HEARINGS COMMITTEE AGENDA

THURSDAY, 7 OCTOBER 2021, 9.00 AM
Edinburgh Room, Municipal Chambers

MEMBERSHIP: Councillors David Benson-Pope (Chairperson), Christine
Garey and Mike Lord

IN ATTENDANCE: Campbell Thomson (Senior Planner/Committee Advisor),
Kirstyn Lindsay (Consultant Planner), Andrea Farminer
(Heritage Advisor) and Wendy Collard (Governance Support
Officer)

PART A (Committee has the power to decide these matters):
1 RESOURCE CONSENT APPLICATION - LUC-2019-436, 330 AND 332 HIGH STREET, DUNEDIN

Introduction
Applicant to introduce themselves and their team.

Procedural Issues
Any procedural matters to be raised.

Presentation of the Planner's Report
Report from Kirstyn Lindsay
Refer to pages 1 —28

Draft Conditions
Refer to pages 29 - 32

The Applicant's Presentation
Application
Refer to pages 33 — 122

Notification Assessment
Refer to pages 113 — 129

Archaeological Authority
Refer to pages 130 — 138

Council Officer's Evidence
e  Memorandum from Heritage Advisor
Refer to pages 140 - 146

e  Memorandum from Urban Designer
Refer to pages 147 — 148

e  Email from 3 Waters
Refer to pages 149 - 151




e  Memorandum from Development Support Officer, 3 Waters
Refer to pages 152 — 155

e  Email from 3 Waters, Planning
Refer to pages 156 — 157

e  Memorandum from Seepage Control Unit
Refer to page 158

e  Email from Transport Planner
Refer to pages 159 — 162

e  Memorandum from Consultant Planner, Transport
Refer to pages 163 — 165

Email from Stantec
Refer to pages 166 — 167

The Planner's Review of their Recommendation
The Planner reviews their recommendation with consideration to the evidence presented

The Applicant's Response
The Applicant to present their right of reply

PLEASE NOTE: The only section of the hearing which is not open to the public is the Committee's
final consideration of its decision, which is undertaken in private. Following completion of
submissions by the applicant, submitters and the applicant's right of reply, the Committee will make
the following resolution to exclude the public. All those present at the hearing will be asked to leave
the meeting at this point.

RESOLUTION TO EXCLUDE THE PUBLIC
To be moved:

“That the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this meeting,
namely, Iltem 1.

The general subject of each matter to be considered while the public is excluded, the
reason for passing this resolution in relation to each matter, and the specific grounds
under Section 48 (1) of the Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987
for the passing of this resolution are as follows:

General subject of each Reason for passing this Ground(s) under section 48
matter to be considered. resolution in relation to each for the passing of this
matter. resolution.
1 Resource Consent That a right of appeal lies to any  Section 48(1)(d)
application-330and 332 Court or Tribunal against the
High Street, Dunedin Dunedin City Council in these

proceedings.
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INTRODUCTION
[1] This report has been prepared on the basis of information available on 13 September 2021, The

purpose of the report is to provide a framework for the Committee’s consideration of the application
and the Committes 5 not bound by any comments made within the report. The Committee i
required to make a thorough assessment of the application using the statutory framework of the
Resource Management Act 1991 (the Act) before reaching a decision,

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION

[2]

For the reasons set out in the report below, | consider that the proposal for the demaolition of the
existing semi-detached pair of dwellings and construction of bwo, multi-unit residential blocks
provided with new vehicle access from High Street, will not result in adverse effects on the
environment which will be more than minor and will not be contrary to the relevant planning
framework As a result, | have concluded that the proposal shoukd be granted, subject to the
conditions set out in Appendix 1 of this report.

DESCRIFTION OF PROPOSAL

[

(4]

Resource consent ks sought to demolish the existing semi-detached pair of dwellings that currently
occupy the site and construct two, multl-unit residential blocks provided with new vehicle access
from High Street. Since the ocriginal application documents were lodged with the Council further
information has been submitted by the applicant and is now considered to form part of the
application. The application is now supported by a Heritage Impact Assessment by Origin
Consultants Limited, a Detailed Seismic Assessment by Hanlon and Partners Limited, an Estimated
Cost Assessment for a Seismic and Compliance Upgrade by Flanders Marlow Limited and a
Storrmweater Management Plan prepared by Paterson Pitts Group. A related application for land use
consent for earthworks has recently been submitted to the Council [LUC-2021-533), but is being
assessed separately from this report, as the notification assessment undertaken for LUC-2019-436
was determined prior to any information being received on the proposed earthworks,

The subject site 5 located on the north side of the High Street opposite the junction of the High
Street and Melellle Street. it comprises an elevated rectangular section of approsimately 1012
square metres with an existing two-storey domestic building at the top of the bank cverlooking
the High Street. The buildings comprise a pair of near symmetrical, semi-detached, two-storey
houses of Colonial bay villa design.



[5]

[E]

[7]

(8]

There is a concrete retaining wall to the bank which runs the length of the street frontage
except for a double pedestrian entrance in the centre of the frontage. This comprises two flights
of concrote/masonry steps leading up to the building, flanked by retaining walls on either side.
There s currently novehlcular access to the site, Behind the bullding, there isa long rear garden
with trees,

The new building works proposed are as follows:

Front block facing the High Street

. Two-storey/five units;

. symmetrical, bay-fronted design;

L] Marrower building width/frontage to allow a drive to be formed along the west boundary;
- Corrugated Colorsteel roof cladding;

. Spouting/rainwater fittings to match the roof cladding;

" Painted timber joinery, including double-glazed timber windows and timber sills, fascias
and finials;

- Painted timber rusticated weathorboards and facing boards;

. Painted timber ply sheet and painted timber, bull nose mouldings to the bays; and
. Framed glass barriers to the first floor balconies with supporting painted timber posts.
Rear block

. Two-stoneyTour units;

. symmetrical, gable fronted design;

. Corrugated Colorsteel roof cladding;

. Spouting/rainwater fittings;

. Pre-finished aluminium double-glazed windows and doors;

" Painted timber/ply vertical board and batten wall claddings.

The proposed external colours of the new bulidings will be similar to those of the current buliding,
namazhy:

. Roof colour — grey from the Resene Heritage Colour Chart translated into the best-match for
Colorsteel/Colorbond;

. Weatherboard colour -creamyellow.

. Joinenytrim colour=white foff-white and green.,

In between the front and rear blocks will be a turning and parking area finished with asphalt.

A copy of the application, including plans of the proposed development together with the supporting
documents noted above, is contained in Appendices 2 and 3 of this report.

DESCRIPTION OF SITE AND LOCATION

(9]

The subject site is legally described as Section 16 Block VIl Town of Dunedin (held in Record of Title
DTX9290).



[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

The subject site contains a pair of two-storey, semi-detached, weather boarded villas with
corrugated lron roofing that face directly onto High Street. The villas are conjoined by a brick party
wall, and feature symmetrical rectangular bays with first-floor balcenies. Both dwellings also feature
a gabled side bay set back form the main facade and have two, substantial brick chimneys. The
building layout comprises four flats, two units at ground floor and two units on the first floor. The
two-storey building Is constructed of timber framing with a central unreinforced masonry wall. The
exterior is clad In weatherboard. The roof is cladded with light weight corrugated iron.

The buildings are set near the front of the section to High Street on a raised bank, and accessed via
a pair of concrete steps. There is currently no vehicular access to the property.

The receving environment features many larger scale heritage properties. The houses in the High
Street precinet, tend to have higher site coverage and less curtilage, a product of the steeper
topography, early settlement and proximity to what was once the hub of the central city. Fences
and hedges are an integral part of the street frontage. Buildings are generally two or three storeys
at the road frontage. A range of materials are used in the construction of buildings in the precinct
but there is common use of brick and masonry.

The site is bocated in High Street which is a short walk downhill to the Central Business District, to the
Industrial Zene, or uphill to the Mornington Suburban Area. High Street Is on a public bus route.
Recreational green spaces are located 300m to the north west, 600m to the west and 400m to the
south west.

HISTORY OF THE SITE/BACKGROUND TO THE APPLICATION

[14]

The application was made in August 2019, Further information was requested In September 2019
and the application was subsequently modified in response to the questions posed by the reports
noted in paragraph 3 and supporting information. This information was variously received between
August 2020 and June 2021, with some subsequent supplementary information in July this year.
Other than information received recently on the details of proposed earthworks, the further
information is considered to form part of the application,

ACTIVITY STATUS

[13]

[16]

[17]

Dunedin currently has two district plans, the 2006 Dunedin City District Plan {2006 District Plan) and
the 2GP. The decisions on the 2GP were released on 7 November 2018 and the rules of the 2GF have
legal effect, The appeal period of the 2GP closed on 19 December 2018 and rules that have nat been
appealed are deemed operative, An appeals version of the plan was released on 13 February 2019,

Section 86F of Act states that:

A rule in a proposed plan must be treated as operative (and any previous rule as inoperative) if the
time for making submissions or lodging appeals on the rule has expired and, in relation to the
rule,—

{a) mo submissions in apposition hove been made or appeals hove been lodged; or
(b} all subwmissions in oppesition and appeals have been determined, or

{c) all submissions in opposition have been withdrawn and all appeals withdrawn or
disrmisged,

The site Is zoned Inner City Residential under the 2GP. The site is located within an archaeological
alert layer mapped area. The site is also located within the High Street Residential Heritage Precinct
and the existing residential building (i.e. both existing dwellings) is identified as B308 with the fagade
and bulk appearance to High Street protected.



[18]

[19]

The following 2GP rules which are relevant to this proposal are under appeal:

Rule 15.6.6,1 Helght in relation to boundary = It is noted that there is no breach of elther the
2GP rule or equivalent 2006 Cperative Plan Rule 8 10,2(H).

The changes under Variation 1 have been incorporated in the 2GP. The changes proposed by
Variation 2 do not affect this proposal,

Proposed 2GP

[20]

[21]

[22]

City Wide Activity

There are no city wide activities proposed as part of LUC-2019-436.  The earthworks required to
enable the proposed redevelopment of the site are the subject of the separate but related
application LUC-2021-533.

Land Usze Activity

Rule 15.3.3.3 states that standard residential activity is permitted subject to meeting the standards
as seb out below:

- Rule 15.5.2 — Density
Rule 15.5.2.1.¢ states that within the Inner City Residential zone, the density standard Is one
habitable room per 45m? of site area. There s no cap on the number of residential units
residential units these habitable rooms may comprise. In this instance, the site area provides
for 22 habitable rooms and 18 are proposed and this rule will be met.

For completeness, there are two residential buildings to be built and these will comply with Rule
15.5.2.3.

. aled in accardanc

*  Rule 15511 - Qutdoor Living Space

Fule 15.5.11.La.0 requires each unit to provide an individual minimum outdoor amenity space of
15m? for the two-bedroom unit and 20m? for the three-bedroom unit, Rule 15.5,11.3 requires this
outdoor space to comply with the criteria set out in Rule 15.5.11.3.a and c. in this instance, the
outdoor space to serve each unit will meet the minimum area and dimension requirements and will
be of an even grade and clear of buildings and structures,

- Rule 15,512, - Servioe arens
Naot applicable

] Rule 15.5.14 - Family Flats
Mot applicable

Owverall, the kand use activity is assessed as a permitted activity.,

Development Activity

Rule 15.3.4.5 states that multi-unit developments in the Inner City Residential zone are Restricted
Discretionary activities. This rule also states that new buildings which have a footprint greater that
300m® are alvo restricted discretionary activities, Multi-unit developments are assessed under Rule
15.11.3.1.



Rule 15.3.4.6 states that new buildings in a heritage precinct which are visible from an adjoining
public place are restricted discretionary activities. New bulldings In a heritage precinct are assessed
under Rule 15.11.5.4.

Rule 15.3.4.18 states that demolition of a scheduled heritage structure B a mon-complying activity.
Demolition of scheduled heritage structuras are assessed under Bules 15.13.2.1 and 15.13.4.1.

The following relevant development standards are assessed below:

. J6.3 - Fire fighti
Mew residential dwellings must provide fire fighting capability In accordance with Rule 9.3.3.
Rule 9.3.3 requires that, in this instance, new residential dwellings activities must ensure
access to sufficient water supplies for fire fighting consistent with the SNZ/PAS:4509:2008
Mew Zealand Fire Service Firefighting Water Supplies Code of Practice, There are fire hydrants
located within 135m of the site and it is considered that this rule is met.

# Rule 15.6.6 - Height

Rule 15.6.6.1.a.0 states that In the Inner City Residential zone, the height In relation to
boundary must_be within a plane rising at an angle of 45 degrees measured from a point 3m
above ground level at the boundary. This standard will be met to all external boundaries.

Rule 15.6.6.2.a.v sets a maximum height limit of 12m beyond the required yard set back. The
units will comply with this standard.

= Rule 15,6,7,1 - Location and Screening of Car Parking
In all residential areas, parking, loading and access areas and garages and carports must not
ocoupy more than 50% of the area of the front yard that is part of the road boundary setback
required by Rule 15.6.13. In this instance, car parking will be located to the rear of the site,

- 15.6.10 - Maximum Building Site Cover ni Impermeahle Surfaces

Rule 15.6.10.1.b requires a maximum building coverage of 50% and building and hard surface
coverage of B0%. In this instance proposed building coverage is 33.00% and hardsurfacing
including buildings is 65%.

" Rule 15.6.13 - Boundary sethacks

A front yard setback of 3.0m and side and rear yard setbacks of 1.0m i required by Rule
15.6.13.1.a.iv. The proposal will comply with this rule.

* Rule 15.6.12 Parking, Loading and Access Standards
Where parking and access is required, Rule 15.6.12 requires compliance with Rule 6.6. Rule
£.6.1.3, requires & metres of on-site queuing space for vehicles entering or exiting a parking
area for between 5 and 20 vehicles. In this instance, no queuing space is proposed. Breaches
of the parking, loading and access standards are assessed under Rule 15.10.4.12 and 6.10.2.1
and 6.10.5.1.

No other development activity performance standards are considered relevant to this proposal.

Matianal Environmental standards

[23] There are no National Environmental Standards relevant to this application,



Cwerall Status

[24] Where an acthvity requires resource consent under more than one rule, and the effects of the activity
are Inextricably linked, the general principle from case law is that the different components should
ke bundied and the most restrictive activity classification applied to the whole proposal,

[25] In this case, there is more than one mele involved, and the effects are linked. As a result, having
regard to the most restrictive activity classification, the proposal is considered to be a non-complying
activity.

NOTIFICATION

[26] No written approvals were submitted with the application and no effects on parties are to be
disregarded,

[27] An assessment under sections 954-E of the Resource Management Act 1991 determined that after
having regard to the step-by-step process for considering public notification and limited notification,
it is determined that the application could be processed on a non-notified basis. A copy of this
assessment |s attached to this report as Appendix 4,

[28] In respect to making a substantive decision on the application the 595 assessment concluded that
key issues with respect to this application are the following:

s The demolition of heritage buildings in the city Is a sensitive issue with strong community
interast,

s The bullding Is located in a Heritage Precinct where the Council has been dealing with
Environment Court proceedings concerning modifications to two existing buildings.

= The guestion of whether the enwvironmental effects are minor, or more than minor is very
finely balanced In this case.

[29] On this basis, it was determined that any decision making en the substantive proposal should be
made by Council's Hearings Panel.

EMVIROMNMENTAL EFFECTS OF ALLOWING THE ACTIVITY

[30] Section 104{1)(a) of the Act requires that the Council have regard to any actual and potential effects
an the epvironment of allowing the activity. ‘Effect’ is defined in Section 3 of the Act as including-

al Any positive or adverse effect; amd

b) Any temporary or permanent effect; and

£) Any past, present, or futwre effect; and

d] Any cumulative effect which arises over time ov in combination with other effects-
regardiess of the scale, intensity, duration or frequency of the effect, and also includes —
e) Any potential effect of high probability; and

£l Any potential effect of low probability which has a high potential impact,

Permitted Basaline and Receiving Environment

[31] An important consideration for the assessment of effects is the application of what is commonly
referred to as the permitted baseline assessment. The purpose of the permitted baseline assessmant
Is to Identify the non-fanciful effects of permitted activities and those effects authorised by resource
consent in order to quantify the degree of effect of the proposed activity, Effects within the
permitted baseline can be disregarded in the effects assessment of the activity.



[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

Im this situation, there is no permitted baseline as no development can occur without the demadition
of the schedule building which is not provided for by a rule in a plan or the NES.

With regard to the existing and reasonably foreseeable receiving environment is made up of:

The existing environment and assoclated effects from lawfully established activities;

. Effects from any consents on the subject site (not impacted by proposal) that are likely to be
implemented;

" The existing environment as modified by any resource consents granted and likely to be
implament ed; and

» The environment as likely to be modified by activities permitted in the district plan.

For the subject site, the existing and reasonably foreseeable recelving environment comprises a pair
of two-storey, semi-detached, weather boarded villas with corrugated iron roofing that face directly
onto High Street. The construction detall, layout and location of the dwellings are described in
paragraph 10 of this report,

As noted in paragraph 11 the buildings are set near the front of the section to High Street on a raised
bank and accessed via a palr of concrete steps. There is currently no vehicular access to the property.

For adjacent land, the existing and reasonably foreseeable receiving environment is set out at
paragraph 12 of this report.

It Is against these that the effects of the activity, beyvond the permitted baseline, must be measured.

