Resource Management (Forms, Fees, and Procedure) Regulations 2003 (as
at 03 March 2015)

Form 7
Notice of appeal to Environment Court against decision on proposed policy

statement or plan or change or variation
Clause 14(1) of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991
To the Registrar
Environment Court
Christchurch

We, Anne-Marie Watson, Andrew Paul McSkimming, Ross Gordon Allen and Patricia Ann

Allen, appeal against a decision of Dunedin City Council on the Second Generation Dunedin
City Council District Plan.

We made a submission on that plan.

We are not trade competitors for the purposes of section 308D of the Resource Management
Act 1991.

We received notice of the decision on 24 October 2018.
The decision was made by Dunedin City Council.

The decision that we are appealing is the decision to reject our submission (with Donald Alan
Knox, Patsy Eames and Noeline Wendy Knox) to change the zoning of our Blackhead Road
and Green Island Bush Road properties to Rural Residential 1 zoning.

The reasons for the appeal are as follows:

(1) The acceptance of the Reporting Officers evidence that the 2GP makes ample provision
for rural residential zoned land and reliance on the existence and availability of
underdeveloped rural residential land in close proximity.

(2) The consideration that there may be adverse effects on rural character amenity and open
green space.

(3) The total acceptance of the evidence of the DCC Transportation Group that the
development may trigger unacceptable public infrastructure upgrades.

(4) The claim that the parcels of land are able to be farmed in an economically viable manner.

We seek the following relief:
The rezoning of our land to Rural Residential 1.

I attach the following documents to this notice:
e (a) a copy of our submission
e (b) a copy of the relevant decision
e (c)alist of names and addresses of persons to be served with a copy of this notice.



a.P

Signature of appellant
(or person authorised to sign
on behalf of appellant)

is/\e/zol3
Date

Address for service of appellant: 270 Blackhead Road, Dunedin 9076
Telephone: 029 838 5330

Fax/email: mcskimming@actrix.co.nz

Contact person: Andrew Paul McSkimming

Note to appellant

You may appeal only if—

o you referred in your submission or further submission to the provision or matter that is the
subject of your appeal; and

» in the case of a decision relating to a proposed policy statement or plan (as opposed to a
variation or change), your appeal does not seek withdrawal of the proposed policy
statement or plan as a whole.

Your right to appeal may be limited by the trade competition provisions in Part 11A of the

Resource Management Act 1991.

The Environment Court, when hearing an appeal relating to a matter included in a document

under section 55(2B), may consider only the question of law raised.

You must lodge the original and 1 copy of this notice with the Environment Court within 30

working days of being served with notice of the decision to be appealed. The notice must be

signed by you or on your behalf. You must pay the filing fee required by regulation 35 of the

Resource Management (Forms, Fees, and Procedure) Regulations 2003.

You must serve a copy of this notice on the local authority that made the decision and on the

Minister of Conservation (if the appeal is on a regional coastal plan), within 30 working days

of being served with a notice of the decision.

You must also serve a copy of this notice on every person who made a submission to which

the appeal relates within 5 working days after the notice is lodged with the Environment

Court.

Within 10 working days after lodging this notice, you must give written notice to the

Registrar of the Environment Court of the name, address, and date of service for each person

served with this notice.

However, you may apply to the Environment Court under section 281 of the Resource

Management Act 1991 for a waiver of the above timing or service requirements (see form
38).



Adpvice to recipients of copy of notice of appeal

How to become party to proceedings

You may be a party to the appeal if you made a submission or a further submission on the
matter of this appeal.

To become a party to the appeal, you must,—

o within 15 working days after the period for lodging a notice of appeal ends, lodge a notice
of your wish to be a party to the proceedings (in form 33) with the Environment Court and
serve copies of your notice on the relevant local authority and the appellant; and

» within 20 working days after the period for lodging a notice of appeal ends, serve copies
of your notice on all other parties.

Your right to be a party to the proceedings in the court may be limited by the trade
competition provisions in section 274(1) and Part 11 A of the Resource Management Act
1991.

You may apply to the Environment Court under section 281 of the Resource Management
Act 1991 for a waiver of the above timing or service requirements (see form 38).

*How to obtain copies of documents relating to appeal

The copy of this notice served on you does not attach a copy of the appellant's submission
and (or or) the decision (or part of the decision) appealed. These documents may be obtained,
on request, from the appellant.

Advice

If you have any questions about this notice, contact the Environment Court in Auckland,
Wellington, or Christchurch.

Schedule 1 form 7 heading: amended, on 1 November 2010, by regulation 19(1) of the Resource Management (Forms,
Fees, and Procedure) Amendment Regulations 2010 (SR 2010/279).

Schedule 1 form 7: amended, on 3 March 2015, by regulation 5(1) of the Resource Management (Forms, Fees, and
Procedure) Amendment Regulations 2014 (LI 2014/386).

Schedule 1 form 7: amended, on 3 March 2015, by regulation 5(2) of the Resource Management (Forms, Fees, and
Procedure) Amendment Regulations 2014 (LI 2014/386).

Schedule 1 form 7: amended, on 1 November 2010, by regulation 19(1) of the Resource Management (Forms, Fees,
and Procedure) Amendment Regulations 2010 (SR 2010/279).

Schedule 1 form 7: amended, on 1 June 2006, by regulation 10(4) of the Resource Management (Forms, Fees, and
Procedure) Amendment Regulations 2006 (SR 2006/99).



List of names and addresses of persons to be served with a copy of this notice:
Donald Alan Knox, 240 Blackhead Road, Dunedin

Patsy Eames, 34 Portobello Road, Dunedin
Email: patsy@jaeames.com

Noeline Wendy Knox, 16 Tomahawk Road, Dunedin
Email: nwknox@xtra.co.nz



Authority to Sign

We authorise Andrew Paul McSkimming to sign on our behalf an appeal to the Environment
Court in relation to our properties at Blackhead Road and Green Island Bush Road Dunedin.

Anne-Marie Watson / %Z:Lm .
Ross Gordon Allen % l% QQQW‘

Patricia Ann Allen /&’4 ﬂé"‘" 3
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Dunedin City Council

THE FROFOSED 2 3NOV 2015
SECOND

GENERATION SUBMISSION FORM

DISTRICT PLAN

This is a submission on the Proposed Second Generation
Dunedin City District Plan (2GP) for Dunedin pursuant to
Clause 6 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

Once you have completed this form, include any supporting documentation and return to the Dunedin City Council.

