressing the modulation and grain of the

buildings as noted in 4.4 above.

7. PROVISIONS PACKAGE - UNIVERSITY OF CANTERBURY- DOVEDALE CAMPUS

7.1 In regard to the Dovedale campus, the participants agreed that a 15m building

setback from the road boundary is appropriate.  It was also agreed that a 20m

maximum building height is appropriate, in conjunction with the Residential

Suburban Zone recession planes.  However, as discussed in 4.4 above,

consideration should be given to the modulation and grain of the buildings.
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We confirm that this Expert Conferencing Statement is a true and accurate record of the

conferencing session and site visit held respectively on the 25th and 28th September 2015 and we

have complied with the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses.

Signed:

Josephine Schröder

Edward Jolly
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Hillmorton Hospital 
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Annex Road Street View ( Hillmorton Hospital)
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Sylvan Street View (Hillmorton Hospital)
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Annex Road Southern Internal Boundary (Hillmorton Hospital)
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Hillmorton Hospital service site 

Building setback 

Residential

Road Boundary
10m minimum building setback, 14m maximum height
10m min. width landscaping strip  adjacent to the boundary 
(except for access to the site).
Maximum height of fencing 1.2m within the landscaping 
strip

14m height limit
Internal Boundary
4m building setback, 14m High
4m landscaping strip adjacent to the boundary.
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Annex Road Street View (Hillmorton Hospital Service Site)
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Lincoln Road Street View (Hillmorton Hospital Service Site)
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Internal Road Street View (Hillmorton Hospital Service Site)
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Road Boundary - Arterial (Papanui Rd)
4m min building setback, 11m max height
10m min building setback, 16m max height
4m landscaping strip adjacent to the boundary (except for access to the site) 
Road Boundary - Collector or Local Road (Heaton St & Leinster Rd)
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strip 1.2m
Internal Boundary
10m min building setback, 11m max height
20m min building setback, 16m max height
4m landscaping strip adjacent to the boundary
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Leinster Road Street View  (St George’s Hospital)

Ref: Google Street View
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Leinster Road Internal Boundary Street View (St George’s Hospital)
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Road Boundary
4m min building setback, 11m max height
4m landscaping strip adjacent to the boundary (except for access to the site)
Maximum height of fencing within the landscaping strip - 1.2m

Internal Boundary
5m min building setback, 11m max height
4m landscaping strip adjacent to the boundary
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Mansfield Ave Street View (Nurse Maude Hospital)
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McDougall Ave Street View (Nurse Maude Hospital)

Ref: Google Street View
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Eastern Internal Boundary Street View (Nurse Maude Hospital)
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Western Internal Boundary Street View (Nurse Maude Hospital)

Ref: Google Street View
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Road Boundary - Arterial
4m min building setback, 11m max height
10m min building setback, 16m max height
4m landscaping strip adjacent to the boundary (except 
for access to the site)
Maximum height of fencing within landscaping strip - 1m
Road Boundary - Collector & Local 
10m min building setback, 11m max height
16m min building setback, 16m max height

4m landscaping strip adjacent to the boundary
Maximum height of fencing within landscaping strip 1.2m

Internal Boundary
10m min building setback, 11m max height
16m min building setback, 16m max height
4m landscaping strip adjacent to the boundary

Southern Cross Hospital 

16m Height Limit  Residential

11m Height Limit

Building Setback 

C
aledonian S

treet

D
urham

 S
treet

Bealey Ave

N
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Bealey Ave Section View (Southern Cross Hospital) Durham Street Section View (Southern Cross Hospital)
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Bealey Ave Street View (Southern Cross Hospital)

Ref: Google Street View
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Caledonian Road Street View (Southern Cross Hospital)

Ref: Google Street View
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Durham Street Street View (Southern Cross Hospital)

Ref: Google Street View
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20m Height Limit

14m Height Limit

Burwood Hospital - As proposed by  Submission (#2387 Crown)

Street Interface
10 m setback, 14m high
20m setback, 20m high
2m minimum width landscaping strip adjacent to the boundary (except for 
access to the site)

Internal boundaries
10m setback, 20m high
No landscaping strip required

Setback 
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Burwood Road Section View (Burwood Hospital) Internal Boundary Section View (Burwood Hospital)
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Burwood Road Street View - As proposed by submission (Burwood Hospital)
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Mairehau Road Street View - As proposed by submission (Burwood Hospital)
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Eastern Internal Boundary Street View - As proposed by submission  (Burwood Hospital)
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Hillmorton Hospital -As proposed by submission

20m Height Limit

14m Height Limit

 Setback 

Street Interface
10m setback, 14m high
20m setback, 20m high
2m minimum width planting strip  adjacent to the boundary (except for access 
to the site)

Internal boundaries
10m setback, 20m high
No landscaping strip required
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20m Height Limit

14m Height Limit

 Setback Southern Internal Boundary Section View (Hillmorton Hospital) Sylvan Street Section View (Hillmorton Hospital)

Page 7

Page 7



Annex Road Street View - As proposed by submission ( Hillmorton Hospital)
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Sylvan Street View - As proposed by submission  (Hillmorton Hospital)
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Annex Road Southern internal boundary - As proposed by submission (Hillmorton Hospital)
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Durham Street Internal northern Boundary (Southern Cross Hospital)

Ref: Google Street View
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