Assessment of Effects

[38])

The assessment of effects is guided by the assessment matters as identified in the Rule assessment
above: In particular Rules 15.11.3.1, 151154, 1513.2.1, 1513.4.1, 1510.4.12, 6.10.2.1 and
6.10.5.1. Accordingly, assessment is made of the following effects of the proposal:

« Effiects on Herltage Values

= Design, Appearance and Amenity Values;
& Lemvices

= Transportation;

# Positive Effects;

* Cumulative Effects;

Effects on Heritage Values

[39]

[40]

The application proposes the demolition of the existing semi-detached pair of dwellings that
currently occupy the site, In their place, it proposes the construction of twao, multi-unit residential
blocks provided with new vehicle access from High Street,

The dwellings at 330 and 332 High Street are a pair of two-storey, semi-detached, weather boarded
villas with corrugated iron roofing that face directly onto High Street. The villas are conjoined by a
brick party wall, and feature symmetrical rectangular bays with double-hung sash windows, first-
floor balconies with iron posts and fretwaork friezes, and twa pairs of [ater, matching doors to each
dwelling. Both dwellings also feature a gabled side bay set back form the main facade and hawve two,
substantial brick chimneys. The right hand villa at 330 has an upper storey, glazed bay addition
supported by fretwork brackets,



[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

[45]

The buildings are set near the front of the section to High Street on a raised bank, and accessed via
a pair of concrete steps separated by a low concrete wall topped with classically decorated iron
railings. There is currently no vehbcular acoess to the property.

The paired dwellings at 332 High Street are included en the District Plan Schedule of Protected
Herltage Items and Sites (Appendix A1.1) as B308 - Residential Building. Protection is afforded to
the fagade and bulk appearance to High Street. The bullding is not listed in the Heritage New Zealand
Register of Heritage Buildings.

The property is also located within the High Street Residential Heritage Precinct (2GP Appendix
AZ.1.6).

The property Is also subject to an Archaeological Alert Layer mapped area of the 2GP. As such,
statutory responsibility for archaeological sites rests with Heritage New Zealand. Archaeological sites
are defined in the Heritage New Zealand Poubere Taonga Act 2014 as:

".any place in New Zeoland, including ony building or structure jor part of o
buflding or strecturel, thot
{i) was associated with human octivity that occurred before 1900 or is the site of the
wreck of any wessel where the wreck occurred before  1900; and
(i} provides or may provide, through investigation by archaeological methods, evidence
refating to the history of New Zealand.,.”.

Sites dating from after 1900 may also be declared to be archagological sites if they may provide
significant evidence relating to the historical and cultural heritage of New Zealand. The Heritage
Mew Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 makes it unlawful for any person to destroy, damage or
modify the whole or any part of an archaeological site without the prior authority of Heritage New
Zealand. The applicant has accordingly obtained an Archaeological Authority from Heritage Mew
Zealand issued on 10 September 2021 - Archaeological Autharity 20227107, A copy of this Authority
i5 attached to this report as Appendix 5.

The applicant has submitted three reports in support of the application relating to the condition of
the existing building as noted in paragraph 3 of this report. These are discussed below:

Detailed Seismic Assessment by Hanbon and Partners Limited

[47]

Hanlon and Partners Limited undertook a Detailed Seismic Assessment of the bullding in June 2020,
After assessment, the bullding was given an ‘E' grade and Is 7% of New Build Strength (NBS). Key
structural issues for the building include the following:

Table 1: Key structural issues for the building (Source: Detailed Seismic Assessmant)



Elemant Direction %NBS IL2 | Commentary with regards capacity
Timber framed Transverse 30% Cladding and linings 1o timber-framad
ground fleor walls walls do not provide sufficient lateral

bracing strangth to transfer seismic loads.

Timber framed first | Transverse Bd% Cladding and @inings lo tmber-framed
floor walls walls do nol provide sufficient laleral
bracing strength fo transfer seismic loads.

Timber framed Longitudinal % Cladding and Enings to timber-framed
ground floor walls wals do nol provide sufficient lateral
bracing strength to transfer seismic loads.

Timber framed first | Longitudinal 14% Ciladding and linings to timber-framed
floor walls walls do not provide sufficient lateral
bracing strength to transfer saismic loads.

Unrenforced Out of plane 41% The out of plane capacity of the
masonry unreinforced masonry to support itsell
within the framing during an earthquake.

Unreinforced In plane 100% | There is sufficient length of masonry wall
masonry walls to brace the central section of the building.

[48]

[49]

The report also identified other Structural Weaknesses (5W's) of the building including:
s The insufficient lateral bracing of the ground and first floor longitudinal walls
#  The Insufficient lateral bracing of the ground and first floor Transverse walls
" The out of plane capacity of the unreinforced masonry,

The report by Hanlon and Partners Limited is adopted as expert evidence for the purposes of this
report and s assessed that the building has significant structural weaknesses.

Estimated Cost assessment for a Seismic and Compliance Upgrade by Flanders Marlow Limited.

[50]

[51]

Herit

[52]

[53]

Flanders Marlow Limited provided a cost estimate for the seismic and compliance upgrade required
for the building. The estimate is based on the upgrade work identified as necessary in the Hanlon
and Partners Limited report to bring the building up to 67% of NB5, This estimate was given at
51,924,247.47.

The assessment by Flanders Marlow Limited is adopted as expert evidence for the purposes of this
report,

Impact Assessment by Origi nis Limited

Origin Consultants Limited prepared a Heritage Impact Assessmaent (the Origin Report) which covers
hoth the effects of the propesed demolition of the existing building and of the new building on the
Heritage Precinct values.

The assessment set out the history of the building noting that in 1861 three dwellings were recorded
on the subject site. There are contradictory records about the construction date for the building
at 332 High Street, but on balance the report considers that the physical depictions of the building
during the 19 century suggest that it was built prior to 1900, Regardlessof the construction date, the
report considers that it islikely that the semi-detached dwellings were built as, and have always
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remained as, rental houses, Building alterations noted in the Dunedin City Council records reflect
this continuing use as a rental property. In 1923, the two original dwellings were subdivided to
create four separate tenancies, two upstairs and two downstairs, Later in the 1980s, additional
rooms were added to the upstairs tenancies, presumably to provide additional bedroom space for
more tenants. Bathroom facilities were also incrementally modernised between the 1910s and
19405,

[54] The Origin Report notes the heritage significance for the property is “regional” with key features

[55]

[56]

[57]

from the Scheduled Heritage Place Record given as follows:

al  Paorticular note is mode of the Colonfel bay villa design, the architectural
symmetry, and the external features of the bolconies, steps, gotes and walls
{assimed to be the front retaining walll;

&) The bulldings are considered to be an element of the terminus of the view up
Melville Street;

cl The huildimgs are not considered to be the most impasing howses an the street,
but have rarity ond s o combingtion are Tmpressive’; and

d)  The buildings reflect the chonging ecanomic fortunes and social compesition of
the High Street area from o historical and soclal perspective,

Whilst Origin Consultants Ltd notes agreement with much of the information in the Scheduled
Heritage Place Record, it considers that the overall assessment of 332 High Street as being of
“reglonal’ significance is considered to be an overestimation of the buildings’ heritage value.
Generally, throughout the Otago region, domestic buildings of Colonial bay design are not generally
considered to be rare and these particular buildings have had modifications to them over a long
period of time, There has also been a long-term decline in their aesthetic value. The report also
notes that in 2014, the Scheduled Heritage Place Record for the buildings accepted that they ‘are
notthe mostimposing houses on the street’,

The Orlgin Report considers that which assessing the significance of the adverse effects of losing the
subject bulldings will be the loss of the valees identified above, where these cannot be mitigated by
the new development proposed. The report notes that the way in which the proposed
development will mitigate these adverse effectsis:

- The creotion of @ new, contemporary building at the front of the site of
guality ond design that reflects the style of the existing fagode and the bulk
appearance af the buildings to the High Street.

- The new building will take the ploce of the existing one as the terminus of the
wiew up Meldille Street; that soid, it is noted that the District Plon protection
is specific to the bulk appearance from the High Street, and pot from
Melville Street.

M The new bulldings will continuie the historic bse of the site for multi-occupancy
domestic purposes. In a way, it will olso reflect a contemporary extension, or
continuance, of the chonging economic fortunes of the High Street area as old
gives wimy Lo e,

Section AZ.1.6 of the 2GP provides a description of the heritage precinct and sets out its
characteristics, The Origin report assesses that the existing bulldings accord with some of these
characteristics as follows:

. There is no crossing ar garaging to the street frontoge;

M The architectural design, including the bays, bolconies and window/door
design, contributes to the verticality of the streetscape;

10



[58]

[59]

[60]

[61]

11

. The roof design / roof line odds interest; and
* The building is 2-storey,

The buildings da not, however, have the bullding materials that are recognised as a particular feature
of the walling [except for the internal party wall), Marseille tiles and slates. Accordingly, the report
advises that the positive characteristics of the heritage precinct that the existing building displays
will be lost, but only to the extent that they are not mitigated by fagade and bulk appearance to the
High Street of the proposed new frant building.

The Origin report considers that, from an histeric environment urban design perspective, the
front building is proposed to be sympathetic to the existing building on the site. It is not a
replica building, but is Intended to be a quality, contemporary reflection of it that will sit
camfortably In its place and which will have no significant adverse effects on the value of the
heritage precinct. Its materials and architectural features will be reminiscent of the existing
bullding and appropriate ta the historic envirenment.

The report also notes that the rear block will not be prominent in the streetscape; from many
perspectives it will not be visible at all. It is most likely to be seen from the west side of the road
junction with Melville Street, but the rising slope of the ground and selected tree plantings are
intended ta further reduce this visibility. The design of the rear block is intended to be different
to the front block; it will not be part of the streetscape and is again intended to be contempaorary.
It has been designed o as not 1o compete on the site with the front block and will also be the
location of car parking concealed from the street.

Owverall, the Origin Report concludes that the loss of a scheduled heritage bullding is regrettable,
but the reasons for the proposed demelition are clearly set out in the Hanlon & Partners and
Flanders Marlow documents. From a heritage perspective, the Origin report acoepts that, overall,
the loss of the scheduled fagade and bulk appearance of the building to the High Street will have
a low to moderate adverse effect on the heritage values of the precinct. However, the proposed
new front building will work to mitigate this affect and will enhance the aesthetic of the site,
which is currently poor. Furthermore, the report finds that the proposed development will have
the positive benefit of improving the precinet environment in the vicinity of the site.

Assessment of Council’s Heritage Advisar

[62]

[63]

The application and assessments submitted above were also reviewed by the Council’s heritage
advisor. The heritage advisor's comments and those of other technical advisors are set out in
Appendix & of this report. The heritage advisor agrees with the Origin Report that there is some
doubt regarding the precise construction date for the dwellings. The heritage advisor notes that the
2015 heritage assessment review prepared for DCC suggested that the pair were on site by 1898, as
they are represented on the Prictor Lithograph of 1898, facing the terminus of Melville Street.
Subsequent rates records note the houses from c.1900 onwards and street directory entries
commence from 1905, However, the heritage assessment prepared by Origin Consultants suggests
there is evidence for the house construction possibly having been tendered for in 1883 and their
gables seem to appear on a .. 1887 photograph by the Burton Brothers.

The heritage advisor agrees that the houses were probably built as rental houses (both heritage
assessments note a succession of tenants from 1900 for the estate of James Charles Graham (the
son of a deceased, local solicitor, Malcolm Graham), who died in 1937, In 1323, each house was
divided into two flats (DC plan permit 1923 6633). But notes that the 1923 proposed building plan
and front elevation for these alterations and additions shows a number of design features that were
not constructed, but does show the eastern first-floor bay addition {an unglazed version; a matching
western addition is also shown but not construched).
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The heritage advisor has also reviewed the 2015 Heritage significance Assessment and also considers
that the findings that the bulldings are 'a rare example of a two storeyed, symmetric semi-detached
pair of New Zealand colonial bay villas. Though unusual it is representative of the buildings of the
High Street Heritage Precinct in being an impressive residential bullding” are unsubstantiated when
considered in context with the building pairs and terraces of timber and brick, two-storey viltas
located along Arthur Street and Adam Street, amongst others.

The heritage advisor considers that the villas present as good, typical examples of their kind found
across Dunedin and other cities in New Zealand, and upon further review, are considered to be of
local rather than regional significance. The heritage advisor places weighting and significance on
their setting and location at the terminus of Melville Street with High Street; however, she assesses
that this still remains as locally significant. Therefore, thelr overall heritage value is considered local,

In assessing the effects of the proposed demalition and replacement buildings, the heritage advisor
recognises the key values to protect of the High Street Residential Heritage Precinet Values, along
with Objective 2.4.2, Policy 2.4.2.1 and Objective 13.2.1, and Policies 13.2.1.7, 13.2.1.8 and 13.2.3.9.

The heritage advisor considers that the proposed demaolition of Scheduled Heritage Building B308
will have a long-term adverse effect on the protected heritage values of the buildings through
permanently destroying their physical fabric and form, and the wider heritage contribution they
make to the character and identity of High Street. If demolished, the late 15™ Century architectural
qualities, traditional construction techniques and materials, and distinctive built form and heritage
character will be lost parmanently. A new building of similar proportions, form and style is proposed
to replace them, but this will not replace the authentic heritage qualities of the buildings as they
currently stand. Although the present poor condition of the buildings, it is the heritage advisor's
general view that their current condition only detracts from their heritage values in terms of their
visual aspect, and does not impact upon their intrinsic heritage values for which these were
scheduled by the District Plan,

In terms of the potential for cumulative adverse effects, the heritage advisor considers that it is clear
that the bulldings at 332 High Street have been neglected and un-maintained for a considerable
number of years. Their demaolition is being argued on the basis that the buildings are beyond
‘reasonable’ repair and no longer feasible to repair and modify in order to allow increased
development on the section. However, as the ownership of the property has remained stable for
several decades, a view could be taken that this neglect of the scheduled heritage buildings has been
intended to a degree, allowing the future redevelopment of the site.

The heritage advisor considers that there appears to be little apparent evidence of ongeing
maintenance work on the building. If consent was granted for the demolition of these protected
heritage buildings, then the heritage advisor considers there to be a serious risk that such a route to
site redevelopment could create a precedent for other protected buildings in the city, contrary to
the strategic directions and heritage objectives of the District Plan.

in terms of the effects on heritage streetscape character values, the heritage advisor considers that
the proposed demolition of the ariginal dwellings will have an adverse effect on the precinct values,
from the perspective that it does not meet the requirement to protect the farge number of scheduled
heritage buildings within the precinct.

From the perspective of the proposed redevelopment, the heritage advisor notes that the application
proposes the construction of a new, High Street-facing unit of similar proportions, form and style to
the existing pair of dwellings, effectively reproducing the essential form and architectural elements
of the buildings in a simplified manner. As such, the proposed new design simply replaces the
existing buildings with some of the original character and architectural detalling removed. Some
contemporary elements identify the proposed units as new (e.g. glazed balconkes and aluminium
joinery), but the overall design is considered to be a reconstructed version of the original. Although
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this approach is not specifically supported by the heritage precinct design guidelines or heritage
conservation best practice (the ICOMOS NZ Charter (2010) notes that reconstruction, if it & the
majority of a place or structure, is not usually acceptable), the heritage advisor considers that the
proposed design does meet the basic design requirements, as assessed by the applicant's Heritage
Mssessment.  Likewise, the heritage advisor accepts that the proposed design will provide a
sympathetic and open fagade to the street, simiar to the present buildings when they were in a
maintained condition. Therefore, the resulting effect of the proposed new unit design is considered
to have minor adverse cffects on the High Street Residential Heritage Precinct values in design terms.

The heritage advisor considers that the rear units are generally acceptable from a precinct design
perspective. They are clearly contemporary, simple and meet the basic design requirements of the
precinct in terms of their cladding and gabled farms. Situated to the rear of the propesed front units,
the rear units have fairly low visibility from High Street. Similarly, parking will be screened by the
front units with mainly the access drive being visible to the west side of the section. Therefore, the
heritage advisor considers that the effect of these elements of the propoesed redevelopment on the
High Street Residential Heritage Precinct values will be less than minor adverse.

Summary of hert

[73]

[74]

[75]

[76]

Having considered the assessment of heritage values overall and noting the assessments of the
heritage experts, | consider that a heritage significant value of "local” is most likely appropriate. |
note the heritage advisor's advice that the current condition of the buildings only detracts from their
heritage values in terms of their visual aspect, and does not impact upen their intrinsic heritage
values for which these were scheduled by the District Plan. 1also note the concerns of the heritage
advisor that the buildings at 332 High Street have been neglected and un-maintained for a
considerable number of years and that this neglect falls at the feet of the applicant as the ownership
of the property has remained stable for several decades. | also recognise the potential risk that the
approval of consent in these circumstances could set a precedent for demolition of other protected
buildings in the city.

However, the effects of the application must be assessed on its current merits according to the facts
of the bulldings and physical context as it exists now. The buildings exhibit some characteristics of
the heritage precinct, but not in terms of building materials. While Scheduled in the District Plan, it
appears the scheduling description overstates the importance of the buildings, which are not listed
by Heritage NZ. The loss of the buildings is assessed as low to moderate by Origin Consultants and
this conclusion is not disputed by the Councils Heritage Advisor. This loss is mitigated to a degree by
the new bulldings proposed.

While positive effects of the new building design are a matter to be weighed up in terms of the
section 104 considerations, the mitigation provided by the new building to be erected at the front of
the site cannot be divorced from the analysis of the heritage effects. The loss of a building in a
precinct leaving a vacant site has a far greater environmental effect than a loss of a building to be
replaced by a new bullding in a similar position. Some regard must therefore be given to the level
of mitigation for the purpose of determining if the adverse effects are no more than minor. Given
the starting point in terms of the loss of heritage values is considered to be moderate at worst, a
conclusion can be reached that taking into acocount the mitigating factors the overall adverse effects
in terms of the loss of heritage values is no more than minar,

Given the period of time that the building has been owned by the applicant, it is not unreasanahle
to assume that the building reached this state most likely a direct result of the inaction of the
applicant. However, | consider that little weight can be given to the steps that may or may not have
led to the current set of circumstances. | accept that the building is in poor repair such that it poses
a safety risk and is currently uninhabitable. The application establishes that cost of repairing the
building is not reasonably economically viable.