MAKE YOUR SUBMISSION:
Online: www.2gp.dunedingovt.nz Email: planning@dce.govt.nz
Postto: Submission on 2GP Deliver to: DCC Customer Services Agency
Dunedin City Council Ground floor
PO Box 5045 Civic Centre
Moray Place - 50 The Octagon
Dunedin 9058 Dunedin

Please note that all submissions are public information. Your name, contact details and submission will be available to the
public and the media. The DCC will only use your information for the purposes of this plan review process

Bll submissions must be received before Spm on Tuesday, 24 November 2015.
SUBMITTER DETRAILS Fields indicated by an asterisks (*) are mandatory.
Full name of submitter or agent* ANDREDN FAUL MO SUAMMNG  « ANNE-MARIR (WATSON

Organisation (if submission on behalf of an organisation)

Address for service for submitter or agent* Please provide an address where you would like correspondence sent to
Email address Mook imminne € acteww. ol

Postal address__ L0 GrAckiusndy p L DL DN QO
ST e L oCWVIRCOD IS4

Phone number* Mobile number

TRADE COMPETITION Fields indicated by an asterisks (*) are mandatory.

C, Please note: i you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through your submission, your right to
make a submission may be limited by clause 6(4), Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991.

Please tick one of the following*

Icould D could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.

If you could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission, please tick one of the following®

Tam D am not D directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that:
(a) adversely affects the environment; and
(b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition

HEARINGS Fields indicated by an asterisks (*) are mandatory.

Please tick one each of the following”
1 would like lz/wou]d not like I:I to be heard in support of my submission

If others submitters make a similar submission, I will D will not Q/consider presenting a joint case with them at a
hearing




SUBMISSION DETAILS Fields indicated by an asterisks (%) are mandatory.

Please identify the specific provision(s) of the Proposed Second Generation Dunedin City District Plan that your
submission relates to*.

Provision name and number {(where applicable):

For example: Rule 15.5.2 Density N a
Section name (where applicable):
For example: the residential zones Na

Map layer name (where applicable):
For example: General Residential 1 Zone

MAiN MAP

Scheduled item number (where applicable):
For example: Reference #T147 - Scheduled Tree at 123 Smith Street NA

My submission is*

D I support the provision Ij/l oppose the provision D I seek to have the above provision amended

Choose the most appropriate statement. If more than one applies, for example you support the provision in part but wish to
have part amended (removed or changed), choose have the provision amended’ and explain this in the ‘decision I seek’ field.

The decision ] seek is that (please give precise details, such as suggested amended wording)*

T SGAY TWA TNCLws oN DE O [ASPRYY AT
G LACWERD Qp W i, Aupal RASYDARNTIAGW 0Wﬁ-(‘)

L O N R,

Reasons for my views (you may attach supporting documents)*
T HAUL ATTACKRE) A MAP LAITA. ™YY PRe
M NEGW RTUL] BN ROTW SVDAS TF T

T WANDALCORNY
CrRPRATH AL SWLMITTNG 0 WA U (T P P ROPARTIRR
MY

TN CLUpR) VN Tl Lot L RARSDANTIRL } ToNR .
LaAl. Gyony ey \s A GaneC LA L @D ENTAC
acprars C AN St R LA THAT Twi LOo7TS
B TRA Samic QugAa L

re7Y CEDLE WATeRA) ,

’LDNL} ety . T
(’\(\.«(-(\MJT? QN SM\M,) acie an
LA SN TiA L ONAL (\) T O -

/m ¢ / %JW/)/ IENSBINNN

Signature of submitter (or person authorised to sign on behalfof submitter) Date
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means.)
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7. SECOND

' GENERATION SUBMISSION FORM

' DISTRICT PLAN This is a submission on the Proposed Second Generation
Dunedin City District Plan (2GP) for Dunedin pursuant to
Clause 6 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

Once you have completed this form, include any supporting documentation and retumn to the Dunedin City Council.

MAKE YOUR SUBMISSION:
Online: www.2gp.dunedingovtnz Email: planning@dec.govt.nz
Pogtto: Submission on 2GP Deliver te: DCC Customer Services Agency
Dunedin City Council Ground floor
PO Box 5045 Civic Centre
Moray Place 50 The Octagen
— Dunedin 9058 Dunedin

Please note that all submissions are public information. Your name, contact details and submission will be available to the
public and the media. The DCC will only use your information for the purposes of this plan review process.

All submissions must be received before Spm on Tuesday, 24 November 2015,

SUBMITTER DETAILS Fieclds indicatod by an tistarishe (F) e mes

Full name of submitteroragent® 0S¢ GHLIRUN ALLAN « PATAIC\A RNN A LN

Orgenisation (if submission onr behalf of an organisatior)- j

Address for service for submitter or agent* Please provide an address where you would like correspondence sent to

Emailaddress;(\’atu o“e.v\ € X Tea - o N
Postal sddresst____ L&V GRAGN TSLAND AuiW @) ADIDuNPW SON6
%%% ALY Mobile number LN ) 13 38073

Phone number”

— TRADE COMPETITION Frelds indiceted by eon cstavisla (5} aee mandatons.

Please note: If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through your submission, your right to
.| make a submission may be limited/by clause 6(4), Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

Please tick one of the following®

I could D could Eut : gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.

1f you couid gain an advern:age in trade competition through this submission, please tick one of the following* %

I amD am notD direedv affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that:
(a) adversely affects the environment; and
(b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition

HEARINGS iuolcds indicdte sel e ris fepisls 0 3 Gre plnbrlatols

Please tick one each of the following*
1 would like would not like D to be heard in support of my submission

If others submitters make a similar submission, I will D will not lZl, consider presenting a joint case with them at a

hearing




SUBMISSION DETEAILS Fislds indicarzd by an asterisis (N o

Please identify the specific provision(s) of the ﬁowsed Second Generation Dunedin City District Plan thktwur
submission relates to*.