13
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When the unviability of building restoration as per the expert evidence is accepted and when
considering the alternative, which is to do nothing, | accept that the building will continue to
deteriorate. This deterioration is likely to increase the safety risk to the public, prevent the site being
used for the purpose for which it is zoned, and detract from the amenity values of the area overall. |
conslder that it is these set of circumstances which Policy 13.2.7.1 provides for. Furthermore, there
is no mechanism in the District Plan or RMA which can compel a property owner to upgrade or repair
a vacant heritage building. There are mechanisms which sit within the Building Act to require a
building owner to make a bullding safe but this sits outside of those matters able to be considered
by the Hearings Panel. There s also the Dunedin Heritage Fund {which also sits outside of this consent
process) but | consider that this funding would be insufficient to contribute meaningfully to the 52M
upgrade required.

Although unfortunate, when weighing the existing set of circumstances against the alternative of
doing nothing, this leads me to consider that, overall, the demolition of the building and its
replacement development will have only minor adverse effects on the heritage values.

Bulk and Location, Amenity Values and Character and Design and Appearance

[#9]

[80]

[B1]

[82]

The proposal Is for a residential activity in a residential zone and, in this respect, the effects of the
activity on amenity values have largely been anticipated by the zoning of the site. The proposed
development is demonstrated as meeting the bulk and location requirements and, in this regard, the
bulk and location effects of the proposed development are anticipated by the underlying zoning and
cansequently, the effects of the bulk and location of the structure will not cause any adverse effects
an the wider environment surrounding the site.

The proposal was assessed by the Council’s Urban Designer who notes that generally, the condition
of other heritage buildings on High Street Is good and there appears to have been some focus on
improvements in the past few years. Several wooden villas close to the subject site, have been
repainted. In contrast, 330 and 332 High Street appears to have received very little maintenance.
The Urban Designer notes that High Street has a high level of authenticity as much of the heritage
architecture is intact. It is the frequency and quality of these buildings that is important to the
streetscape and therefore, demaolition must be considered as having negative effects on the
strestscape values.

The Urban Designer notes that the propesed development will yield nine two-bedroom units and
associated car parks, This would be achieved with two buildings. A front {south) building with five
units and a rear {north) building with four units, Car parking would be established between the two
bullding while outdoor amenity space would be provided for as follows; to the east of unit A and B,
to the west and adjoining the proposed drivewsy, for units C-E and to the north of units F-1. All of
these spaces would be accessed from lhving areas.

The Urban Designer notes that the revised plans submitted with the further information request
generally addresses the concerns he held regarding the development and he considers that the
proposed design Is not without merit and, providing it Is completed to a high standard, will nat have
an adverse effect on the streetscape. The urban designer’s assessment, and advice of the heritage
advisor above on the new buildings proposed, are generally in agreement with the findings of the
Origin repart with regard to the new buildings. Relying on this consistent expert advice, | consider
that the effect of the new buildings in respect of bulk and location, amenity values and character,
and design and appearance are assessed as no more than minor.



15

Services

[83]

[B4]

[85]

The application was reviewed by the Councils development officer 3Waters whao notes that Council's
GI5 records a 50mm diameter water pipe, 150mm diameter wastewater pipe and a 225mm diameter
stormwater pipe in High Street. Th officer notes that the 3 Waters Hydraulic Modeller has assessed
this application as describad below and notes that no issues have been identified with supplying
water to this development, In respect of wastewater, the modeller notes that although the system
does not indicate surcharges in the downstream sections, the model is not well represented In the
vicinity of the proposed construction. As such to minimize risk of surcharging and overflows it s
required to keep the flows to minimum By using water saving devices and to ensure there is no oross
connection between the stormwater and the sewer systems from the site. With regard stormawater,
the modeller considers that the stormwater model ks incomplete and there are known issues of water
ponding In this area. The applicant subsequently prepared a Stormwater Management Plan which
has been accepted by 3 Waters.

The officer notes that all aspects of this development shall be undertaken in accordance with the
requirements of the Dunedin Code of Subdivision and Developmeant 2010, The officer advises that
there is an existing water connection to the property which will need to be up sized in order to
accommodate the nine unit development. For any change to an existing water connection, an
"Application for Water Supply™ is required. With regard to fire fighting capability, the officer notes
that all aspects relating to the availability of water for firefighting is to be in accordance with SNZ PAS
4509:2008, being the Fire Service Code of Practice for Fire Fighting Water Supplies. There is a Fire
Hydrant {WFHD2788) 20 m from the development entrance. Based on S5NZ PAS 4503:2008 a FW2
{251/s) zone requires a Fire Hydrant within 135 m and a second within 270 m. The Fire Hydrants
requirements are compliant for the development.

The officer’s assessment is adopted for the purposes of this report and it is assessed that the
development can be accommodated within the city's existing infrastructure capacity with no more
than minor adverse effects on the network capacity.

Transportation

[86]

[87]

[88]

[69]

The application was forwarded to Council's Transport department for comment in 2019, Since the
application was lodged the National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020 has come into
effect which remowved the requirements for carparking associated with standard residential activity.
However, it is noted that where car parking i3 provided then the design of this parking and associated
access must comply with Rule 6.6,

The Transportation Planner notes that High Street is an Urban High Density Collector road and
thersfore vehicles must not reverse on or off the site. The Transportation Planner advises that the
proposed driveway at the south-western side of the property meets most reguirernents identified in
the proposed 2GP. The proposal does not indicate the provision of & metres of queuing space for
vehicles using the driveway, however given the design and layout of the parking area, which generally
meets the requireaments of the proposed 2GP, It is considered that adequate space has been retained
on the site to enable vehicles to queue and manoseuvre within the parking area. On this basis, the
layout Is considered appropriate for the number of vehicles expected to regularly use the parking
area,

Prior to the request for further information, a number of breaches of Rule 6.6 were identified and
the application was subsequently modified as follows:

Car Park 1 widened ta 2,8m.

In respect of modified Car Park 1, the Transportation Planner notes the space will be difficult to exit
if entered in a forward manner because the egressfaccess is directly behind it He notes however
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that the space can be entered with relative ease should vehicles choose to drive beyond the space
and reverse in on entry. Since the car parking area is limited in scale and noting that it services a
limited number of residential units, this is accepted. He recommends an advice note be placed on
the consent to alert buyersfusers of the constraints noted abowve. A review condition ks also
recommended to ensure any unforeseen adverse effects are suitably managed.

Cor 8 removed

The Transportation Planner notes that the space which was formally occupied by Car park 8 ks not
wide enough to operate as a car park. He recommencs that this area should be clearly marked as 'no
parking”, A condition should be included to that effect.

Sealed cor parking ared to have o flat gradient.

The Transportation Planner recommends that a condition requiring the gradient of the surface of the
parking area is no greater than 1 in 20 in any one direction ks therefore appropriate and achievable.

The plan confirms a max gradient of 1 in B for at least the first 5.0m of the access (determined from
the 1;100 scale on the section provided on Sheet 1). A condition that reinforces this requirement is
therefore appropriate and perfectly achlevable. The summit change in gradient will be from +12.5%
to +6.67%. This will easily comply with the maximum of 12.5% change in gradient at the summit as
per Rule 6.6.3.7.a. Conditions should be imposed on the consent to reinforce these requirements.

Overall, the car parking dimensions comply with the 2GP requirement for a residential car park as
contalned within Rule 6.6.1.1.a, subject to the comments regarding car park 1.

The Transportation Planner also recommends the conditions which were recommended in the 2019
assessment also be imposed;

. The maximum gradient of the first 5.0m of the vehicle access, measured fram the rood
boundary, must not excesd a gradient of 1 in 8.

L] The area adjocent to Car Park 7 must be marked as ‘no parking™

" A review condition should be imposed on the consent pursuant to Section 128 of the
RMA insofar as it relates to Car Par 1, due to the constraints identified above (location
of egress/occess being directly behind it).

The Transportation Planner assessment is adopted for the purpesed of this report and | am satisfied
that the adverse effects of the activity on the transportation network will be no maore than minor,
subject to compliance with recommended conditions of consent.

Hazards

[96])

[97]

For completeness, Section 6(h) of the Resource Management Act 1991 requires the Council to
recognise and provide for the management of significant risks from natural hazards, as a matter of
national impartance.

The assessrment of the risk from natural hazards requires a combined assessment of:

{a)  the Wkelihood of natural hazords occurring (whether individually or in combination);
and

{b)  the materiol damage to land in respect of which the consent is sought, other land, or
structures that would result from natural hazards; and
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fc}  any likely subsequent use of the lond in respect of which the consent s sought that
would occelerate, worsen, or result in material damoge of the kind referred to in
paragraph (b).

[98] There are no harards shown on the Hazards Register or 2GP Maps for this site. The Council's
consulting engineer, Stantec New Zealand Ltd, has no record of hazards affecting this land, and did
not report on this application, It is considered that there are no significant risks from natural hazards
that need addressing as part of this application.

Pasitive Effects

[99] The existing buildings are currently uninhabitable, and the applicant has provided evidence that it is
cost prohibitive to restore the buildings to a state where these are fit for purpose for a residential
use. The proposed residential units are designed to be compatible with the heritage precinct values
and will contribute to the City's new residential housing stock. The bocation is close to the city centre,
recreational areas and on a public transport route, Overall, it s considered that there are positive
effects to be taken into consideration when making a determination on this application,

Cumulative Effects

[100] The concept of cumulative effects, as defined In Dye v Auckland Regional Council & Rodney District
Council [2001] NZRMA 513, is:

“.. ane af a gradual build up of consequences. The concept of combination with
other effects is one of effect A combining with effects B and C to create an overall
composite effect D. All of these are effects which are going to happen as a result
af the activity which s wnder consideration”™.

[101] Similarly, some effects may not presently seem an issue, but after having continued owver time those
effects may have significant impact on the environment. In both of these scenarios, the effects can
be considered to be ‘cumulative’.

[102] The palicy framework surrounding the demolition of heritage building is clear and only provides for
demolition in very particular and confined situations. Given the prescriptive policy framework, |
consider that the occurrences of demolition of heritage buildings are generally low, | do not consider
that this application will give rise to cumulative effects.

Effects Assessment Conclusion

[103] Having carefully weighed up the proposal against the alternative, | consider that the proposed
activity is likely to have a no more than minor adverse effects on the environment overall,

OFFSETTING OR COMPENSATION MEASURES ASSESSMENT

[104] Section 104{1){ab) of the Resource Management Act 1991 regquires that the Council have regard to
any measure proposed or agreed to by the applicant for the purpose of ensuring positive effects on
the environment to offset or compensate for any adverse effects on the environment that will or
may result from allowing the activity.

[105]In this case, no offsetting or compensation measures have been proposed or agreed to by the
applicant and | consider that none are necassary.

17
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OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES ASSESSMENT

Assessment of Objectives and Policies of the District Plan (Section 104(1)(b]{vi]]

[106] In accordance with Section 104{1){b) of the Resource Management Act 1991, the objectives
and palicies of the proposed 2GP were taken into account in assessing the application,

Objective 13.2.1
Scheduled heritage
buildings and structures are
probeched.

to the public in the long temm.

Objective Supporting Policies _Commentary _
Ohjective 6,.2.3 Policy 6.2.3.3 The propasal has
Land use, development Require land use activities to provide adequate | been assessed by the
and subdivision vehicle loading and manoeuvring space 1o Council's
actlvities maintain the safety | support their operations and to avoid or, if transportation
and efficiency of the transport | avoldance is not practicable, adequately planner who s
network for all travel mitigate adverse effects on the safety and satisfied that the
modes and its affordability to | efficiency of the transport network. proposal will provide
the public., adequate vehicle

Palicy 6.2.3.4 loading and
Require land use activities to provide the manoeuvring space,
amount of parking necessary to ensure that any | adequate parking and
overspill parking effects that could adversely that the adverse
affect the safety and efficiency of the transport | effects on the safety
network are avoided or, if avoidance is not and efficiency of the
practicable, adequately mitigated. transport network
will be avoided. No
| Policy 6.2.3.9 changes to the
Only allow land use and development transpartation
activities o subdivision activities that may lead | network are proposed
to land use or development activities, where: or considered
a) adverse effects on the safety and NECESEAry.
efficiency of the transport network will be
avoided or, if avoldance Is not practicable, | The proposal is
adequately mitigated; and ﬂ-s-ses_-sed as
b} any associated changes to the consistent ur.rlth thee
relevant objective
transportation network will be affordable st policies.

Policy 13.2.1.7

Avoid the demolition of a protected part of

a scheduled heritage building or scheduled
heritage structure unless the following criteria
are met:

a)
h the bullding or part of
the bullding poses a
significant risk to safety

or propérty; of

i the demaolition is required to
allow for significant public
benefit that could not stherwise
be achieved, and the public
benefit outweighs the adverse

s

In this instance, the
applicant has
adequately
demonstrated that
the building poses a
safety risk being 7%
of NES. The applicant
has also
demonstrated that
the cost to reinstate
the building to 67% of
MBS is approximately
52M, Thisis
considered to be cost
prohibative and, in
this regard, it is
considered there is no
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effects of loss of the building;
and

I} there is no reasonable alternative
to demolition, including
repair, adaptive re-use, relocation or
stabilising the building for future
repair; and

) for buildings and structures located
within a heritage precinct:

i, development post demaolition will
maintain or enhance the heritage
streetscape character and
amenity In accordance with
Policy 13.2.3.6; and

i, conditions will be imposed which
would give reasonabde certainty
that this will be completed within
an acceptable timeframe.

reasonable
alternative to
demaolition.
Furthermaore, the
replacement
developrment is
assessed as
maintaining the
heritage streetscape
character,

Conditions are
recommended which
will provide some
certainty regarding
timie framies af
demolitlion and re-
developmeant.
Oneerall, it is
considered that the
proposed demaolition
will meet the criteria
st out in Palicy
13.2.1.7 and in this
regard the proposal is
assossed a5
eonsistent with the
relevant objective
and policy.

Objective 13,23

The heritage streetscape
character of heritage
precincts is maintained or
enhanced.

Palicy 13.2,3.2 {under appeal)

Require development within residential
heritage precincts to maintain or enhance
heritage streetscape character, including by
ensuring:

a) garages and carports do not dominate the
street;

b) off-street car parking is appropriately
located or screened from view:

¢} building heights, boundary setbacks and
scabe reflect heritage strestscape
character;

d) building utilities are appropriately located,
taking Into consideration operational and
technical requirements; and

g} fences do not screen Bulidings from view.

In this instance, no
garaging or carports
are proposed, off-
street car parking is
located to the rear of
the site and screened
from view. Tha
buildings are of an
appropriate height,
scale and sethack
from boundaries
sethacks which reflect
heritage streetscapa
character. Mo
buibtding utilities will
be seen from the

1%




20

| Policy 13.2.3.6
Only allow demaolition or removal for
relocation of a building where:
a) the heritage streetscape character of the
precinct will be maintained or enhanced;
and

b) conditions will be impased that will give
reasonable certainty that within an
acceptable timeframe:

i} areplacement building will be
constructed; or

i} the land will be put to an
acceptable alternative land use that
will make a positive contribution to
the amenity of the streetscape.

Palicy 13.2.3.7

Only allow buildings and structures that

are visible from an adjoining public place,
where their design, materiaks and location
ensure the heritage streetscape character of

.:.treet and no fences
are proposed,

As noted above
conditions are
recommended which
will provide some
certainty regarding
time frames of
demalition and re-
development.

The Urbkan Designer
and Heritage Advisor
have both assessed
the proposed
bulidings as
appropriate for the
High Street
Residential Heritage
Precinct,

Fhe precinct is maintained or enhanced, :;EE:E:;?S::E d
II'IE|I.I-d|[‘IE o ) as meeting the
a) incorporating into the design the it A tat Al
refevant preferred design features and Palicy 13.2.3.2
characteristics listed in Appendix A2 and, 13.2.3.6 and 'L;I. 537
where practicable and appropriate, the by s
relevant mg_gesl.ed features and consictant with ihe
characteristics; relevant objective
b] maintaining existing views of scheduled | and policies.
heritage buildings and character-
contributing buildings from adjoining
public places as far as practicable; and
£} ensuring structures whose design
unavoldably conflicts with precinct
characteristics are as unobltrusive as
practicable.
Objective 15.2.2 Policy 15.2.2.1 Each unit will have
Residential activities, Require residential development to achieve a adequate cutdoor
development, and subdivision | high quality of on-site amenity by: amenity space, The
activities provide high quality a) providing functional, sunny, and consolidation of the
on-site amenity for residents. accessible outdoor living spaces that units into two distinct
allow enough space for on-site food buildings means that
production, leisure, green space or there is adequate

recreation;

b) having adequate separation distances
between residential buildings;

c] retaining adequate open space
uncluttered by buildings; and

d} having adequate space available

for service areas.

separation distances
between residential
bulldings, with open
space unchutterad by
buildings and space
available for service
areas
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Objective 15.2.3 Paolicy 15.2.3.3 The bulk and lacation
Activities in residential 2ones | Requing buildings and structures in the Inner of the proposed
maintain a good level of City Residential Zone to be of a height and development ensure
amenity on surrounding setback from boundaries that: that the proposal is
residential properties and a)l enables a high quality, medium density | consistent with this
public spaces. form of development; cbiective and policy.
b} is consistent with the existing
streetscape character of the zone; and
¢} evpids or, if avoldance is not
practicable, adequately mitigates,
adverse effects on sunlight access on
outdoor spaces at the rear of adjacent
siles,
Objective 15.2.4 Policy 15.2.4.2 [Proposed to be deleted under | The proposed
Activities maintain or enhance | Variation 2) development will
the amenity of the Require residential activity to be at a density meet the underlying
strectscape, and reflect the that reflects the existing residential character density established
current or Intended future or intended future character of the zone. for the Inner City
character of the Residential Zone, As
neighbourhood. Policy 15.2.4.8 noted above the
Cnly allow buildings over 300m* footpring o multi-unit
multi-unit developments where they are development is
designed to ensure that streetscape and appropriate for the
neighbourhood amenity and character is High Street
maintained or enhanced. Residential Heritage
Precinct.
The proposal is
consistent with this
objective and policy.
__Strwbegic Diractons
Ohjective 2.4.2 Heritage Policy 2.4.2.1 The strategic
Dunedin's heritage is central a) tdentify in a schedule (Appendix directions set the
to its identity and ks protected A1.1) buildings and structures that underlying framework
and celebrated as a core hawve significant heritage values and for the 2GP, Itis
value of the city, through use rules to: noted that Policy

the heritage conservation and
retention of important

iy  manage additions and
alterations to, or removal for

2.4.2. 1instructs the
plan maker to include

heritage tems, and the relocation of these buildings, ina | rules which restricts
maintenance and active use way that maintains important demadition of
of built heritage. heritage values; heritage buildings,

i} restrict demodition of except in limited
these bulldings except in limited circumstances,
circumstances;

i) support adaptive re-use, heritage | | note that the
conservation and restoration; and | Strategic Directions

vl prioritise protection of heritage palicy framewark |5 1o
values over compliance with be achieved through
other performance standards the lower arder
where there is a conflict. substantive objectives

and policies,  In
respect to this

|
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b] Identify application there is no
heritage buildings and structures based | conflict between the
on the following criteria: lveeer order

i1 historic and social significance; provisions that may
i} spiritualfcultural significance, make examination
including significance to Miorl; | against the higher
i) design significance; and leve] pokicy
iv] technologicalfscientific framework applicable
significance.
The demolition of
heritage buildings is
given a non-
comphying activity
status and is to be
avoided except for in
the ciroumstances as

set out in Policy
13.2.1.7. The
proposal has been
assessed above
against this policy and
found to be
consistent.
Therefore, the
relevant strategic
palicy and objective
have been met by the
plan maker.

summary Objectives and Policies Assessment

[107]Overall, it is considered that the proposal is consistent with the relevant objectives and policies set
out by the 2GP, In particular, it is considered that Policy 13.2.1.7 Is satisfied, although | acknowledge
the concerns raised by the Heritage advisor that the bullding was allowed to slip into disrepair by a
lack of action by the applicant.

Operative District Plan

[108]1t is not considered necessary to assess the proposal against the objectives and policies of the
Operative District Plan 2006 because the relevant rule provisions are no longer considered to be in
force in relation to this application

Assessment of Regional Policy Statements (Section 104{1){b)(v))

[ 1049] Section 104{1)(b}v] of the Act requires that the Council take into account any relevant regional
policy statements.

[110] The Regional Policy Statement for Otago (RPS) 1998 is now revoked,

[111] The Partially Operative Regional Policy Statement for Otago [PORPS) was made partially operative
an 14 January 2019, Specific to this proposal are the following objectives and policies:
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Objective 5.2 Ensure that historic heritage resources are recognised and contribute to the region’s
character and sense of identity.

Policy 5.2.1 - Recognising historic heritage
Sets out the elements which are identified as characteristic or impartant to Otago’s historic heritage.

Policy 5.2.2 - Identifying historic heritage

Identify historic heritage places and areas of regional or national significance, using the attributes in
Schedule 5%,

Policy 5.23- iﬂ.lmgi.n;- historic heritage:

Protect and enhance places and areas of historic heritage, by all of the following:

a)  Recognising that some places or areas are known or may contain archacological sites,

tapu or wihi tacka which could be of significant historic or cultural value;

b}  Applying these provisions Immediately upon discovery of such previously unidentified

archaeological sites or areas, wahi tapu or wihi taoka;

e} fwoiding adverse effects on those values that contribute to the area or place being of

regional or national significance;

dl  Minimising significant adverse effects on other values of areas and places of historic h

e}  Remedying when adverse effects on other values cannot be avoided;
f) Mitigating when adverse effects on other values cannot be avoided or remedied;

el Encouraging the intepration of historic heritage values Into new activities;

b}

Enabling adaptive reuse or upgrade of historic heritage places and areas where histori
heritage values can be maintained,

*Srhedule 5 sets out the criteria for the identification of historic heritage values.

[112] Policy 5.2.1 and 5.2.5 require actions to be undertaken by the Reglonal, District and City Councils and
are not considered applicable at a resource consent level,

[113]In respect of Policy 5.2.3, the site is not identifled as being wihi tapu or wihi tacka. The site does

not contain any identified archaeological feature, however, due to the history of the site and location
it is deemed an archaeological site under the Heritage New Zealand Act and an archaeclogical
authority has been obtained. The 2GP heritage provisions are in effect for this site. The expert
evidence confirms that the heritage building does not have national or regional significance. The
significant adverse effects on other values of the precinct will be somewhat minimised by the
construction of the new buildings, the design of which is considered by the experts as not without
mierit and providing it is completed to a high standard will not have an adverse effect on the
streetscape. | consider that adaptive reuse or upgrade or integration of historic heritage values into
new activities is not feasible in this instanoe,

[114] The Proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021 was notified on 26 June 2021 and the

submission pericd closed on 3 September 2021, Specific to this proposal are the following objectives
and policies:
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HCV-HH-03 — Historic heritage resources

Otago's unlgue historc herftage contributes to the region's character, sense of identity,
and social, cultural and economic well-being, and is preserved for future generations.

Hw—l_iH'—Fi_—'Fte:ngﬂismE historic heritoge

Recognise that Otago's historic heritage includes:

Mdori cultural and historic heritage values,

archaeological sites

residential and commercial buildings,

pastoral sites,

surveying equipment, communications and transport, including roads, bridges and

routes,

industrial historic heritage, including mills and brickworks,

gold and other mining systems and settlements,

dredge and ship wrecks,

ruins,

0. coastal historic heritage, particularly Kai Tahu occupation sites and those associated
with early European activities such as whaling,

11. memaorials, and

12, trees and vegetation,

i

a0 00 3 o

HCV-HH-P4 — Identifying historic heritage

identify the places and areas of historic heritage in Otago in accordance with APPE and
cateporise them as:
1. places and areas with special or outstanding historic heritoge values or qualities, or
2. places and areas with historic heritage values or qualities.

| HEV-HH-P5 - Managing historic heritage
Protect historic heritage by:

1. requiring the use of accidental discovery protocols,

2, avoiding adverse effects on areas or places with special or
outstanding historic heritage values or qualities,

3. avoiding significant adverse effects on areas or places with historic heritage values or
qualities,

4. avolding, as the first priority, other adverse effects on areas or places
with historic heritage values or qualities,

5. where adverse effects demaonstrably cannot be completely avoided, remedying or
mitigating them, and

6. recognising that for infrastructure, EIT-INF-P13 applies instead of HOV-HH-P5 (1) to (5).

HCV=HH-PE — Enhancing historic heritoge

Enhance places and areas of historic heritage wherever pessible through the implementation of
plan provisions, decisions on applications for resource consent and notices of requirement and
non-regulatory methods.
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HCV—HH—P7 — Integration of historic heritage

Maintain historic heritage values through the integration of historic heritoge values into new
activities and the adaptive reuse or upgrade of historic heritage places and areas.

[116] As per the Partially Operative Regional Policy Statement 2019 above, Policies HOV-HH-P3 and HCV-
HH-P4 require actions to be undertaken by the Regional, District and City Councils and are not
considered applicable at a resource consent level,

[117]For HCV-HH-PS, this seeks to protect historic heritage through a number of methods, | note that
accidental discovery protocols will apply to this development. The expert evidence suggests that the
buildings and site are not special and do not have outstanding historic heritage values or qualities.
The significant adverse effects on other values of the precinct will be somewhat minimised by the
construction of the new buildings, the design of which is considered by the experts as not without
merit and providing it Is completed to a high standard will not have an adverse effect on the
streetscape. The proposal does not relate to infrastructure,

[118]In respect of HOW=HH-PE requires implementation of plan provisions and decision makers to
enhance places and areas of historic heritoge. The 2GP is clear in the particular situations where
granting a consent for demolitions may be appropriate and the application is considered to meet
these criteria. With regard to HOWV=HH=F7, | consider that adaptive reuse or upgrade or integration
of historlc heritage values into new activities is not feasible In this instance.

[119] Overall, | consider that the proposal is consistent with the above objectives and policies.

Part 2 Matters

[120]The purpose of the RMA to promote the sustainable management of the natural and physical
resources detailed below:

managing the use, development and protection of natural and physicol

resowrces in o way or at o rate which enobles people and communities fo

provide for their social, economic and cwtural well being and for their health

and safety while:

fa)  Sustaining the potentiol of notural and physical resources (exclualing
minerals) to meet the reasonably foreseealle needs of fulure
gemerations: and

(b}  Safeguarding the ffe-supporting capacity of oir, water, soil and
ecospstems: and

fe]  Avoiding, remedying, or mitigating any adverse effect of octivities on the
gmvironment.,

[121] Section 6 sets out the matters of national importance. OF relevance to this application, is section 6(f)
which seeks to recognise and provide for the protection of historic heritage from inappropriate
subdivision, use, and development. In this instance, | consider that the 2GP adequately recognises
and provides for the protection of historic heritage as directed by Section &(f), except where the
particular and confined clrcumstances set out in Policy 13.2.1.7 are met. In this regard, | consider
that the 2GP gives effect to Part 2 and there is no need to specifically assess the application under
Section &

[122]In respect of the other matters set out in Section 7, the following matters are considered relevant:
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7ib}  the efficient use and development of natural and physical resources:
7(e)  the maintenance and enhancement of amenity values:

70 maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the environment:
7lg)  any finite characteristics of natural and physical resources:

[123] In this instance, the 2GP clearly sets out the amenity values and the gquality of the environment to be
maintained and enhanced within the heritage precinct overlay. The 2GP identifies the efficient
development potential for the site through the underlying zoning and recognises the finite
characteristics of the heritage resource within the city. In this regard, | consider that the 2GP gives
effect to Part 2 and there s no need to specifically assess the application under Section 7.

[124] Overall, | consider that there is no invalidity, incomplete coverage or uncertainty within the Proposed
2GP and a result, there i no need for further assessment in terms of Part 2 of the Resource
Management Act 1991,

Section 104

[125] Section 104({1)(a) states that the Council must have regard to any actual and potential effects on the
environment of allowing the activity. This report assessed the environmental effects of the proposal
and concluded that the likely adverse effects of the proposed development overall will be minor
when compared to the alternative of doing nothing and can be adequately avoided remedied or
mitigated provided recommended conditions of consent were adhered to.

[126] Section 104(1){ab) requires the Council to have regard to any measure proposed or agreed to by the
applicant for the purpose of ensuring positive effects on the emdronment to offset or compensate
for any adverse effects. No offsetting or compensation measures have been proposed or agreed to
by the applicant and none are considered necessary.

[127] Section 104({1}(b}vi) requires the Council to have regard to any relevant objectives and policies of a
plan or proposed plan. This report concluded that the application would not be contrary to the key
objectives and policies of the Proposed 2GP and does meet the exemptions set out in Policy 13.2.7.1.

[128] Section 104{1){b){v] requires the Council to have regard to any relevant regional policy staterment.
In this repart it was concluded that the application ks not contrary to the relevant objectives and
policies of the Regional Policy Statements for Otago.

Other Matters

[129] Section 104{1){c) of the Resource Management Act 1991 requires the Council to have regard to any
other matters considered relevant and reasonably necessary to determine the application. The
matters of precedent and Plan integrity are considered relevant here. These issues have been
addressed by the Environment Court (starting with Russell v Dunedin City Council 0092/03) and case
law now directs the Council to consider whether approval of a non-complying activity will create an
undesirable precedent,

[130]in this case, the proposal is non-complying because the propesal involves the demolition of a
scheduled heritage structure. | acknowledge the Heritage Advisor's concerns regarding setting an
undesirable precedent, should consent be granted. However, | note that, in respect of precedent and
plan integrity, Wilson v Whangaret DC 2007 [43] states that “This is an argument that is, to be blunt,
overused and it can rarely withstand scruting when measwred against the provisions af the RMA™ and
the Court has since confirmed that cases should be assessed an their merits to avold affecting plan
integrity.



27

[131] In this regard, | consider that the evidence presented by applicant meets the criteria set out in Policy
13.2.7.1 and, in this regard, the granting of consent for the proposal will not set an undesirable
precedent, nor will it undermine the integrity and coherence of the District Plan or public confidence
in its administration,

[132] With regard to other matters of relevance, | note that the property is also subject to an
Archaeological Alert layer of the 2GP, As such, statutory responsibility for archaeological sites rests
with Heritage New Zealand. Archaeological sites are defined in the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere
Taonga Act 2014 as:

".any place in New Zealond, including any bullding or structure {or part of a
buildirg or struclure), thot
(i) was associated with human activity that occurred before 1300 or is the site of
the wreck of any wvessel where the wreck occurred before 1900, amd
{il) provides or may provide, through investigation by archaeological methods,
ewvidence relating to the history of New Zealand...”,

[133] Sites dating from after 1900 may also be declared to be archasological sites if they may provide
significant evidence relating to the historical and cultural heritage of Mew Zealand. The Heritage
New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 makes it unlawful for any person to destroy, damage or
modify the whole or any part of an archaeological site without the prior authority of Heritage New
Zealand. Accordingly, an Archaeclogical Autharity has been obtained, and provided the terms of this
Authority are complied with, the applicant will have met his obligation under the Heritage New
Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 20014,

[134] The National Policy Statement for Urban Development 2020 NPSUD sets out the objectives and
policies for planning for well-functioning urban enviranments under the Resource Management
Act 1991. The NPSUD came inte effect on 20 August 2020. While the NPSUD is directed more
to decision makers when preparing a District Plan, | note that the proposal seeks to replace
buildings which are unfit for residential purposes and establish nine residential units in its place
in a desirable location. In this regard, it is considered that the granting of consent would be
consistent with:

Objective 1: New Zealand has well-functioning urban environments that enable all
peaple and communities to provide for their social, economic, and cultural wellbeing,
and for their health and safety, now and into the future.

Objective 3: Regional policy statements and district plans enable more peaple to live in,
and more businesses and communily services to be located in, areas of an urban
environment in which one or move of the following apply:

al the areo is in or near a centre rone or other area with many employment
opportunities

b) the area is well-serviced by existing or plonned public transport

c) there is high demand for housing or for business land in the area, relotive to

other areas within the urban environment,

Objective 4: New Zealand's urban environments, including their omenity values, develop
and chonge over time in response to the diverse and changing needs of people,
communities, and future generations.

Section 1040

[135] Section 104D of the Resource Management Act 1991 specifies that resource consent for a non-
complying activity must not be granted unless the proposal can meet at least one of two limbs. The
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limbs of section 104D require that the adverse effects on the environment will be no more than
minor, or that the proposal will not be contrary to the objectives and policies of bath the district plan
and the proposed district plan,

[136]1 consider that the proposal meets both limbs as any adverse effects arising from the demaolition
activity will be minor (when compared to the alternative of doing nothing), and the activity will not
be contrary to the objectives and policies of the Proposed 2GP, In particular, | consider that the
proposal aligns with the exemptions provided for in Policy 13.2.1.7. Theretore, the Hearings Panel
can exercise its discretion under section 104D to grant consent if it is of a mind.

RECOMMENDATION

[137] Having regard to the above assessment, | recommend that pursuant to Part 2 and sections 34A(1),
104, 1048 and 104D of the Resource Management Act 1991, and the provisions of the Proposed
second Generatbon Dunedin City District Plan, the Hearing Panel grants consent to a non-complying
activity being the demalition of the existing semi-detached pair of dwellings and construction of two,
rrultl-unit residential blocks provided with new vehicle access from High Street on the site at 330
and 332 High Street, Dunedin, legally described as Section 16 Black VIl Town of Dunedin {Record of
Title OT292/90), subject to the conditions imposed under section 108 of the Act, as attached at
Appendix 1.

REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION

[138] Provided that the recommended conditions of consent are implemented, | consider that the likely
adverse effects of the proposed activity can be adequately mitigated and will be no more than minor.

[139] The proposal is considered to be consistent with the key relevant objectives and policies of the
Proposed 2GP,

[140] The proposal s considered to be not contrary to the objectives and policies of the Regional Policy
Statement for Otago.

[141]As the propasal is considered likely to ghve rise to adverse effects that will be ne more than minor,
and will not be contrary with the objectives and policies of the District Plan, the proposal is
considered to meet both limbs’ of the Section 104D ‘gateway test’. Consideration can therefore be
given to the granting of consent to the propaosal.

[142] Overall, the proposed development has been assessed as not being likely to give rise to adverse
effects on those elements of the heritage values that the Dunedin City District Plan seeks to protect.

Report prepared by: Report checked by:
a4 /7 .
LA 5 y
e
Kirstyn Lindsay Campbell Thomson
Consultant Planner Senior Planner

Date: 20.9.2021 Date: 20.9.2021
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Consent Type: Land Use Consent
Consent Number: LUC-2019-436
Purpose; The demolition of the existing semi-detached pair of dwellings and

construction of twa, multi-unit residential blocks provided with mew
vehicle access from High Street,

Location of Activity: 330 and 332 High Street, Dunedin.

Legal Description: Section 16 Block VIl Town of Dunedin (Record of Tithe OT292,/90).
Lapse Date: DATE, unless the consent has been given effect to before this date.
Conditions:

1.

The proposed activity must be undertaken in general accordance with the approved plans
attached to this certificate as Appendix One, and the information provided with the resource
cansent applicotion received by the Council on date, and further information received on 14
August 2020, 27 April 2021 and 18 June 2012, except where modified by the folowing
conditions.