Provision name and number (where applicable):
For example: Rule 15.5.2 Density N &

Section name (where applicable):
For example: the residential zones NA

Mep layer name (where applicable):
For example: General Residential 1 Zone

MawN mag

Scheduled item number (where applicable):
For example: Reference #T147 - Scheduled Tree at 123 Smith Street

Na

My submission is*

D 1 support the provision @ 1 oppose the provision D 1 seek to have the above provision amended

Choose the most appropriate statement. If more than one applies, for example you support the provision in part but wish to
have part amended (removed or changed), choose fhave the provision amended’ and explain this in the ‘decision I seek’ field.

The decision I seek is that (please give precise details, such as suggested amended wording)*

T SEEK TWA TNCuASionN 0¢ MY PRSPRARY AT Lh\ GRARY
T Cuaeny Gusw Roe) GRWE SReTieNS é& LA &nD
VA GRS T LA GUSw DASTRACYT (N TWA ’\ﬂ&s’ TDANTIAL 9*“‘*(')
LONG. O ADIDINING wa“p/ SkcToN WS s ALREADY WY TV
1 Loné, T HAauk CARCINTiAC T LanD o Y SSWTWLAN
QOUNDALGG. T WAUR ATTRCKED A MAP SwochrE Vo', DRI
QA0S RATCWLD.

Reasons for my views (you may attach supporting documents)*

ToA REAZINY Fog TRIS REing A CRNSIBLA APPRSACH
1< SimMpue O RAccanith ferom A Pheusacl DE THA
WAL T Swoul) NoT GG AT GRTAME Twi TLdD gueatL
QASIIENTIAL LOoWNAS | T GAuRuk G LACKHLAD BUARRIRK

Ofs Fhotrd ™ TWE FROPICAL LHEN TwA QiTY REIMOUTRY (T 1Y
g, T EeLkul BLACKHGAD BRI OmNaiens )
Cowsd REL AIERSCED BT WRT Be A QASTRICTWA ETLRNANT
DN TW LAaN) N f Ao Ul OF GLACKWRAD W R RRIRY

- Qv
DC a0 G- D(LZTT\_C.'T&N(((&% Twi. QU AL ARSIDANTIA G QI WRRS,
T s My LR E U] o™ LA CK waAD) fe WD Wive @A

MAKW - P eduweaTtiong N CiMLLAL LINRS,

Signature of submitter (or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter) ﬁg O.QQGM-' Date 7&//r /u“
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means.) /OWV\ .
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Dunedin City Council

oD on VMV A MISSION FORM

DISTRICT PLAN

This is a submission on the Proposed Second Generation
Dunedin City District Plan (2GP) for Dunedin pursuant to
Clause 6 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

Once you have completed this form, include any supporting documentation and return to the Dunedin City Council.

MAKE YOUR SUBMISSION:
Online: www.2gp.dunedin.govtnz Email: planning@dec.govt.nz
Postto:  Submission on 2GP Deliver to:  DCC Customer Services Agency
Dunedin City Council Ground floor
PO Box 5045 Civic Centre
Moray Place £0 The Octagen
Dunedin 9058 Dunedin

Please note that al) submissions are public information. Your name, contact details and submission will be available to the
public and the media. The DCC will only use your information for the purposes of this plan review process.

All submissions must be received before 5pm on Tuesday, 24 November 2015.

SUBMITTER DETAILS Fields indicated by an asteris}es (*) are mandatory.

Full name of submitter or agent* D ) A ',L'UO X

Organisation (if submission on behall of an organisation)

Address for service for submitter or agent* Please provide cn address where you would like correspondence sent to
Email address

Postal address* 1({'() %LAWAA M ) iL 0 A OUUM M) Postcode* __mZé_
Phone number* Lf“g 7 Ké 6 7 Mobile number

TRADE COMPETITION Fields indicated by an asterisks (*) are mandatory.

Please note: If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through your submission, your right to
make a sutmission may be limited by clause 6(4). Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991.

Please tick one of the following*
1could D could noll] gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.

If you could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission, please tick one of the following*

lam D am not l:l directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that:
(a) adversely affects the environment; and
(b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition

HEARINGS Fields indicated by an asterisks (*) are mandatory.

Please tick one each of the following*

T would likerZ[/ would not like I__—_l to be heard in support of my submission

If others submitters make a similar submission, I will D will not I:] consider presenting a joint case with them at a
hearing

5
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SUBMISSION DETAILS Fields indicated by an asterisks (*) are mandatory.

Please identify the specific provision(s) of the Proposed Second Generation Dunedin City District Plan that your
submission relates to*,

Provision name and number (where applicable):

For example: Rule 15.5.2 Density RM'—E i6,7. L'L
‘Section name (where applicable):
For example: the residential zones ' 6. RU({A{, 20U £s

Map layer name (where applicable):
For example: General Residential 1 Zone &M(LV\’L Co ASTAC

Scheduled item number (where applicable):
For example: Reference #T147 - Scheduled Tree at 123 Smith Street

My submission is*

D 1 support the provision D 1 oppose the provision @ 1 seek to have the above provision amended

Choose the most appropriate statement. If more than one applies, for example you support the provision in part but wish to
have part amended (removed or changed), choose have the provision amended’ and explain this in the ‘decision I seek’ field.

The decision 1 seek is that (please give precise details. such as suggested amended wording)*

To CHANGE Twe ZoMwg  oF THe Subdhar Proparry
(’L&o BLAGCHEAD H) fow  Ruaac Constac to  Iluhat
feswet/minc |,

Reasons for my views (you may attach supporting docurments)”

(DTHe SOE 15 SUhAOLUAEA oM b $WES By Culsai NARACResipey-
| TAL ZoNwh, THE (RO10SEY CARMGR wiie [tave MMAL (AT o)
THE Lpuh ~ F FEAsonAityy WMIE  Bbr MY HOuss oM THE 18 WGMy
(Rotenry, wun YET T Al oW fanr OwlaA{ win & 58UL4S
OF THE SAD PAOIRATY, AT THE T OF COWSTAULTION 2007 {
THE LAV WA 2owsd futdl MessiTae AUD AT TIEE TLMG
THe, WTRUT WA To fuAci eurhicir. G HEGHMBS 50 le
OF TH LAVA. THE WIAZOAGTY pe Titg LAVE |5 € K STerf
GAPMRUT - UNSATRALE oA BULDWG. MDD Lusey (AME WSE Wil
CoNTaU: 70 he clAzwe - pvld. Theg Poawnds

13/1(/14
I

Signature of submitter (or person authdyised to sign on behalf of submitter) Dale
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means.)