2, Mo site works or demolition may begin untdl building consent is granted for the mew
residential bulidings.

2 The building fronting High Street {containing Units A-E] must be constructed within 18
manths of demolition.

4. All aspects of this development must be undertoken in accordance with the requirements af
the Dunedin Code of Subdivision and Development 2010,

Transport

5. Prior to any site works or construction commencing Temporary Traffic Management Plan,
prepared by o suitably qualified person, must be prepared ond opproved, should the
proposed works affect the normal operating conditions of the transport network.

. The maximum gradient of the first 5.0m of the vehicle access, measured from the rood
baundary, must net exceed @ grodient af 1in 5.

A The gradient of the surfoce of the parking area must be no greater than 1 in 20 in any one
direction.

8 The surfoce of all parking, ossocioted eccess and manoewvring areas shall be formed, hord
surfoced and adequately drained for thelr entirety, and parking spaces permanently marked,

a, The area adjacent to Cor Park 7 must be marked as “‘no parking”.

10.  Any damage to any part of the footpath or rood formation as a result of the demaolition or

construction works must be reinstated at the applicant’s cost.
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11.  Fursuant to Section 128 of the RMA, the conditions of this consent may be reviewsd an the
first annlversary from occupation of the site os it relotes to the car parking or upon any
complaint made to the Dunedin City Council regarding the on-site carparking.

Lervicing

12, The development must be undertoken In accordance with the Stormwater Monogement
Pian prepared by Paterson Pitts Group on 16 June 2021 and approved by 3 Waters on 187
Jue 2021,

13, At the time of construction, water saving devices, including but not limited to, low-flow
shower heads, 6/3 dual flush toiets and oerated sink mixers must be Installed in each unit.

Design

14.  Prior to construction, the final detaillz of the proposed cladding colours and materials for the
units are to be submitbed to the Resource Consent Manager at remonitoring@dec.govi.ng.
for certification,

Advice Notes:

Transportation

1.  The vehicle crossing, between the road carriageway and the property boundary, is within
legal road and will therefore require a separate Vehicle Entrance Approval from DCC
Transport to ensure that the vehicle crossing is constructed/upgraded in accordance with
the Dunedin City Councll Vehicle Entrance Specification {note: this approval is not included
as part of the resource consent process),

i It Is recommended that Car Park 1 be entered in a reverse gear to enable ease of egress in
a forward gear.

Heritage

3. Buildings bullt before 1900 or sites which were in use before that time are considered
archaeological sites under the Heritage Mew Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014. Site
development must comply with the requirements of the Archaeological Authority
2022/107.

eneral

4, In addition to the sonditions of a resource consent, the Resource Management Act 1991
establishes through sections 16 and 17 a duty for all persons to avold unreasonable nolise,
and to avold, remedy or mitigate any adverse effect created from an activity they
undertake.

5. Resource consents are not personal property. The ability to exercise this consent is not
restricted to the party who applied and/or paid for the consent application,

. It is the responsibility of any party exercising this consent to comply with any conditions
imposed on the resource consent prior to and during (as applicable) exercising the resource
consent, Failure to comply with the conditions may result in prosecution, the penalties for
which are cutlined in section 339 of the Resource Management Act 1991,
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The lapse period specified above may be extended on application to the Council pursuant
to section 125 of the Resource Management Act 1991,

This is a resource consent. Please contact the Council’s Bullding Services Department, about
the bullding consent requirements for the work.



APPENDIX 2:
THE APPLICATION
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APPLICATION NUMBER:

LUC-2019-436

RELATED APPLICATIONS/LICENCES:

PLANNING APPLICATION DETAILS FORM

Property Address 332 High Street Dunedin
Property Description: Property Mo: 5027527,
Legal Description: SEC 16 BLK VII 50 14197 TH OF DUNEDIN
Mame: C 1 Seque
Mail Address: C/O MacDonell Consulting Limited, 17 CliFs Road, Dunedin 9012
First
Contact: Contact Email: barry@macdonellconsulting. co.nz
{(Applicant)
Phone Number:
Method of | Preferrad Method - Emall
Service
Nama: MacDonell Consulting Limited
Second : 17 Cliffs Road
~ontact: Mall Address: Puinedin 9012
(Agent) Phone Number: | 027 228 2386
Contact Person:
Description of
Application: land use consent to demolish scheduled bullding B308
Application Type: Land Use Consent
Fast Track?
Consent Type: Multiple Activities Consent Nature il
Hﬂfﬂr E'H.I'Ig‘ﬂl]r Land Use Category C
Minor Category Mon-Notified - Non Complying
Senlor Planner or
Responsible Officer: KH¥ S0
Lodgement Date: 26 August 2019 Lodgement Officer: Paula Myers
Amount Paid: ¥1,600.00 Invoice Number: 7e6581
Waived: O
Application Signed Application Farm Copy of Titls
Reqguwiramaenis
Locallty Plan Site Plan
Plnns and Elevations AEE
Affected Persons Consant
Counter Comments:
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A st w g

Application Form for a

Resource Consent

g0 The Octagon, PO Box 5045
Dunedin 9054, New Zealand

PLEASE FILL IN ALL THE FIELDS Phog 477 4000 | www.dunedingovine
Application details
1fwe Jovoss Seam {ruasi be the FULL name{s) of

an individunl or an entlty registered with the New Zealand Companbes Office. Family Trust names and unofhcial tradivg names ave not
seceptable: in those situations, use the trustee(s) and director(s) nanves instead) harety npply for:
[#]tand Use Consent [ ] Subdivision Consent

I et cutddo not opt cul (debete one) of the fss-track consent peocess (only opplies to controlled activities under the district plan, wheore
an eleetronie address for servics is provided)

Bricf description af the prapesed aethvice:
Demolition of 8 heritape bullding at 332 High Street and constraction of a 9 unit residentls] development.

Hawe yeu applied for o Building Consent? |:|'|'u,. Buibdieeg Consent Mumbes ARA E|Hn
Site location/description . v
1 an,We wre the: |= ) oweer | ﬂmpﬁn [ lossea | -Fpmpmmpumlumﬂdﬂruhzijkkmﬂ

332 High Street, Dunedin

Srreel Address of S

Section 16 Biock VI Town of Dunedin

Leginl Diseripnban:
Certificate of Titles I7 258/90

Contact details

Mane: MacDonell Consulting Ltd (Barry MacDonell) _ Agent (applicant fogent (delete onel)
ap12

Addvaar: 17 Clifts Road, 59 Clair, Dunedin Pa i

- arrpi@mactorslicons
Phone (daytime), T27 228 2386 — ulbing.coung

Chosen contact method (ihiz will be the first point of contact for all communications for this applisatien)
I wish the Follening 1o be used as the address for servics: [* | emall M post | | othe: {tiek one)

Bddress for invoices or refunds {i dfiesent from sbove)
M i o

Address: 102 Kernmure Road, Dunedin

Banl: details for refunds

Hank Accouni Hamae:

Mocount Mumber:

Earik Hramels Rurvsun Mok ;r:
Owmnership of the site
e ba the corrent owmer of the site? il
I thier mpglicant i not Ui sie owner, please providhe te site ouner's contec defails
Al e Persteesls:

Pluone dmakim: Enail;

Apgdestion Tovm Ear Bevoce Coraard_gip
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Deeupation of the site .

Fleass list the full name and address of each eccupiar of (ks sibe:
NfA unocoupled

Monitoring of your Resource Consent
To assiet with setting 5 date for maniioring, please estinmsie the date of completion of the wark fer which Resource Consent is required.

Yous Resoures Consent may be monitored for complinsce with sy conditions st 1he completion of the work. (I you do ot specily an
estimated time for completion, your Ressuros Corani, if gransed, may be monitomd thiee years fram the decikon dae)

June 2030

{enoaih and year)

Monitoring is an additional cost over and above consent processing. You may be charged at the time of the consent belng issued or at
the tirme menitoring occars, Please rofer to Clry Planning's Schedule of Fees fae the current monktoring fee.

Detailed description of proposed activity
Flanse dascribe the proposed activiy for the site, givinsg as much detall s poasible, Whane rebevant, discuss the balk ard lecation of

bulldings, parking provision, traffec movements, manosuvrieg, palse generation, signage. hours ol opeeation. number of people cn-site.
nismber af wishien sle, Menss previde proposed site plans and elevations.

Flease refer to the atlached planning sssesiment & plang,

Deseription of site and existing activity

Plesse describe the existing site, its sizs, locatios, ordentstion and slope. Describe the currenl uige snd type of activity being caried
ot oo the iie, Whare relevani, discuss the bulk and location of bulklings, parking provialon, traffic movements, mancauneing nodie
genarsiion, signage, hours of opemtion, number of peaple aislte, number of visitors eic. Plesse also provide jplana ol the exkatiog site
ored buildings. Photegraphs may halp.

Please refer 1o 1he attsched planning assessment.

{Aench separste shipwls if rhmlnlrﬂl

District plan zoning

Iriries Retadent L i lin Op DR,
What is the District Flan zoming of 1be slie? i i it

Kre thaes any cverdaying District Plan requiremants that spply to the site eg kn o Landscape Monsgement frea, in 8 Townscspe or
Harlewge Precinet, Schedwled Buildings eanrsie ste? IF unsur, plosse chack with City Planming stafl,

¥es. Herltage. Bullding Is schaduled.

Kz phuntins: Torm ko Bagoan s Cosiar) pages
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Breaches of distrlet plan rules

Plosse detall the nales that will Le birsached by the proposed sctivity on tle site (i any), Also dutail the degree of those hrvsches. In
imost circumstanoes, (e only rules you need to cansider are the rules from the sang in which your proposs] is located. However, you
praneed 10 emeimbeer b0 cosider not just tha Zoue rules but aleo the Special Provisions rules that spply 1o the activity. If usure, plosss
check with City Planning aiall o the Council websize.

Fleass reder io the attached planning assassment.

Affected persons’ approvals
1 hiawe chitalesed the written approval of the following people/srganisations and they have slgned the plans of the peaposak

Hame:
HHHH:
Hame:

fcddiawa:

Please note: Yous must submit the completed wrigten spproval foomi(g), and asy plans signed by alfected parscas, with this application,
s bt b n fully notified application in which case affected persons’ approvals need not be provided with the apglication. IFs written
npprowal s requied, but not ehtained from am affected persan, it is lkely that the application will be flly potifed or limited notifed.

Assessment of Effects on Environment (AEE)

In this section you neoed to conaider what effects pour proposal will have on the snvisonment. You should discuss all aepasl and
potential effacts on the enviranment arising from this proposal. The smoust of detail provided must reflect the natuse and scale of the
develapment ond its likely eBeet. Le. small effect equals small sxsesament,

Yo can refer to the Council's relevant checklist and beothure on preparing this sssessment. 1f needed there is the Minkstry for the
Envvironment’s publication A Guide to Prepating s Basic Assessmant of Environmental Effects” svallable on werwmle.govtnz,
bl 4 of the Resource Masagement Act 1901(RMA) peovides some guidance s ta whiat to Include.

Pleage refer to the attached planning atsesoment.

{Attach separate sheets if necesaney])

The following additianal Resource Consants from the Otaga Regional Council are required and have/have not (delete one) been
applied lor:

[ wazer Permis [ mischarge Feamit [ ] Coastal Permis ] Lansd Use Consens bor cerain uses of lake beds and dvers [] ot applicabile

Apsluatien Form Fer Kasource Conman, peisd
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Declaration
[ eneiify that, 1o the best of my knowledge and belief, tha informatbon given in this application Is inse and correct.

I nceept that §have n legal obligaticen e comply with any conditions mpse:d an the Resousce Consent should this spplicstion be apprcred,

deectmmﬁurhhuﬂmmﬁmuﬂﬂdIhu!I-'I.In'l.l’.l-u-nunmwnnymll.lngmh:pl;rdll}nhumdﬂmgnlwhdbrh
Dhissein City Croaneil loe prosessing this spplication, inchsding o fusther nceourd if the cost of processing the spplication exceeds the deposit
paid

Signature of Applicant/Agent {delete one): F‘f}%{'ﬂd'i ('I%]‘Mﬁ'\] Ente: EEA}F}"' i

Privacy — Local Government Official Information and Meetings Aot 1987

Wi shenild be nware that this document becomes n pulidic record once submitted. Under the above Act, nnyone can requei! 16 sed
coples of npplications ledged with the Council, Tha Council is obliged 10 make svsllnble the information requested unless there sre
grounds under the above Act that justify withhalding it While you may request that it be withleld, ke Counel] will make o decision
fallawing eonsubiation with you H the Council decides 1o witkshold an application, or part of b, that decision can be reviewed by the
Ciffice of the Cmbudemen.

Please advise I yau eonsider it necessary to withhald your sapplieation. or parts of it, from any persons (inclading the media) to (ick
those thay apply)

D Avoid urreasonably prejudicing your comnsercial position

Dhuu-eq imformastban you hive supplied to Coumsil in confidence

D.l.wld satius offence to thanga Maor or disclosing leention of waahi tapu

What happens when further information is required?

Il am apglication ks oot in the required fosen, or doss not Inebode ndequate infarmatios, the Courcil may reject the application,
pursuant bo gecticn B8 of the RMA. In sddition (section iz RMA) the Couseil can request lustlwer information from an applicant
nt any stage theough the process wiere it oy belp 1o s batier understanding of 1w neiume of tie activity, the effects: it may hive
w1t Ui eielronment, or tle ways in which adverss effects may be mitigated, The mare complete the inforimation provided with the
application, the less costly and mare quickly a decision will be rmached.

Faes

Councl recovers all actunl and reasonable costs of processing your application. Most applicationd requice a deposit and cosse above
this deposit will be recovered. A current feet schadule is avatlable on wwwidunedingoviez or from Planning etafl Flansieg staff also
Tawe Information on the sctial ecat of spplications that have been processed. This can also be viewed an the Council website.

Development contributions

Your applicatian may alsa be required 10 pay development contribations under the Council's Development Contributions Policy.
For moe knfarmation plense ring 477 4000 and stk to speak 1o the Development Contribuitions Offices, or emall developmant.

contrisbansgidec. govi .

Further asslstance

Pleass discuss your proposal wish us i you requise any fusthes belp with preparing your application. The Council does provide
pee-application meatings without charge 10 assist in understanding the issues associated with your proposal and completing yous
application, This service s there to help you

Plaxse note that we ane able to provide you with plasning infoemation but we cannct prepare the application for you. You rasy need to
divcists your application with an independent plasning consultant if you need further planning advice.

City Flannisg Staf can be contacted as Jolkowsc
In Writing: Dunedin Clty Council, PO Bax 5045, Dansdin 9054
In Pefeon: Customer Services Centre, Grousd Floar, Clvie Centre, 50 The Outagai
By Fhans: (0F) 477 4600
By Emnsik: planninggadec goving
There is alse informatian on our website a1 wenesbanedingoviee.

Rppauilon F: i ke Begecns Comasa_paget



39

Information requirements

M completed and Signed Application Form

! Meacriptian af Activiny snd Assessenent of FHects
B site Plan, Floor Plan and Elevatbons (where rebesant)

B Cenificase of Title (less than 3 moaths cld) inchuding any relevant restrictions (3uch as consent polices, covarsnts, ancumbrances,
balbding bine resisiciens)

J3wirivien Approvals
13-r2ims and plans and amy other relevast documentation signed and dated by Afectad Parsons _—

E Application Fee (eash, cheque or EFTPOS only; no Credit Cards sccepted) - f'ﬁ"'ﬁ""-' =Sl feDies
E"ﬁu{h weec il details far refunds

In nddigion, suhdiviston applieations also need the fallending infarmatban

D Humber of existing lots L] Mumber of proposed lots.
[ Total aren of subdivision. [ The pesition of all new boundarkes.

In order 1o ensure your spplicstion i not rejected or delayed through secquasts or further infonmation, plenss make sure you have
included all of the necessary information. A Full Bist of the infarmation required for esoures comsent applications is in the Informason
Requissments Seciion of the District Plan

OFFICE USE ONLY

Has the application been completed appeogristely (ncluding necessasy infarmstion and ndequate sssessment of effects]?
Cves [tie

Application: [ Received [ Rugected

Recevedby: [ JCounter [JPost  [loowrer [Jother
Commanis:

{Inchoda reasons for rejection and/or sates to handling officer)

Planaleyg Cfficen Date:

Appbicaron Formn e Bees uios Contbinl 78S
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MacDonell

SRl 5 LA LN R L Er

Clifford Seque

Proposed Multi Unit Development at 332 High
Street, Dunedin

Resource Consent Application

23 August 2019
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APPLICANT AND PROPERTY DETAILS

Applicant:

Location:

Legal Description:

Site Araa:

Addrass for Service:

Clifford Seque

332 High Street, Dunedin
Section 16 Block VIl Town of Dunedin
OT 202/60

Refer Appandix 1

1012 m?

MacDenell Consulting Ltd

17 Cliffs Road

5t Clair

Dunedin
barry@macdonellcansulting.co.nz

Phone; 027 228 2386
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PROPOSAL

The applicant is seeking consent to demolish the existing dwelling on the site and
eonstruct @ 9 unit residential development. Each unit will comprise 2 bedrooms,
so the total number of bedrooms on site will be 18,

The existing 8 bedroomed dweliing is in a very poor state of repair and has not
been tenanted for some time. Refer Photo 1. The owner (applicant) has been
having problems with squatters, and has now decided to invest in a new 9 unit
development that is consistent with the existing streetscape and surmounding
residential character, Demolishing the existing building allows the un-utiised rear
of the site to be access via a new driveway.

Flease refer to the plans at Appendix 2, including plans & elevations, site plan
and sireeat frontage detail.