Proposed Second Generation Dunedin City District Plan (2GP) from Eames, Patsy an

Introduction

Welcome to the online submission form for the Proposed Second Generation Dunedin City District
Plan.

Submissions are open until 5pm Tuesday 24 November 2015

Fill out your details below and then click the "Make a Submission" tab to find the provisions you
wish to submit on.

Privacy Statement

Please note that submissions are public. Your name, contact details and submission will be
included in papers that are available to the public and media. DCC will only use your information for
the purpose of this plan review process.

Submitter Details

C First Name: Patsy
Last Name: Eames

Street: 34 Portobello Road
Suburb:  Musselburgh
City: Dunedin
Country:  New Zealand
PostCode: 9013
Daytime Phone: 021 023 26704
Mobile: 021 023 26704
eMail: patsy@jaeames.com

Trade competition and adverse effects:

T | could © | could not
gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission
© lam € | am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that :
a. adversely affects the environment, and
b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

( Wishes to be heard:
“ Yes
% | do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be
fully considered.

Correspondence to:
@ Submitter

¢ Agent

“ Both

Created by Online Submissions Page 1 of 2



Proposed Second Generation Dunedin City District Plan (2GP) from Eames, Patsy 40

Submission

Consultation Document Submissions

D. Management Zones > 16. Rural Zones > Rules > Rule 16.7 Subdivision Performance Standards
> 16.7.4 Minimum Site Size

¢ | support the provision

© | oppose the provision

@ | seek to have the above provision amended

The decision | seek is (give precise details):
Change the zoning of the subject property (240 Blackhead Road) from Rural Coastal to Rural
Residential.

Reason for my views (you can add supporting documents):

1. The site is immediately surrounded on three sides by current Rural Residential zoning, or 'Rural
Residential 1' slightly further out towards Blackhead Beach. The effects of the proposed change
will have minimal impact on the ground. 2. It is very close to the Dunedin CBD and very suitable for
change to Rural Residential, as evidenced by the surrounding and adjoining land use. It is notin
contravention of stated 2GP Objectives and Policies. 3. All of this land was originally zoned Rural
Residential in the Proposed District Plan, July 1995 but this was changed after submissions were
presented. The owners had not at the time put in a submission because they supported the
proposed Rural Residential zoning and wrongly assumed it would not change. This submission is to
attempt to remedy and redress the oversight made. 4. Effects on the ground would not change
markedly with such a proposal. This is a family property owned by several siblings, and a
subdivision rationalisation is required to support the owner of the dwelling already established on
the site.

Attached Documents

] File - ‘I
|

INo records to display.

Created by Online Submissions Page 2 of 2



Proposed Second Generation Dunedin City District Plan (2GP) from Knox, Noeline a1

Introduction

Welcome to the online submission form for the Proposed Second Generation Dunedin City District
Plan.

Submissions are open until 5pm Tuesday 24 November 2015.

Fill out your details below and then click the "Make a Submission" tab to find the provisions you
wish to submit on.

Privacy Statement

Please note that submissions are public. Your name, contact details and submission will be
included in papers that are available to the public and media. DCC will only use your information for
the purpose of this plan review process.

Submitter Details

C First Name: Noeline
Last Name: Knox

Street: 16 Tomahawk Road
Suburb:  Andersons Bay
City:  Dunedin
Country: New Zealand
PostCode: 9013
Daytime Phone: 0272804140
Mobile: 0272804140
eMail:  Nwknox@xtra.co.nz

Trade competition and adverse effects:

1 could % | could not
gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission
T lam © 1am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that :
a. adversely affects the environment, and
b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

( Wishes to be heard:
“ Yes
* 1 do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be
fully considered.

Correspondence to;
* Submitter

© Agent

” Both

Created by Online Submissions Page 1 of 2



Proposed Second Generation Dunedin City District Plan (2GP) from Knox, Noeline 41]

Submission

Consultation Document Submissions

D. Management Zones > 16. Rural Zones > Rules > Rule 16.7 Subdivision Performance Standards
> 16.7.4 Minimum Site Size

€ | support the provision

© | oppose the provision

% | seek to have the above provision amended

The decision | seek is (give precise details):
Zone change to 240 Blackhead Road from rural coastal to rural residential 1.

Reason for my views (you can add supporting documents):

1) This is a property owned jointly by several members of one family. In order for one of us to own
the land on which his house is built, we need to be able to sub-divide. 2)This property is close to
the Dunedin CBD and as such is suitable for rural residential. This change would be in line with
2GP policies. 3) The property is surrounded by rural residential 1 zoning. It seems logical that this
property should be the same zone as the surrounding properties.

Attached Documents

File
No records to display.

Created by Online Submissions Page 2 of 2
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EVIDENCE TO THE SECOND GENERATION DUNEDIN CITY DISTRICT PLAN
HEARING: RURAL RESIDENTIAL

Evidence on behalf of:

Anne-Marie Watson and Andrew McSkimming, 270 Blackhead Road (0S817.1)
Ross and Pat Allen, 261 Green Island Bush Road (0S784.2)

Donald Alan Knox, 240 Blackhead Road (0S365.1)

Patsy Eames, 34 Portobello Road (joint owner 240 Blackhead Rd) (0S40.2)

Noeline Wendy Knox, 16 Tomahawk Road (joint owner 240 Blackhead Rd) (0S41.1)

My name is Andrew McSkimming. I'm speaking on behalf of the submitters listed above.
Most of them are also here today. With me is Tony Devereux, who has been assisting us
with our submission.

Background:

All the submitters own land adjoining Blackhead Road. The properties are shown on the
attached Map 1. Myself and my partner Anne-Marie Watson have lived here for 21 years.
Mr and Mrs Allen have lived in the area for 31 years. Alan Knox, Wendy Knox and Patsy
Eames (née Knox) grew up at 247 Blackhead Road, and jointly own 240 Blackhead Road.
This property has been in the Knox family since at least the 1870s.

Our properties are currently zoned rural. They are:

e 270 Blackhead Road — 8.1 ha, one dwelling. Used as a lifestyle property, with small
numbers of stock.