The site is zoned Residential 4 (R4) in the Operative District Plan and Inner City
Residential in the Proposed Second Generation Plan (2GF).

In the Operative District Plan the site is within the TH 14 Townscape Heritage
Precinct, and maore particularly the High Street Heritage Precinct. The existing
dwelling s B308 in Schedule 25.1 and Is therefore a profected bullding. The
featuras to be protected are the fagade and the bulk appearance to High Street.

In accordance with 13.7.4 the demolition of this building is non complying.

In the 2GP, the existing dwelling is also protected as B308 being a Heritage
Building (Refer A1 Schedules). The site ks within the High Street Residential
Heritage Precinct. Again the features to be protected are the facade and the bulk
appearance to High Street,

In accordance with 13.8.3, the demoilition of this building is non complying.

A pre application meeting was held with Dr Andrea Farminer on 24 July 2019, As
a result of that meeting the sireet frontage design of the new building was
reconfigurad, and emailed feedback recelved from Andrea Farminer and Peter
Christos on 5 August 2019, In summary it was requested that the High Street
facade incorporate front doors, to reinforce a visual connection with the streel,
and consistent also with the existing dwelling. The applicant has also offered to
re-use where possible the original wrought ron decorations and porch posts in
the new fagade.

Also required as part of this development, is the removal of several trees from the
rear of the property, As discussed with Phil Marshall, these trees are not
protecied, and this is not an urban biodiversity mapped area.
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Photo 1: Existing dwelling at 332 High Street.

STATUTORY ASSESSMENT

Operative District Plan

In the Operative District Plan the site Is within the TH 14 Townscape Heritage
Precinct, and more particularly the High Street Haritage Precinct. The axisting
dwelling is B308 in Schedule 25.1 and is therefore a protectad building. The
featura to be protected are the fagade and the bulk appearance to High Street,

In accordance with 13.7.4 the demcdition of this building is non complying.

As the 2GP is the dominant planning instrument, these planning provisions are
assessad in detall below. However, similar provisions apply under the Operative
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District Plan, in respect of both Heritage and development. For example
residential activity at a densily of not less than 200 m* per residential unit is a PA,
in accordance with 8.10.1. This means there could be 5 units on this site, but
with say 4 bedrooms per unit, that is 20 bedrooms rather than the 18 proposed.

Similar provisions apply in respect of yards, height, site coverage, amenity open
space, car parking, etc. Refer 8.10.2,

Similar objectives and policies also apply In respect of heritage values and
residential development.

Howewver more waighting s accorded to the provisions of the 2GP, as discussed
below. In any event, the propesal s non complying.

Proposed Second Generation Plan (2GP)

In the 2GP, the existing dwelling Is also protected as B308 being a Hentage
Buikding (Refer A1 Schedules). The site is within the High Sireet Residential
Heritage Precinct. Again the features to be prolected are the fagade and the bulk
appearance to high Strest.

In accordance with 13.8.3, the demolition of this building is non complying.

A multi unit development (3 or more units) is a restricted discretionary activity in
the Inner City Residantial Zone (ICR), in mocordance with 15.3.4,

d rds
The proposal complies with all relevant performance standards, as follows;
Densily
15.5.2 (1) () states that the maximum density of habitable rooms Is 1 per 45 m*

of the =ite area. With a total site area of 1012 m? this would allow 22 rooms.,
The applicant is proposing 18, being © two bedroomed units.

Car parking

15.6.8 (1) (c) requires 2 parking spaces plus one for every 4 habitable rooms. In
this case, that is a requirement for 7 spaces. 8 are being provided.

Outdoor Living Space

15.5.11.1 requires 15 m?® per unit. This is being provided. Please refer to site
plan. The outdoor living space also complies with the guality and location
requirements at 15.5.11.3

Senvices Areas

The site can easily accommodate the 225 m* of service area required by
15.5.12.;
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Units A & B 5 m?® between building and driveway

Units C,D&E 7.5 m® between building and eastern boundary
Units F& G 5 m? between building and eastern boundary
Units | & H § m® between building and western boundary
Development Performance Standards

Building Length

There is no continuous dimension in the new bullding that Is greater than 20 m.
This complies with 15.6.1.

Heilght to Bowndary

The proposal complies with the 3 m plus 45 degrees height to boundary
envelope required by 15.6.6.1 (a) {ii).

Height
The new bullding complies with the maximum height limit of 12 m at 15.6.6.2.
Location & Screaning of Car Parking

The proposal complies with 15.6.7 (2) as the car parking is located at the rear of
the site, and Is not visible from any adjoining public place.

Site Covarage

The site coverage rules at 15.6.10 limit bullding coverage to 60 %. In this
proposal it Is 35 %. The maximum impervicus Bmit is B0 %. In this proposal it is
685 %.

Sefbacks (Yards)

The proposal complies with the 3 m front yard and 1 m side and rear yard, in
accordance with 15.6.13.1.

Resource Management Act

Section 104 of the Resource Management Act (1991) requires an assessment
against:

a) Any aclual and pofential effects on the environment of allowing fhe
activily, and

ab)  Any measwe proposed or agreed fo by the applicant for the purpose of
ensuring positive effects on the environment to offsel or compensate for
any adverse effects on the environment that will or may result from

allowing the activily; and
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b Any relavani provisians of -

& national environmental standard

other raguations

& national policy stafemeant

a New Zealand coastal policy statement

a reglonal policy statement or proposed regional policy slatement
a plan or proposed plan; and

S=xTE8m~

c) any other matier the consent authorily considers relevant and reasanably
necessary lo determing the application.

The proposal must therefore be assessed in terms of actual and potential effects
on the environment, the relevant objectives and policies of the 2GP, and Part 2 of
the Resource Management Act. Overall this is a non complying activity, because
of the demaolition of a scheduled building.

ASSESSMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
Background — High Street Residential Heritage Precinct (A2.1.8)

The High Street Residential Heritage Precinct has a particular character with
large dwellings, dating from the 18" and early 20" centuries, built close to the
sireet frontage. Garaging is normally not visible from the street. AZ.1.6.2
outlines the values of the precinct, while A2.1.6.3 confirms the threats to the
precinct. These include the demolition of heritage buildings and the development
of new bulldings not in keeping with the surrounding bulldings and streatscape.

A2.1.6.4 outlines the features and characteristics that should be incorporated Into
the design of any new buildings. The design of the new building has taken these
malters into account, parficularly in respect of height, bulk and location, car
parking, design, materials and retaining. In respect of colour, this will be chosen
from Council's palette of heritage or neutral colours, In consultation with the
heritage advisor, and can be a condition of consent.

Heritage

It is acknowledged that this is a scheduled building, where Council seeks to
protect the fagade and bulk appearance to High Street.

Demalition Is discouraged, however in this case the bullding is in a very poor
state of repair. It is proposed that by replacing the existing building the rear of
the property can be developed to more fully ufilise the site for residential

ment. The replacement of an B bedrcomed dilapidated building, with a
new 18 bedroomed development, with a design that is sympathefic to the
Precinct, has benefits that out-way the adverse effects of losing this bullding.
The new development will be fully insulated and will provide a far warmer and
healthier living environment. In this case it considered that the re-development is
justified.
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The proposal involves a multi-unit development in the ICR Zone. 15.11.3 notes
specific assessment criteria for this type of development. These include effects
on amenity and streetscape, including building design, landscaping, visibility from
the sireet, location of car parking, and site coverage.

The proposal ls consistent with all of these desired oulcomes, although
landscaping Is not considered necessary. The proposed fagade to High Street is
entirely consistent with the character of this heritage precinct, and landscaping
would not contribute to this heritage character.

The applicant met with Council's Heritage Advisor to discuss the proposal prior to
lodging this application. The focus of that meeting was primarily on the facade fo
High Street and effects on the character of the streetscapa. As a resuit of this
meeting the applicant agreed to incorporate front doors In the fagade design and
to add more heritage type architectural features, including the re-use of wrought
iran decoration and porch posts. This new design is quite similar to the fagcade of
{he existing dwelling.

The benefits of this propesal include allowing the rear of the site to be developed
for additional accommodation. The current 8 bedroam bullding will be replacad
by 2 new bulldings incorporating 18 bedrooms. In a growing city with a shortage
of quality inner city accommodation, this is a significant benefit.

RELEVANT OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES

Proposed District Plan (2GP)

Heritage

As noted at 13.8.3, the relevant objective is 13.2.1 and the relevant policy is
13.2.1.7.

Objective 13.2.1
This objective seeks to prolect heritage bulldings and structures.
Policy 13.2.1.7

This policy seeks to discourage the demolition of heritage buildings except where
there Is a public benefit, and repairs make the proposal uneconamic.

In this case thare will be a wider benefit to the city by more than doubling the
number of badrooms on site, while the replacement buillding will enhance the
heritage streatscape character and amenity.
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As nated at 15.11.3. the relevant objective is 15.2.4 and the relevant policy fs
15248

Objective 15.2.4

This objective seeks to maintain or enhance the amenity of the streetscape, and
to reflect the current or Intended fulure character of the neighbourhood.

Policy 15.2.4.8

This policy seeks to allow only multi-unit developments that are designed to
maintain or enhance streetscape and neighbourhood amenity and characlter

For the reasons discussed in the assessment of effects above, in all respects,
the proposed 9 unit development is consistent with these relevant 2GP objectivas
and policies.

CONSULTATION

As thers are not considered to be any affected parties, the applicant has
therafore not consulted with any other party.

CONCLUSION

The application is consistent with the relevant objectives and policies of the 2GP.

Thers are no adverse environmental effects that are more than minor, while there
will be positive effects in respect of providing additional superior accommaodation
opporiunities, while also enhancing streetscape values.

It is therefore concluded that consent should be granted.

MacDonell Consulting Ltd
Planning Consultants
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Appendix 1
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RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017
FREEHOLD
Limited as to Parcels
Search Copy
i W . Bduic
sirar-Clenarnl
wof Land
Identifier OT292/90
Land Registration Disirict  (Mago
Diate Isswed 07 Mavember 1934
Prior References
DI T30
Esimie Fee Einqﬁlt
Aren 1012 square metres mare or less
Legal Description  Section 16 Block V11 Town of Dunedin
HReglstered Owners
Clifford James Seque
Tmleresis
[ ——— T Sraveh Capy Datedl [ADENE 0:25 o, Page | of |

e Beference  Weswidalit] Regisrer Oy
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Appendix 2
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APPENDIX 3:
FURTHER INFORMATION
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MacDonell

COMBULTING LTD

BB B LS BN Y, PR

27 April 2021

Kirstyn Lindsay
FPlanning Consultant for DCC

Dear Kirstyn

LUC 2019-436 / 332 High Street
| refer to your 592 lefter of 19 September 2019 and email of 18 August 2020.
1-4 Justification for Damolifion

On 14 August 2020 we provided a detalled seismic assessment confirming that the building ks
in the very high risk calegory, and that it is uneconomic to upgrade the building. You
responded on 19 August 2020 that the information generally addresses items 1—4 in the 582
request,

6E=T7,. 9810 Henlage Values

Origin Consultants Lid have completed a heritage assessment of the proposed building
replacement — attached.

8 2GP Objectives & Policies

The relevant 2GP objectives and policies at 13.2.3 seek to maintain and enhanca heritage
streetscape character in heritage precincts. In particular, the new build incorporates
appropriate materials and design features, no visible garages or carporis, and off strest
parking is screened from view, Tha built height, scale and setbacks are all consistent with the
existing heritage streetscape. Fences will not obstruct the view of the building from the street.

Policy 13.2.3.6 relates specifically to demolition of buildings. This policy seeks to only allow
demolition where the heritage streetscape character of the precinct will be maintained. As
concluded in the Origin report, the heritage streetscape character will be maintained.
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Policy 13.2.3.7 seeks io encourage the use of design features found in Appendix AZ. The
proposed design has been refined following discusslons with Dr Andrea Farminer,
incorporating design elements consistent with Appendix A2. These design elements include;

« consistent height, and bulk & location YES
« parking at rear YES
« sympathatic & consistent herifage design YES
+« consistent heritage materials YES
« front wall consistent with existing YES
* heritage colours YES
& Nosigns YES
11-15 Transport

Please refer to the amended plan set (attached) showing changes to the parking layout and
confirmation of parking area and driveway gradients, elc, as requested.

16=17 3 Walers
Please refer to the site plan which includes the requested stormwater information,

The applicant will utilise water saving devices as suggested by Council.

18 Residential 4 Provisions

| understand from Paul Freeland that the 2GP Inner City Residential Zone appeals have baen
resolved, and therefore consideration of the Residential 4 provisions is no longer required.
Nevertheless it is noted that with an allowable density of 1 unit per 200 m? of site area, this
site would accommadate 5 units. At say 4 bedrooms per unit, this is more than the 18
bedrooms proposad,

Similar provisions apply in respect of yards, site coverage, amenity open space, car parking
ete. The maximum haight in Res 4 is 9 m, where as it is 12 m in Inner City Residential. The
proposal complies with both.

19 Objectives and Policles 15.2.2 & 15.2.3

The objectives and policies at 15.2.2 and 15.2.3 seak to provide high quality onsite amenity
for residents, and a good level of amenity for surrounding residential properties. This new
development that i proposed will be well insulated and heated, in stark contrast to the
dilapidated building that currently exists. While it s accepled that the existing building could
be renovated, bringing it up to an appropriate seismic standard at the same time has been
found to be uneconomic,

The height and setbacks for the proposed building are similar to that which currently exist for
the existing building. In fact the setback on the eastern boundary is increasing so the bullding
will b& more centred on the site than the current building.
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20 RMA 1040

On the basis of the above analysis, it is concluded that the proposal is not inconsistent with
the relevant objectives and policies, and any adverse effects will be no more than minor.

Yours faithfully
MacDonell Consulting Ltd

ﬁmﬁ,

Barry MacDanell
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219 HIGH STREET, DUNEDIN
HAH LON & PAHT"EHE Lid. Ph: 03 477 7476 Fax: 03 479 2597
COMNSULTING STRUCTURAL ENGIMEERS E-rrnik afficelhanlons.co.ne
Bi Chishalrm BE CMERZMNZ IBUPE CPERg (Civil & Structusal) [4 Hamd BE (Civil) CMERgNZ CPEng! (Structural)
12 June 2020
Cliff Seque

cliffseque@gmail.com

Drhear G

330-332 HIGH STREET, DUNEDIN
DETAILED SEISMIC ASSESSMENT

The Building

Cwr assessment is based on the as-built drawings by David T Rulter architectural design &
Plan. We were not able to obtain the drawings of the building from the Dunedin City Council
archives.

The building consists of 4 flats, 2 ground floor and 2 first floor units. The wo-storey building is
canstructed of timbar framing with a central unreinforced masonry wall. The exterior is clad in
weatherboard, The roof is cladded with light weight corrugated iron. Photo 1 below shows the
building from High Street.

Job Mo, 1BETY
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Our report dated 4-12-2019, reports on the current condition of the building. This repor
contains additional photos of the interior and exterior of the building.

| ription and Seismic Braci 1]
The building description is based on our site visil.
Date of construction Unknown

Gross Floor area

2 levels at 225m*

Foundation System

Unreinforced masonry, piles on blue stonea,
ordinary piles

Wall Cladding Systems

Plaster board lined walls, lathe plaster Ened
walls, with and without timber weatherboard
linings and unreinforced masonry

Roof System

Profiles roofing iren over timber purling and
rafters.

Lateral Load Resisting System -
Longitudinal Direction (E-W)

Timber framed bracing walls lined with
Plaster board with exterior clad in
weatherboard and unreinforced masonry

Lateral Load Resisting System — Transverse
Direction {N-S)

Timber framed bracing walls lined with
Plaster board with exterior clad in
weatherboard and unreinforced masonry

Detalled Seismic Assessment Methodology

We have calculated the current strength of the building under seismic loading based on the
ministry of Business, Innovation & Employment (MBIE) publication — The Seismic Assessment
of Existing Buildings = July 2017 (the seismic Assessment Guidelines), Using the Probable

Strengths.
Parameter Value
Design Working Life 50 Years
Importance level - IL L2
Return Period Factor - R R=10
Site Subsoil Classification C ( Shallow Soil)
Period = T (seconds) T=04s
Hazard Factor - Z Z=0.13
Meaar Fault Factor - M N=1.0

Structural Ductility Factor - u

jt = 3.0 (for timber-framed bracing walls)

Hanlon & Partnars Lid: Datailed Seismic Assessment for 330-332 High Streel, Dunedin

June 2020 : Job Mo, 16677
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Detalled Seismic Assessment Results

Our assessment concluded that the building has the following percentage of New building
Standard (%MNBS) score under earthquake loading of T9%NBS IL2

The following table summarises the %NBS scores for the various lateral load resisting elements
assessed as part of our seismic analysis

Element Direction ENBS IL2 | Commentary with regards capacity
Timber framead Transverse 30% Cladding and linings to timber-framed
ground floor walls walls do not provide sufficient lateral

bracing strangth to transfer seismic loads.

Timber framed first | Transverse B4% Cladding and linings fo timber-framed
floor walls walls do not provide sufficlent lateral
bracing strength to transfer selsmic loads.

Timber framed Longitudinal 7% Cladding and linings to timber-framed
ground floor walls walls do not provide sufficient lateral
bracing strength to transfer seismic loads.

Timber framed first | Longitudinal 14% Cladding and linings to timber-framed
floor walls walls do not provide sufficient lateral
bracing strength to transfer seismic loads.

Unreinforced Out of plane 41% The out of plane capacity of the
masonry unreinforced masonry o support itself
within the framing during an earthquake.
Unreinforced In plane 100% | There is sufficient length of masonry wall
masonry walls to brace the central section of the bauilding.

Based on the table above the Critical Structural Weakness (CSW) of the building’s lateral load
resisting system under earthquake loading is the insufficient lateral bracing systems of the
ground floor lengitudinal walls at the front of the building.

The other Structural Weaknesses (SW's) of the building we identified are
« The insufficient lateral bracing of the ground and first floor longitudinal walls
s The insufficient |ateral bracing of the ground and first floor Transverse walls
« The out of plane capacity of the unreinforced masonry.

Meaning of %iNES Score

The Building Code provides for new buildings of ‘normal’ category (IL2) to have "Ultimate Limit
State” (ULS) strength to meet a 1 in 500 year earthquake demand. This is the 100% NBS level
assumed in this assessment.

At the Ultimate Limit State, substantial damage is allowed, such as unrecoverable displacement
or cracking, as long as there is a margin against collapse and appropriately low life-safety risk.

e T ——————
Hanlon & Partnars Lid Detailed Setemic Assessment for 330-332 High Streat, Dunedin
Jures 2020 © Job Mo 18677 Page 3
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Buiklings are generally required by legislation to have a minimum design life of 50 years. The
chance of a 1 in 500-year event being exceeded in any 50-year period is approximately 10%.

The following table by NZSEE provides a grading system for existing buildings, as one way of
interprating the %NBS building score. It can be seen that Earthguake Prone buildings (%NBS
less than 33%) have more than 10 times the risk of collapse than a similar new building. And
for buildings that are potentially Earthquake Risk (67% = %NBS = 33%), the risk of collapse is 5
to 10 times greater than that of an equivalent new building. Bread desceriptions of the life-safety
risk can be assigned to these building Grades accordingly.

Relative Earthquake Risk
q A T

Building Grade

+

il O
k. =
s

A 51 low risk
A 80 to 100 1 or 2 times lowy risk =
B 67 to BO 2 or 5 times low or medium risk

C 33 to 67 5 to 10 times madium risk
D 20033 10 o 25 times [ high risk

SE: < 20 more than 25 times | very high risk

We must emphasise the %NBS score for a building is the maximum level of earthquake
shaking that a building can protect its occupants and passershy from injury.

The builkding therefore has a seismic grade of E.

Yours faithfully
Hanlon and Partners Lid

‘It

David Hand

Attachments:

Mark-Up drawings showing Assessment scores and suggested strengthening scheme

_ ———————==
Hanlon & Partners Lid: Delaied Sasmic Assessmant for 330-332 High Stresl, Dunedmn
June 2020 ; Job Mo, 18677 Page 4
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EEISMIC COMPLIARCE UPGRADE POR CLIFF SEQLE Primied; 150720210

SEISMIC & COMPLIANCE UPGRADE
FOR

CLIFF SEQUE

300-332 HIGH ST, DUNEDIN

Estimated Costs 13/07/2020

— PR p—,
P

E sSiraswd] Coaiy 1300130

AATE ALICLINT

L DESCRFTION OF WO CUMNTITY | LINIT

17778 330-332 High 5t, Estimated Costs to Selsmic Upgrade
Current Building & Reinstate Bullding to Meet Current Code
Reguirements

This estimale was prepared from the following information
provided by Cliff Seque

1. David T Rutter existing As Built Ground & First Floor
Flans

2. Hanlon & Partners Lid:

Condition Report - Dated 4th December 2019

Detalled Selsmic Assessment - Dated 12th June 2020

Fire Design Summary - 10th June 2020

It is noted the Structural Engineers recommendation is to
demolish the complete structure.

SITE PREPARATION

1 | Tent entire struciura o enable works to be confinuous SUM £41,000.00

&

2 | Scallolding m2 35,00 21,280.00

m2 6.50 1, B0

g

3 | Fall profection once roof struciure removed

4 | Clear and dispose of existing rubbish and waste lell in building SuUm B.B83.75

DEMOLITION
External

5 | Remove and dispose of existing roof cladding and structure 260 | m2 2,00 13,530,060

6 | Remove and dispose of exterior cladding 632 | m2 40.00 25.260.00

7 | Demelish and dispose of existing chimney struchsres 4| Mo | 2500.00 10, 000.00

B | Demalish and dispose of exisling balcony landings 10| m2 E5.00 BECLOO

Flanders Marlow Lid 17778 332 High 5t Reinstatement - Page | of 7
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SEISMIC COMPLIARCE UPERADE FOR CLIFF SEQUE

Primed: 15072030

DESCRFTIN OF WOIK

E afirasiod Conidn KWT2000

AATT

9 | Remove and sel aside for reuse existing balcony suppaort SUM 80000
columns and balustrading

10 | Remove and sed aside lor reuse all windows and doors 44| Mo 260.00 1144000
Infermal

11 | Isolate services, remove and dispose exisling kitchen benchlops 4| No | 600.00 7.A400,00
& joimary

12 | Damalish and dispose of existing internal stairways 2| No || 104000 2.080.00

13 | Demolish and dispose of imber framed and lined partitions to 45 | m2 4030 1,500.00
provide access and working spaces for demolition of unreinforced
masonry Infertenency wall

14 | Remove and dispose of existing floor structure approx 1500 120 | m2 E5.00 74800.00
aither side of Inerenency wall to provide access to footings and
demalition of Intertenency wall

15 | Temporarily prop existing ground floor from underneath the SUM 375000
suspended floor

16 | Ternporarily prop existing Level 01 floor from grownd to Slm §,200.00
undermeath the Level M suspended floor

17 | Demailish and dispase of existing approx 300 unreinforced 152 | m2 | 12000 18,240.00
masonry Interlenancy wall

18 | Breakout, grub up and disposse of existing Inmertanency wall 15| m3 | S500.00 7,500.00
foundations

19 | Isalatae, remove and sl aside for reuse exisling sanitary litlings SUmM U000
and fixtures

20 | Remove and dispose of all interior wall linings 1,524 | m2 a7.50 £7,150.00

21 | Uplift remowve and dispose of existing floor coverings 407 | m2 30,00 12:210.00

22 | Remove and dispose of existing cedling linings 407 | m2 F250 1322750
SUBSTRUCTURE

23 | Allow 1o rebovel building 202 | m2 100,00 A0, 700,00

24 | Hand excavate, for new Intertenency foundation, load excavated 20 m3 | 32500 0,425.00

fill anto sk

M. 1d 17778 332 High 5 Reinstatement - Page 2 of 7
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SEISMIC COMPLIANCE UPGRADE FOR CLIFF SEQLUE Printad: | SA7/2020

o r_ N Fyemaiad Coals 120203070

AT DERCHIPTICON OF WO CHBANITETY | LT e o o

25 | Foundation thickening 10 Intertenency wall, including tor 15| ma | 1460.00 22370.00
formwark, reinfercerment, concrete and 200 hardfill

26 | Backfill to working spaces, hand barrowed to position 15 m3 | 13500 2,025.00)
FRAME

27 | Timber roof frame members (raflers, joists elc) 260 | m2 | #sao BT 0,00
STRUCTURAL WALLS

28 | 300 PFC Structural steel portal frame to sireat {ront SUM 23,759.25

29 | lsolated mass concrote footings to support ast 4| Mo 182.25 TRROD

30 | Shop drawings & $300Monne SuUmM BO0 0
UPPER FLODRS

31 | Replace existing balcony landings, posts and balustrading 130 | m2 | STS00 T4.750.00

32 | Replace and make good suspended timber lloor framing and 120 | m2 | =25 33,750.00
linings removed during demalition

43 | Connections io tie in timber framed floor to Infertenancy wall and | 1424 | No 1876 26, 70000

axtedor framing

ROOF

34 | New lightweight prefinished metal roof covering & associated 260 | m2 B2 50 21,450.00
flashings

35 | Internal membeane gutter including framing and plywood 32 ( m2 | 20500 6,560.00
subsirale

36 | 600 Eaves facing and Hardies soffit, including supporting framing 50| m2 137.50 875,00

37 | Downpipes 3| m TEOD 255000

38 | Rainwater head each end 4| No 350,00 1,400,00
EXTERIOR WALLS & EXTERIOR FINISH

39 | Provisional SUM allowance for replacerment ol exterior limber 85| m2 T2.50 8:887.50
framing - alowed 15% of overall coverage

Flanders Marlow Lid 17778 332 High St Reinstatement - Page 3 of 7
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SEISMIC COMPLIANCE UPGRADE FOR CLIFF SEQLE Prinsad: 1 307/2020
llhﬂ. Copadn 1000 T
frid DESCHPTICN OF WiE CUANTITY | ST o ——
40 | Mew timber weatherboard, cavity system, building wrap and 546 | m2 2.5 148, 648.50
insulation fixved to existing timber framing
41 | Extra value to de-nail exisling framing AR | m2 5.0 2,820
WINDOWS & EXTERIOR DOORS
42 | Reinstate timber {ramed single doors 10| Mo 146.25 1,462.50
43 | Maw flashings to windows 222 m B5.00 14,430.00
a4 | Provisional allowance for replacement glazing and framing fo 18| m2 || 112500 20,2800
timber framed windows - allowed 20%
45 | Rginsiate fimber framed windows =2m2 12| HNo A08.TE 370500
46 | Reinstate timber framed windows <2m2 22 | Mo 185.00 4.280.00
47 | Prepare and repaint existing timber exterior doors 10| No 7500 2,750.00|
48 | Prapare and repaint existing timber framed windows and door GO&| m 275 13,822 00
framing
STAIRS & BALUSTRADES
49 | New replacerment 1000 Umber framed stair sal with intermediale 2| No | 650000 1300000
tanding, rising approx 3600
INTERIOR WALLS
80 | 21150 timber framed double Intertenency partition 166 | me2 nray 1828412
51 | 100 Timber framed partitions, excluding linings - o replace thosa 50| m2 T 5,E00.00
demolished during Inteftenency enabling work
52 | Additional timber studs to comply with Fire Raled & Bracing 24| m 15.25 11,041.00
plasterboard lixing requirements
INTERIQR DOORS
53 | Timber framed hollow core doors 22| Mo | 115000 25,300.00
FLOOR FINISHES
54 | New broadloom carpeted floor coverings 380 | m2 65.00 24,700.00
55 | Hardboard overlay 27| m2 ar.es 1,005.75

Fland W 17778 332 High 51 Reinstatement - Page 4 of 7



70

SEIEMIC COMPLIAMNCE UPGRALE FOR CLIFF SBOUT

Primied | 3032080

a3

61

&7

7]

Ei

72

DESCPETION CF WORK CRUANTITY | ST MATE AT
150 coved vinyl floor coverings 3| m2 105.00 357000
WALL FINISHES
Retrodit building wrap & insulation within existing exterior framing | 546 | m2 B05 19,137.30
16 Fyreling plasterboard wall linings - stopped & painted 260 | m2 al00 23,400,080
13 Fyreline plasterboard wall linings - stopped & painted 442 | m2 T2.60 12,083, 4
13 Braceling plasterboard wall linings - stopped & painted 1,348 | m2 T2ED 7,864,800
Skirting's, coméce and architraves 1425| m ET.50 8,187,580
CEILING FINISHES
Phywood ceiling diaphragm 407 | m2 TRED 20,507 50
16 Fyreline plasterboard ceifing linings - stopped & painted, lixed 202 | m2 121.50 24,5400
to proprietary metal batten system
13 Braceling plasterboard cailing linings - stopped & painted, 206 m2 | 10440 21,444 60
fixed to proprietary metal batlen sysiem
Acoustic insulation at level 01 suspanded floar 206 | m2 1875 3,862.50
FITTING & FIXTURES
Replace Kitchen benchtops & joinery damaged during demolition 4| Mo || 750000  30,00000]
SANITARY PLUMBING
The assumption has been made the incoming potable water Hote Mo Allawance
supply does not need replacing
Locale and form cannection with polable water supply sum 375.00
Hat water heating source 4 Mo || 250000 14,000,090
Sanitary fittings and lixlures prime cost allowance SUM 12,000.00/
Insulated cold & hot water pipawork to sanitary fittings & fixiures 27| m B8.00 B, 626 .00
FWG 4| Mo 200 B00.00
uPYC waste suspended under limber floor B2 | m B5.00 5,270,000

Marlow

17778 332 High 5t Reinstatement - Page 5 of 7
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E

SHISMIC COMPLIANCE UPGRADE FOR CLIFF SEQUE Prinied: | 0772020

- o Enfimaied Cerdts 130750020
DGR TION OF WAORE CUANTITY | LBAT AT SAROUT

Waste and vents in wall framing 53| m 6500 344000

Water supply and waste pipewark conneclions o fittings and 20| No 825.00 16,5011 00

oullets, including valves & insulation

Rool penotration, flashing and vent lerminalion cap 2| Mo 25000 500.00

HEATING & VENTILATION

Extract ventilation to client supplied rangohoods 4| No | S5500 2,340.00

Extract ventilation to balhroom areas 4! Mo 750,00 3,000,00

FIRE SERVICES

Fire egress signage S 300000

ELECTRICAL SERVICES

MSE SN 1,500.00

Distribution circuil boards 4| Mo E15.00 2,0640.00

Power and lighting circuits, rates includa for standard PDL power 407 | m2 105.00 4273500

outlets, swilching and bayonet light fittings. Lise existing circuits

as draw lines, dispose on completion

HWC circuils 4| Mo A75.00 1,500.00

Range circuits 4| Mo || 300 1,500.00|

Thermostatically controlied pane! heaters to bedroom & living 12| No || #2500 5,100.00

areas

DRAINAGE

The assumption has been made the existing foul & Mote {No Allowance

stormwater drain systems does nol need replacing

Locate and larm foul drain connactions with exisling system 4| Mo | 85000 3,400.00

EXTERNAL WORKS

Mo Allowance Haote Ho Allswancs

1,400,717.47

HFlanders Marlow Lid 17775 332 High St Relnstatement - Page 6 of 7
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SEISMIC OOMPLIANCE URGRADE FOR CLIFF SEQUE

| w

; Preliminary & Ganearal

Confraciors Overheads & Margin

Conlingency Allowance

Prodessional Foos

Tatal

TOTAL OF ESTIMATE (Excluding GST)

Motes: No allowance has been made for the following

1. Goods & Services Tax

2. Legal and financing costs

3. Resource & Building Consent fees or application
4. Professional Feas

5. Project contingency

6. Window coverings

7. Escalation

B. Assumeas a competitive tender process

g, No allowanca for landscaping or paving

10. There has been no allowance for site mitigation
|responses as required by territorial authorities for
archaelogical of historic artifact discovery

11, There has been no allowance for site miligation
responses as required by territorial authorities for a
confaminaled site,

Flanders Marlow Lid

Pristest- | SAK 20030

EaSmaked Gaab 130702020

RATE

CUAHTITY | UMIT ALDLRIT

6. 0% B4, 040,00
1,484 75747

118, 780,00
1,503 537 47

20.0% A0, 710,00

124,24 747
i Alcawarcd

1,004, 247.47

£ 1,824.300.00

.

17778 332 High 51 Reinstatement - Page T of 7
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332 High Street, Dimedin/RFIs & HIA
April 20210

330-332 HIGH STREET, DUNEDIN
SECTION 16 BLOCK VIl TOWN OF DUNEDIN
RESOURCE CONSENT APPLICATION: LUC-2019-436

RESPONSE TO RFIS AND HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT (HIA)
PREPARED ON BEHALF OF CJ SEQUE

22 April 2021

IMT I

This response document and Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) has been prepaned on behalf of Cl Seque and
concers a Resource Consent application to demolish the buildings at 330-332 High Street and redevelop the
site for new housing. Specifically, the purpose of this HIA Is to respond to the following numbered items in
the Request for Further Information from Dunedin City Council dated 19 September 201 %:

5 Ploase identiy “the adverse effocts of fosing the bullding® as reforred fo fn the ast paragraph of
page 7 of the application.

& There is an archaeological alert bryer identified for the site. Please provide detalls of any proposed
earthworks for the site.

el Please provide evidence that an archacological authodty from Heritage New Zealand has been
applied for,

Q Plaase prowde an assessment of the effects of the removal of the butlching at that facation on the

valies af the High Stroet Resideniial Herftage Precinct.

1 Please provide greater detalls of the design elements and detalling for the new bulldings and an
urban design assessment from a suitably qualified person of how these complement the valnes of
e High Street Residentlal Herltage Precinet

The informaticn within this report is based upon the following architectural drawings and images:

s  David ). Rutter, Architectural Design - 1829/June 2019 comprising 3 sheets of site plan, elevations
and floor plans (to distinguish these drawings from previous versions they have a single flight of new
steps leading up from the High Street to the front of Unit A); and

e 2 shests of 30 colowr perspectives/streat scenes,

The following documents have also been considered:;

»  Hanlon & Parners Ltd Structural Repart for 330-332 High Street, Dunedin dated 04 Decembser 201%;

= Hanlon & partners Ltd Detalled Sefsmic Assessment for 330-332 High Street, Dunedin dated 12 June
2020; and

s Flanders Marlow 17778 332 High 5t Reinstatement / Estimated Costs dated 13 August 2020.

Poge 1of 13
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332 High Street, Dunedin/AFlL & HAY
April 20210

in responding 1o the above AFls, this report generally follows the accepted best-practice approach for the
preparation of a Heritage Impact Assessment as described In Sustainable Management af Historic Heritage
Guidanee Information Sheet 9 by Heritage Mew Zealand Pouhere Taonga, In essence, it covers:

What heritage place s affected or involved,

What woark or changes are proposed.

The principles that guide the assessment,

Hows the proposal measures up to the District Plan assessment standards {or other best practice
standards).

It concludes by providing a summary of the positive or negative effects of the proposal,

THE SITE

The site les on the north side of the High Street opposite the junction of the High Street and Medville Street,
It comprises an elevated rectangular section of approx. 1012 square metres with a two-storey domestic
building at the top of the bank overlaoking the High Street.