* 240 Blackhead Road — 3 separate titles: two of 1.6 ha, both unoccupied; one of 15.1
ha, with one dwelling. Leased for grazing.

* 261 Green Island Bush Road. 25 ha, one dwelling. 4 ha is currently zoned Rural
Residential. Forms part of a larger 162 ha farm (81 ha owned, 81 ha leased).
Frontage to both Green Island Bush Road and Blackhead Road.

All three properties are contiguous. Land to the north and east is zoned Rural Residential 1,
and land to the west is zoned Rural Residential 2. There are no landscape overlays on the
land.

The properties are close to Dunedin, being less than 15 minutes from the Octagon.

The sites form part of a larger group of small sites, including 237 Blackhead Road (6.3 ha,
leased for grazing), 247 Blackhead Road (3.5 ha, 1 house, leased for grazing) and 253
Blackhead Road (4.7 ha, 1 house, horse and alpaca grazing), on the south side of
Blackhead Road. The dwellings in the area are close together and form a cluster with a rural
residential feel.

We all have different reasons for seeking a Rural Residential zoning. My partner and |
would like the option of building a new house on our property, and selling off the current
house.

240 Blackhead Road is owed jointly by siblings, one of which has a house on the property.
The other siblings want the option to build there if they wish.



Ross and Pat Allen would like their children to be able to build on their property, plus sell
some land off for retirement income.

Historical zoning

Our properties, together with those to the south of Blackhead Road, were zoned in the
notified 1995 District Plan as rural residential (see attached map from notified 1995 plan).
The land has therefore previously been assessed as suitable for rural residential
development.

We did not submit, being happy with the proposed zoning and unfamiliar with the planning
process. However, due to a submission opposing the zoning, the land was zoned rural in
the operative plan. We were part of an appeal, as we were directly affected by the decision,
but due to the cost of the appeal process we could not pursue it.

Also, none of us were aware of the rezoning request process run by the DCC in 2013 —
2015. We were not contacted directly, nor were we aware of any advertising, despite
reading the ODT and FYI leaflets regularly. If we had been aware, we would have requested
rezoning through that process.

Development capacity

The s42A report states that there would be the potential for 25 dwellings on our properties,
including the three existing houses ( ~ 50 ha in 2 ha blocks).

However, the topography on parts of the property is steep and slip prone, with narrow
gullies, severely limiting available building sites. Some areas are flood prone. While some of
the land has a Hazard 2 overlay in the 2GP, large areas of slip-prone land, including existing
slips, are not included in this overlay.

We estimate that there are a maximum of 10 additional building sites in total, not the
estimated 25. We are prepared to limit development on the properties, through a covenant
or similar, to a total of 9 additional sites, although it is likely that fewer than this would be
developed.

Map 2 shows the sites where houses could be developed.

2GP approach to Rural Residential zoning

The 2GP provides for additional rural residential zones by zoning undersized sites (Appendix
2 of s42A report). The report states that clusters of small sites were identified for inclusion
as Rural Residential 2 land. We are not sure if our properties were included in this analysis,
however several of our sites (together with adjoining small sites on the south of Blackhead
Road) appear to meet the criteria listed in Appendix 2. That is:

e They could not be excluded due to landscape values, high class soils or isolated
areas

e There are more than 3 sites

e At least 40% contain a dwelling

e Vacant sites are bounded by developed sites
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However, our preferred zoning is Rural Residential 1, Rural Residential 2 zoning would not
allow us to subdivide.

On page 5, the s42A report identifies the issues with zoning land rural residential. These are
loss of rural character, impact on rural land values and reverse sensitivity conflicts.

We don't consider that these are issues for our properties, as the relatively low number of
additional dwellings that are likely to result will not significantly change the existing character
(which is currently somewhere between rural residential and rural). In fact, it is more likely to
retain a rural-type character than many rural residential areas due to the large areas of un-
developable land.

The land has very limited current value as farmland, being broken up into small sites, and
partially developed into rural residential-type living.

Reverse sensitivity is not an issue as the current land use is small scale rural residential-type
use, or leased grazing. The potential for reverse sensitivity with Blackhead Quarry has been
addressed at an earlier hearing, and is not currently a problem.

2GP policies

The s42A report states that any “any future expansion of rural residential zoning is managed
under the strategic directions of the 2GP” (p6). It refers to policy 2.2.4.3 and 2.6.1.4.

Policy 2.2.4.3 is:
Ensure expansion of urban and rural residential areas occurs in the most appropriate locations
and only when required by:

a. use of transitional overlay zones and appropriate triggers for release of land, including, for
residential transitional overlay zones, when existing capacity in the catchment has reduced
to a specified level;

b. avoiding the creation of any new rural residential subdivisions and instead enable the use
of existing undersized rural sites for rural residential activity through rezoning as Rural
Residential 2 sites, and consider conversion of these areas into Rural Residential 1 zoning
when there is a demonstrated shortage of rural residential capacity.

¢. encouraging applications for any subdivision that fundamentally changes rural land to rural
residential land or residential land to be processed as a plan change; and

d. requiring any alternative development areas suggested via a plan change process to
demonstrate that they are able to achieve the objectives and policies contained within
these strategic directions, and for residential zoning meet the criteria contained in Policy
2.6.3.1.

Clause (b) seems most relevant to rural residential zoning. As the sites are existing, and
most are undersized, this would suggest that Rural Residential 2 zoning is possible for our
land.

Policy 2.6.1.4 is:

Use rural residential zoning only where all of the following factors are present:
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a. for new zoning, it is in line with Policy 2.2.4.3;
b. land is already subdivided, and partly or fully developed, at a rural residential density;

c. development at a rural residential density will have no more than minor effects on rural
productivity, landscape values, and rural character;

d. the location enables reasonable levels of accessibility to critical services and facilities
(centres);

e. development will not lead to pressure for infrastructure upgrades, including road sealing;
and

f.  the zoned area (number of lots) is of an adequate size to support community-building, and
economies of scale necessary to encourage smaller scale productive activities, and will
not create isolated housing.

In relation to this policy, most of our land is already historically subdivided into undersized
sites, and is partly developed. Effects on rural productivity, landscape values, and rural
character are discussed above (there are none).

There is good accessibility to Dunedin city (critical services and facilities).

Development is unlikely to lead to pressure for infrastructure upgrades. We are too far from
any serviced areas for people to reasonably expect services to be extended down
Blackhead Road. There is spring and creek water available. Blackhead Road is already
sealed, and it is highly likely that Green Island Bush Road would be sealed if the large area
of Rural Residential land to the north-east of us is developed.

Any development would not be isolated, and would add to the existing close-knit community
in Blackhead Road.

S42A report reasons for not re-zoning our land

The specific reasons given in the s42A report for not zoning our land rural residential (p113)
are that there is enough land already zoned rural residential, and traffic issues.

Sufficient land:

The s42A report estimates that there is development potential for an additional 580 dwellings
on vacant rural residential land in Dunedin, or 779 dwellings if infill capacity on developed
sites is included (p6).

However, this does not take into account that not all of this land can or will be developed,
due to factors including:
e Topography — for example parts of the rural residential land to the north west is steep
hill faces, gullies and wetland areas
e Hazards (instability and flooding) — there are Hazard 2 overlays on some Rural
Residential zoned land. Also, experience with our own properties suggests that not
all unstable areas are identified in the hazards overlay.
e Some land will be in the ‘wrong place’ or undesirable for other reasons, with no
demand for it. For example, several rural residential lots at the top of Blackhead
Road have been on the market for 4 years, with no sales.
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e Some land will be owned by people who do not wish to develop it. For example, the
approximately 80 ha of land to the north-west of us was zoned rural residential in
1995 despite the owner’s preference to keep it for rural use, and it is still
undeveloped following his death two years ago.

We are seeking a small increase in rural residential capacity, which will be a smali
percentage of overall supply.

Traffic issues

Any rezoning would be likely to result in only a small number of extra sites accessing
Blackhead Road. We note that five new driveways have been allowed to develop on
Blackhead Road immediately east of our properties, in approximately the last 5 years. If this
was a real concern, these driveways would not have been allowed.

With regards to Green Island Bush Road, and the Blackhead Road / Tunnel Road / Green
Island Bush Road intersection, the s42A report states that the existing Rural Residential
zoning will allow up to 81 new dwellings. A significant number of these would access Green
Island Bush Road. If this level of development occurs, safety improvements to that road and
the intersection will be made regardless of any development on our land. A small number of
extra cars from 261 Green Island Bush Road will make little difference.

Conclusion

The plan indicates that our land is suitable for Rural Residential 2 zoning. However,
because this would not allow us to subdivide, our preferred zoning is Rural Residential 1.

Our properties have previously been considered to be suitable for Rural Residential
development. The land is surrounded on both sides by Rural Residential land.

A rezoning would increase the number of potential houses by only a small number, given the
development limits on the sites.

The existing sites are undersized and are not viable as farmland. In our view, this land is
more appropriately zoned rural residential than, for example, high class soils on the Taieri, or
other areas of flat, productive farmland.

A change in zoning would not have adverse effects on rural character, or other effects
identified in the s42A report and the policies. We can’t see that there would be any adverse
effects at all.

There would be positive effects by increasing flexibility to develop our land, including to suit
family needs.

Thank you for your consideration.

Andrew McSkimming
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Rural Residential

Evidence on behalf of

Watson & McSkimming 0S817.1
Allen 05784.2

Knox OS 365.1

Eames 0S40.2

Knox 0541.1

My name is Tony Devereux..| speak on behalf of the above submitters.

The need to calculate how many sites could be achieved from the 51 hectares
involved in this submission-City’s number would be 25-where we can see only
10 plus 3 existing, total 13, lead me to look again at local Rural Residential 1
sites.

| drove to the new McMeakin Rd site this morning.l had already had a Real
Estate Agent advise that the land was “terrible” and subject to slip.I had to
agree .On checking the 2GP | see half the land is in a Hazard Zone.

| believe this slip area is included in the Vacant Capacity of 487 dwelling sites in
RR1 quoted by Mr Bathgate.

| checked the Green Island Bush Rd —Blackhead Rd RR1 block-again large areas
of Hazard zoning.

| drove to the Scroggs Hill Rd RR1 zone. Again areas of Hazard.

In this RR1 zoned area the owner is still farming 21 years later. The best land is
gone. The rest are steep gullies with access problems and protected Manuka.
No farming and no Pony Paddocks.

Scurr Rd at the top of the Scroggs Hill Rd RR1 with many houses is on a gravel
narrow road with blind corners - no problem for the Transportation Group to
approve RR1. How can this development meet the “ not isolated “ criteria.

Chain Hills RR1 also has Hazard areas.



To theoretically divide all the RR1 zoned land into 2 hectare blocks and also
provide for the division of existing 4 hectare blocks in that zone to 2 hectare
sites with no account of topography,hazards,etc is wrong.

| spoke to a senior Real Estate person this morning. | said to him — suppose |
had arrived in the City today — | see from the 2GP that there is 487 vacant
capacity in RR1 — | want to buy. His response would be “l have no decent RR1
Sites to show you “.

He told me he had sold two windswept sites at the top of Blackhead Rd for a
Korean vendor which had been on the market for 4 years at $330000 each
because the buyers had nothing else to choose from. People ‘s lives move on.

To go back to the property of the submitters. In 1994-1995 there was no prior
discussion before this land was included in Rural Residential. The first the
owners knew was when they were told by a Surveyor. It is the same families
who own all the land now as in 1995. Because they did not submit supporting
they were not in the process. It has been understood that the substantial
influence of the owners of Blackhead Quarry at that time was brought to bear
to have the land in today’s submission removed from Rural Residential. Now is
the time to right that wrong.

At the time of the 1995 Plan no enquiry was made of whether owners were
interested in development. The effect ,no doubt right throughout the City ,was
that some substantial landowners carried on farming although they had RR1
zoning on part of their property.

Walker who owned 80 hectares of the Green Island Bush Rd RR1 land farmed
mainly gorse for 20 years after the rural residential zoning. He has now died,
the land sold and cleared, but it appears the new owner may not move
forward at any speed.

A similar story occurred at Scroggs Hill Rd — the farmer continued farming.

| appreciate the Hazard mapping was not available in 1995 but it was available
to the City long before the 2GP was released. The Vacant Capacity numbers
should have been adjusted at that time.

My observation is that quite understandably owners chop off the easy blocks
where access ,power,etc can be readily achieved. This leaves the RR1 zoning on
the more difficult ,perhaps unsaleable, lots to be counted in the Vacant
Capacity. This is quite acceptable unless you are going to add them all up to
produce a number which by some reverse reasoning in turn produces a
Strategic Direction to greatly limit further RR1 zoning.



Zoning land Rural Residential 1 does not make it morph into something other
than farm land.

| believe there is a substantial flaw in the calculation of “ Vacant Capacity
and consequently a substantial flaw in the reasoning behind the “ Strategic
Direction “ used as the basis for Mr Bathgate to recommend “ Reject “in the
Section 42A Report on the land we are submitting on.



No risk of reverse sensitivity — land is presently Rural Residential type use.
Blackhead Quarry proximity addressed at an earlier hearing

No call for infrastructure from the City.

No loss of rural character — the limited number of lots proposed will ensure
retention of a rural environment in the RRI

Land fragmentation is not an issue — the block is situated between RR1 AND
RR2.

No high class soils.

No landscape values

Excellent access to Dunedin City services (15 minutes to Dunedin)

Not isolated — would add to the Blackhead Rd and Green Island Bush Rd
community.

Access — Blackhead Rd sealed. Safe access available. Five residential accesses
granted in recent years in close proximity.

Green Island Bush Rd will have to be improved when the adjacent 80 hectare
RR1 land on that road is developed.

Granting our request will not offend against the objective of keeping Dunedin a
compact and accessible city. We are surrounded by RR1 & RR2 zones

Any and all hazard areas on the properties would of course be avoided in the
RR1 developments.

None of the properties are economic units. Likely that more intensive
occupation will have a better rural productivity outcome
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428.

429.

430.

3.83

land resource becomes more and more fragmented, it can no longer be’an expectation
that all smaller blocks of rural land will be able to be farmed as fully economic units
individually, and so we consider this cannot be viewed as the maip-catalyst for rezoning
rural land to rural residential.

f iti ni
As discussed in section 3.2.10, the partial acceptance ofthe submission by Craig Horne
Surveyors Limited (0S704.22), which sought the eyf)ansion of existing or new rural
residential zoning, has been used in several instangés where we consider it appropriate
to rezone additional sites beyond those sites fHat have been submitted on. This is
typically used to provide scope for zoning of sites adjacent to those submitted on, that
also fit the criteria for rural residential zopihg. This includes some instances of fully

developed clusters of undersized rural sites that meet the criteria, but were not picked
up in the 2GP rural residential zones lysis.

We acknowledge there are benefit€ to zoning fully developed clusters of undersized
rural sites that meet the criteria/to recognise the development pattern on the ground.
However, we do not consider j¢’either necessary or desirable in planning terms to rezone
where this would create spall isolated patches of rural residential zoning in the rural
zone, especially in areasthat are in conflict with other strategic rural residential criteria.
In our view this wouid not be good resource management practice, nor in overall

alignment with the ZGP objectives and policies.

The Craig Hon
Decision abp¥e.

Surveyors Limited submission is further discussed in section 3.2 of this

with th_af context, we now provide our decisions and reasons with respect to the
individoal zoning requests.

Zoning Submissions - Abbotsford/Green Island /Fairfield/Blackhead

3.8.3.1 240 and 270 Blackhead Road, Blackhead, 261 Green Island Bush Road

431.

432.

433,

434,

Patsy Eames (0S40.2), Noeline Knox (0S41.1), and Donald Knox (0S365.1) sought to
change the zoning of an 18.3ha property in three titles at 240 Blackhead Road from
Coastal Rural Zone to rural residential. The submitters noted that there was rural
residential zoning adjacent to the property; it is close to the Dunedin CBD; their request
is in line with 2GP objectives/policies; and it is important for the family members who
jointly own the property to be able to subdivide.

Anne-Marie Watson and Andrew P McSkimming (0S817.1) sought to change the zoning
of a 8.23ha property at 270 Blackhead Road from Coastai Rural Zone to Rural
Residential 1 Zone. The submitters noted that their neighbours on both sides of the
property have also requested a change in zoning to Rural Residential 1 Zone, and the
rear boundary of their property adjoins rural residential land so "it appears sensible
that the lots referred to should all be in the same Rural Residential 1 Zone",

Ross Gordon & Patricia Ann Allen (0S784.2) sought to change the zoning of 21.15 ha
of a 25.4ha property at 279 (261) Green Island Bush Road from Coastal Rural Zone to
Rural Residential 1 Zone, because the submitter's adjoining land at section 115 is
already in that zone and there is residential land on the southern boundary, and the
submitter should "not be left between the two rural residential zones". The submitters
also sought (0S784.3) to retain the Rural Residential 1 zoning of part of 279 (261)
Green Island Bush Road (section 115), an area of approximately 4.2ha.

The Reporting Officer, Mr Michael Bathgate, recommended these submissions were
rejected and stated there is already sufficient capacity of Rural Residential 1 zoning at
Blackhead (Section 42A Report, pp. 113-114). Changing the zoning of 240 and 270
Blackhead Road would create a development potential of up to 13 new sites/dwellings,
and for 261 Green Island Bush Road a development potential of 12 new sites/dwellings
would be created. Given the DCC Transportation Group had also advised that there was
inadequate infrastructure for such an increase as well as safety issues on Blackhead
Road, Mr Bathgate did not support this rezoning request.
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Mr Andrew McSkimming and Mr Tony Devereaux appeared at the hearing and tabled a
statement on behalf of Anne-Marie Watson and Andrew P McSkimming, Ross and Pat
Allen, Donald Knox, Patsy Eames and Noeline Knox. The submitters noted that their
land was proposed for rural residential zoning in the notified 1995 Plan, before being
changed to rural due to a submission. The submitters highlighted flaws in the way the
development capacity was identified in the Section 42A Report, and considered that
their sites met the criteria for zoning undersized rural sites as Rural Residential 2. They
reiterated their wish for Rural Residential 1 zoning to allow future development (as a
preference to Coastal Rural Zone or Rural Residential 2).

They considered their land to be of little value for farming, being already broken up into
small sites which are partially developed into rural residential-type living. They did not
consider there to be any reverse sensitivity conflicts or adverse effects on rural
character. They described topographical constraints, hazard overlays and slip-prone
areas on the land which they considered constrained development potential
significantly. In terms of traffic issues, the submitters considered that there would only
be a small number of extra sites accessing Blackhead Road, and noted that five nearby
driveways had been allowed to access Blackhead Road in the last five years or so. They
also noted that safety improvements would be required were the undeveloped land on
Green Island Bush Road ever to be developed, regardless of any development on their
own land. ’

In response, the Reporting Officer acknowledged that there were topographical and
other constraints to development in some rural residential areas which might reduce
the theoretical capacity, but considered that these constraints can be accommodated
and ‘worked around’ on a rural residential scale site. Mr Bathgate also considered that
a large undeveloped tract of nearby rural residential land at Green Island Bush road
may be more likely to come to market following a change in ownership (Planner’s
Response, pp. 6-7).

3.831.1 Decision and Reasons

438.

439.

440,

We reject the submissions of Patsy Fames (0S40.2), Noeline Knox (0S41.1), Donald
Knox (0S365.1), Ross Gordon & Patricia Ann Allen (05784.2) and Anne-Marie Watson
and Andrew P McSkimming (0S817.1) to change the zoning of their Blackhead Road
and Green Island Bush Road properties to Rural Residential 1 zoning.

These applications relate to parcels of land that have one house each on sites ranging

from 8 to 25 ha in size. They do not meet criteria for rezoning as Rural Residential 1

(or indeed Rural Residential 2) under Policy 2.6.1.Y, as the cluster includes a number
of larger sites. Therefore, we considered the submissions under Policy 2.6.1.3, in
keeping with the strategic policy framework outlined in section 3.2.10 of this decision.

As discussed in section 3.2.10, we accept the evidence of the Reporting Officer that the
2GP makes ample provision for rural residential zoned land and so these rezoning
requests do not meet the first criterion in Policy 2.6.1.3.a. In light of this, we consider
rezoning would not be consistent with Policy 2.6.1.3.b regarding maintaining the
balance between provision of land for lifestyle farming, with the overall Plan objectives
around maintaining a compact city and having efficient and effective public
infrastructure networks. Although we consider rural residential capacity best assessed
at a whole-of-city level for the reasons discussed in section 3.2.10, we are also
conscious in this instance of the substantial amount of undeveloped rural residential
land in close proximity.

In terms of the criteria in Policy 2.6.1.4 (assessment prompted by Policy 2.6.1.3.c), we
acknowledge that there is unlikely to be any significant issue with reverse sensitivity
associated with any rezoning of these sites from rural to rural residential, the land has
not been identified as highly productive (both relevant considerations under clause
2.6.1.4.c.ii), and there are no landscape or coastal character overlay zones associated
with the sites (clauses 2.6.1.4.iii and iv). However, we do consider there may be
adverse effects on rural character, amenity and open green space from intensifying
development in this location (clauses 2.6.1.4.c.i and viii). The proximity of the large
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Blackhead Rural Residential 1 zone to the north and east was noted by both the
Reporting Officer and the submitters. We observe the area subject to submissions forms
a break between this and the additional Rural Residential 1, Large Lot and Township
and Settlement zoning around Waldronville in the south.

In addition, we accept the evidence of the DCC Transportation Group that the
development may trigger public infrastructure upgrades (clause 2.6.1.4.b). So, overall,
on the evidence presented, we do not consider the cluster of sites in question are well
aligned with the criteria in Policy 2.6.1.4.

We note that for the same reasons as they do not meet the criteria in Policy 2.6.1.Y
(outlined above), there is also poor alignment with the criteria in Policy 2.6.1.3.d. As
discussed in section 3.2.10 above, we are not generally persuaded by arguments that
these parcels of land are not able to be farmed in an economically viable manner. Noting
the evidence that there are a large number of much smaller undersized rural sites in
Dunedin, as discussed in section 3.2.10 we consider it to be a more efficient use of
resource for those smaller sites of land to be used for rural residential development
first, where they align with other relevant criteria.

Overall our conclusion is the requests for rezoning of these properties at Blackhead do
not, on the whole, meet the 2GP’s strategic policies for rezoning additional rural
residential land, and on balance we consider it is more appropriate the land remains
zoned rural at this time.

3.8.3.2 81 Morris Road and 40 Saddleview Place, Fairfield

445,
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John and Lorraine Findlater (0S376.1) sought to change the zoning 4f 81 Morris Road

Robert Hallett (FS2241.1).

The Reporting Officer, Mr Michael Bathgate, noted th is sufficient capacity in the
nearby Chain Hills Rural Residential 1 area (25% of”zone capacity still available on
vacant sites) and that a change of zoning to Rural’ Residential 1 for both properties
would create a development potential of 6 additfonal dwellings (Section 42A Report,
pp. 114-115). The DCC Transportation Grdup advised that the network could
accommodate a higher density.

Mr Bathgate suggested that it may be appfopriate to consider Rural Residential 2 zoning
instead, also including two other undefsized sites at 105 and 141 Morris Road, sized
1.08ha and 1.07ha respectively.

Mr Bathgate also noted two very’small sites with rural zoning at PT Lot 71 Main Road,
Fairfield and Lot 61 Morris Rbad (Addendum to the Rural Residential Section 42A
Report, para 16-17). He stated that these sites should be included in the Rural
Residential 2 cluster to e the zoning contiguous with surround sites, and believed
there would be little impact on the management of these sites from a change to Rural
Residential 2,

At the hearing Mr Yeon Hallett spoke for John and Lorraine Findlater. Mr Hallett noted
the area was apisland of uneconomic land, being surplus land from the motorway
development, Znd not suitable for rural zoning. He considered that rural residential was

We cofisidered 105 and 141 Morris Road, along with 81 Morris Road and 40 Saddleview
Plagg, and PT Lot 71 Main Road, Fairfield, and Lot 61 Morris Road, as a cluster of existing
dwlellings under 2.6.1.Y. Under the policy, we agree that the second limb is met and

at Rural Residential 2 is appropriate. Rural Residential 2 zoning provides for very little
additional development on the sites (just one additional dwelling), and therefore there
are few matters that could be considered contrary to the criteria in 2.6.1.4, particularly
given the location of the site. However, rezoning would align with the existing use of
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