There is a concrete retaining wall to the bank which runs the length of the street frontage with a double
pedestrian entrance in the centre of the frontage and two flights of concrete/masonry steps leading up to the
bullding. There is curnently no vehicular access to the site,

Behind the bullding, there ks a long rear garden with trees.

Figue 1. Location of 332 High Street, Daneaiin,

METHODOLODGY
The preparation of this report has comprised:

< A brief inspection of the building by Robin Miller and Jerery Mayle of Origin Consultants Ltd in
September 2019;

4  Liaison with the bullding owner and other consultants over the last 18 months or so;

& Archival research with sources including Papers Past, Archives New Zealand, the Dunedin Town Board
Ratebook, Dunedin City Rates Records, and Te Papa,

Foge 2 of 13
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132 High Streat, Dunadin/fFls & HIAS
At 2021

Consideration has alsa been given to information in the 2GP relating to the High Street Residential Precinct
and the Scheduled Herltage Place Record Form for 332 High Street (B304) in the 2GP Hearings' Evidence (refer
to Appendix Al

A WHAT HERITAGE PLACE IS AFFECTED OR INVOLVED

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE BUILDING AT 332 HIGH STREET

The bulldings comprise a pair of near symmetrical, semi-detached, two-storey houses of Colonlal bay villa
design. As stated in the Scheduled Heritage Place Record and in the brief history set out below, the date of
their construction Is unclear. Rates and valuation records put them at 1900, whilst the 189 Prictor image and
¢.1887 phatograph In Figure 3 suggest they are of pre-1900 origin. Each house has been divided into two flats
at sorne polnt during the early to mid-20th century.

The houses are of timber-frame construction with a brick masenry party wall and brick masonry chimneys.
The roofs are dad with eorugated Iron sheeting and the external walls with painted, rusticated timber
weatherboards, The windows are of painted timber sash design.

STATUTORY PROTECTION
337 High Street Is included in A1.1 Schedule of Protected Heritage ltems and Sites with protection given to
the ‘facade and bulk appearance to High Street’.

The budldings are not included in the New Zealand Heritage List/Rirangl Korero,
332 High Street is also included in the High Street Residentlal Heritage Precinet (AL.1.6).

HISTORICAL OWMERSHIP AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE SITE (IN BRIEF)

The earliest awnership details of Section 16, Block Vil are unclear, but it appears to have been initially granted
to an Individual named Inglis before being sold on te a McLeod. In 1859 It was sold to Malcolm Graham.' Rates
records show that he owned the section as part of a larger landholding that incorporated Sections 12-17 in
Block VI, In 1861 three dwellings are recorded on this set of town sections.?

Graham was a solicitor In Dunedin and owned multiple properties around the town. It is probable that the
three dwellings recorded on Sections 12-17 in 1861 were rental units. However, it Is also possible that one was
his own home. Graham died in 1863 and his wife Christing passed away a year later, leaving the property to
be held In trust for his infant child - James Charles Graham,” Property records appear to suggest that the site
continued to be managed by trustees on behalf of J. C. Graham Into the 20 century,

There are contracictory records about the construction date for the building at 332 High Street, Dunedin City
Council rates records and central government valuation rolls suggest the bullding was constructed in 1900,
replacing a c. 40 year old single dwelling on the site (presumably ene of the three dwellings bullt in 1860-
1861.* However, the building is alse shown in the 1898 Prictor image (Figure 1) and its front gables appear to
be visible in a circa 1887 image of High Street (Figure 2-Figure 3], There is also an 1883 tender advertisement
* for the ERECTION of 3 TERRACE of RESIDENCES in High and Melville Streets, for £ C Meadway, Esq,, trustee in
the estate of & €. Graham, Fsg.* No equivalent tender notice supporting a 1900 construction date has been
identified, On balance, the physical depictions of the bullding during the 19* eentury suggest that it was built
prior to 1900, although the reason for conflicting rates and valuation information Is unclear,

! Deeds Index C- 166,

2 Dunedin Town Board Katebook, 1B57-1862.

1 Archives Mew Zealand, BZ2049559,

4 100 Rates Records, 1876-1910; Archives Mew Zealand, R21038178,
* (Mago Daily Times, 1883, *Tenders', 24 December, Pg. 3.
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332 High Street, Dunedin/BRS & HIAS
Apail 71

n O .
Figure 2. Detail of 1898 Prictor image.

Figure 3. Circa 1887 imadge fooking down high Street”

& From DOC Heritage Assessment.
! Te Fapa, OLODDE30,
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332 High Street, DianedindAFls & HIAS
April 2021

Figure 4, Detail of Figure 2, showing what anpears to be the front gables of 337 High Street fcentre left, to the
fert af the fefacraph polel. The pvesent iouse at 3176 High Stroot & wisibie ot the nghi of the image.

Regardless of the construction date, it is likeky that the semi-detached dwellings were built as, and have always
remalned as, rental houses. No evidence has been identified that suggests J. €, Graham ever lived at the
address and late 19 century Stone's directodes record a changing array of individuals occupying dwellings
at the approximate location of 332 High Street. This pattern continued into the 207 century: Peter Entwisle’s
Seheduled Heritage Place Record of the bulldings describes a succession of venants that generally changed at
least every five years from 1905 to 1985

Building alterations noted in the Dunedin City Council records reflect this continuing use as a rental property,
in 1923 the two criginal dwellings were subdivided to create four separate tenancies, two upstairs and two
downstalrs, Later in the 1980z, additional reoms were added to the upstairs tenancies, presumably to provide
additional bedroom space for more tenants. Bathroom facilities were also incrementally modernised betwean

thve 19705 and 19404,

Accordingly, the bulldings have been modified since their original construction on a number of occasions.
The Scheduled Heritage Place Recond advises that the subdivision of the bulldings before 1935 reflects the
slow decline that ocourred in the area as the motor car allowed more well-to-do peaphe 1o live in the suburbs.

HERITAGE SIGNIFICANCE

Thee fellowing is noted from the Schaduled Heritage Place Recond;

a)  Particular note s made of the Colonlal bay villa design, the architectural symmetry, and the external
features of the balconies, steps, gates and walls [assumed to be the front retaining wall);

bi  The bulldings are considered to be an element of the terminus of the view up Mehille Street;

¢} The bulldings are not considered to be the most impesing houses on the street, but have rarity and as a
combination are mpressive’; and

di  The buildings reflect the changing economic fortunes and social composition of the High Street anea from
a historical and soclal perspective.

Accordingly, the slgnificance assessment is given as:

Historlc/social Local
Splritual/Cultural Hone

' 0T Archives, Drainnge M1206, LETT0, E4467, E3329, D3BEY, 2382, 2333, B4215, A454 Building Plans
TGRR 4782, 1923 6633, AARISHI0HS 2653,
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332 Higlh Sweet, Dumedin/RFls & HIAS

April 2021
Design Regional

Technologlcal/Scientific Mone

OVERALL HERITAGE SIGMIFICANCE Reglonal

Whilst Origin Consultants Ltd agrees with much of the information in the Scheduled Heritage Place Record,
the averall assessment of 332 High Street as being of ‘regional’ significance is considered to be an over-
estimation of the bulldings’ heritage value, Generally, throughout the Otago region, domestic buildings of
Colenial bay design are not generally considesed to be rare and these particular buildings have had
maodifications to them over a leng period of time. There has also been a long-term decline in thelr aesthetic
value,

B. WHAT WORKS ARE PROPOSED

The buildings are proposed to be demolished for the reasons given in the Hanlon & Partners and Flanders
Marlow repaorts and replaced by new housing as shown in the David 1. Rutter design drawings., The new
housing will be in 2 blocks - the details are shown on the drawings, but a general summary is given below:

Front block facing the High Street

Two-storeyTive units;

Symimetrical, bay-fronted design;

Marrower bullding width/frontage to allow a drive to be formed along the west boundary;
Cornegated Colorsteel roof cladding;

spouting/ralnwater fittings to match the roof cladding;

Painted timber joinery, including double-glazed timber windows and timber sills, fascias and finlals;
Painted timber rusticated weatherboards and facing boards;

Painted timber ply sheet and painted timber, bull nose mouldings to the bays; and

Framed glass barriers to the first floor balcankes with supporting painted timber posts.

ool e ol e e o

The proposed extarnal colours will be similar to those existing to the current bullding, namefy:

s FRoof colour = grey from the Resene Herltage Colour Chart tramslated Into the best-match for
Colorsteel/Colorbond;

s Weatherboard calor creamdyellow.

» Jolnerytrim colour - whitefoff-white and green.

Confirmation of the final colour scheme can be subject to the approval of Council,

The overall design Intention is to create a contemporary new bullding of quality design and materlals that
reflects the nature of the existing bullding and takes its place as townscape element of the view up Melville
Strest,

It is proposed to keep the existing retaining wall to the street frontage, but to form an opening in it at the west
end so that a drive can be formed to allow off-street parking behind the block. The present paired flights of
steps up from the pavement will be re-built s a gingle flight. As is commaonly found along the High Street,
these two openings In the front retaining wall will be finished with concrete masonry posts. Picket-type timber
fencing will be used along the retaining wall and drive as both a safety barrier (1o prevent peopde falling) and
to enhance the grandeur of the new building.

The bank along the pavement frontage will remain grassed and a small number of trees will introduced to
compliment the new bullding and reduce the already limited street views through to the back of the site,
where the rear block and parking will be constructed,

Rear block

Two-storeyTour units;

Symmetrical, gable fronted design;

Conugated Colorstesl roof cladding;

Spoutingfraimwater fittings;

Pre-finished aluminium double-glazed windows and doors;
Painted timber/ply vertical board and batten wall claddings.

ol Bl
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332 High Streot, DunedinmFls & HIAS
April 221

The proposed external colours are as above,

I between the front and rear blocks will be a turning and parking area finished with asphalt.

C. RESPONSE TO RFls

L4 Ploase identify “the adverse effects of losing the buliding” as referred to fn the last paragraph of
page 7 of the application.

As stated above under the heading of ‘Heritage Significance’, the heritage values of the buildings are derived
fram their Colonkal bay villa design (and some other extemnal features to the front of the buildingl, their street
pasition as the backdrop to the view up Mebville Street, and the way in which they reflect the changing
economic fortunes and soclal composition of the High Street area. The result of these values |s the protection
given to the Tagade and bulk appearance to High Street’ by the District Plan.

The adverse effects of losing the buildings will be the loss of these values, where they cannot be mitigated by
the new development proposed. The way in which the proposed development will mitigate these adverse
effects is:

s The creation of a new, contemporary bullding at the front of the site of quality and design that
reflects the style of the existing fagade and the bulk appearance of the buildings to the High Street.

=  The new building will take the place of the existing one as the terminus of the view up Melville Street;
that saich, it is noted that the District Plan protection |s specific to the bulk appearance from the High
Stresed, and not from Melville 5treet.

s The new buildings will continee the histeric use of the site for multi-occupancy domestic purposes.
In & way, it will also reflect a contemporary extension, or continuance, of the changing coonomic
fortunes of the High Street area as old gives way to new,

i There Is an archacological alert layer identified for the slte, Please provide detalls of any proposed
earthwarks for the site,

At this concept/preliminary design stage, it is not possible to be exact abaout the earthworks that will be
needed for the proposed development to take place; these will be investigated and refined during the future
developed design/detailed design stages. For now, it Is only possible to indicate that earthworks are likely to
b required in respect of:

s Excavation of existing bullding foundations;

Site scrape for the new buildings and drive, etc, and remaoval of existing vegetation;
Excavation of the frent bank for the new vehicular access and new flight of steps;
Trenching for new building services;

Any Investigations or remedial groundworks required for engineering purposes; and
Excavations for new building foundations.

7 Please provide evidence that an archacological authority from Heritage New Zealand has been
applied for,

At Resource Condent stage, [t Is often too early to be able to prepare an Archaeological Assessment and make
an application to HNZPT for an Authosity as there Is insufficient information on which to base the assessment
and application. This is the case for 330-332 High Street.

- O W B W

However, a preliminary discussion has been held with HNZPT (refer to the correspondence In Appendix Bl and
Mr. Seque is aware of the pre-1900 status of the site, the need for an archaeological assessment to be made,
and an Authority obtained.

RFis 9 and 10 are dealt with beiow,

Poge 7ol 13
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D. HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT

g, Fleass provide an assessment of the effects of the removal of the bufiding at that location on the
values of the High Streel Residential Heritage Precinct.

As the 3D photographic Images show, the primary streetscape element of the proposed new
development will be the front block. The rear block will either not be visible or will be barely visible from
the street depending upon the place in the street from which the view s taken,

Section AZ1.6 provides a description of the heritage precinct and sets out its characteristics. As a starting
point, it is considered that the existing buildings accord with seme of these characteristics as follows:

o There s no crossing or garaging to the street frontage;

a  The architectural design, inchuding the bays, balconies and window/door design, contributes to the
verticality of the streetscape;

o The roof design S roof line adds interest; and

o The bullding is 2-stoney,

The buildings do not, however, have the building materlals that are recognised as a particular feature of the
precint, such as brick masanry walling (except for the internal party wall), Marsellle tiles and slates.

Accardingly, the positive characteristics of the heritage precinct that the existing bullding displays will be lost,
I : 2 ated by fagade and bulk appearance to the High Street of the

Section A2.1.6.2 records the herltage precinct values 1o be protected. Thase are set out below, together with
comment on whether they are relevant to the subject site and, If so, the extent of any adverse effects upon
them created by the proposed development,

Value to be protected Relevance and effect

The large number of scheduled heritage and | Relevant

charscter-contributing buildings in the anea Thie fagade and bulk appearance of the buikdings to
be demolished is scheduled. There will be a
moderate adverse effect by their removal, but this
will be mitigated by the creation of a new bullding
of character-contributing  fagade and  bulk
appearance to the front of the section.

A strong focus on grand, individual architecturally | Relevant.
designed homes As above, the fagade and bulk appearance to High
Street will be removed, but will be replaced by
character-contributing building elements (fagade
and bulk).

“The use of amamentation and detall in design s albove.

The use of red brick and masonry in construction Mot directly relevant in respect of the bulkdings, but
the masonry retaining wall to the street frontage will
be retained and adapted for the new develapment,

A general lack of visible offstreet car parking, | Relevant.

including garages and carports This value will be protected by the off-street car
parking being placed at the rear of the front
building and, hance, not {or just barely) visible fram
the street.

Established gardens and trees Partially relevant,

The existing bullding |s set withina grassed site with
trees, particularly to the rear; however, there are no
formally established garden areas. The proposed

Page 8 of 13
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new development will include grassed areas and
plantings.

[ The focus on buildings presenting attractive and
welcoming fagaces 1o the street

Rilevant,

The proposed mew front building is designed to
maintain the current connection of the existing
facade to the street, and 1o enhance it given that the
aesthetic appearance of the current building has
declined over a long perlod. This will include a flight
of steps between the new front building and the
street and an entrance to the first residential undt in
the street fagade,

Section A2, 1,6.3 records the principal threats to these values, Comment upon them is made below:

Threat

Comment

The demolition of existing scheduled heritage and
charactes-contributing buildings

The structural and seismic reasons for the proposed
demolition of the existing scheduled heritage
building(s) are set out in the two reports by Hanlon
& Partrvers Ltd,

Insufficient maintenance of bulbdings

As above,

Development of new bulldings and alterations to
existing  buildings that are unsympathetic o
existing bulldings

The proposed new front building fagade and bulk
appearance to the streéet is designed to be in
sympathy with the existing buildings and, hence,
with its precinet surrcundings.

The use of materials in new buildings or alterations
toexlsting bulldings that are inconsistent with those
used Imthe area

fis above

The rermowal of original materials and features from
scheduled heritage buildings

Mot applicable,

Car parking in front of buildings

Mot applicable,

The ks of established trees and gardens

There will be some wegetation removal required for
the new development, but this wegetation is not
generally visible from the street. The planting in the
front of the gite will be grass with 2 specimen trees,
one either side of the steps / entrance.,

The cumulative negative effects on  heritage
streetscape character of the incremental loss of
heritage  and  character-contributing  buildings
through additions and alterations and demolition,

The facace and bulk appearance to High Street of
the existing buildings will be demolished, but will be
replaced by  character-contributing  building
elerments (fagade and bulk).

Assessment of the proposal against the relevant parts of AZ 1G4 Features and characteristics to be

incorporated into design”:

-ﬁ - 'ﬂl.'fi”i_! |I JI!E: !!!
a. Height =

Hew buildings should be cansistent in height with immediate neighbours | Complies with the relative
where these are scheduled herltage buildings or character-contributing | height  relationship  that
buildings. current exists on the site,

b. Bulk & locaticn

Poge ¥ of 13
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Houses should be orientated so that the front wall is paraliel with the
streel.

Complles

Bulldings at the front of the site should be bullt close to the road
boundary, consistent with the adjacemt scheduled heritage buildings or
character-contributing bulldings.

Comples

i, Car parking

Where possible, parking areas should be located discrectly to the rear of
dwelling units. Where they are located at the front of the site, they should
be set back from the road frontage and where possible, incorporate
fenclng, walls, hedges or landicaping to reduce the negative amaenity
effects and visibility of vehicles,

Complies

d. Design

Mew buildings should be sympathetic to existing scheduled heritage
buildings or character-contributing buildings in the part of the precinct
they are located in.

Complics

Mew buildings will generally draw important design cues from Victorian
or Edwardian heritage and character-contributing buildings In the
precingt, including scale, orentation, roof pitch, window alignment,
materlals and detalls, although these may be expressed in a simpler
fashion than on historic buildings.

Complies

Bulldlms. should accentuate a vertical dimension,
Buildings should present a balanced, &

Comiplies
Complies

Road facing f es shoald Ik like the front of a bulbding.

metrical fagade 1o the street.

Camplies

Buildings should have a clear entrance way, visible from the street. This
entrance should Inclede some architectural detall and should not be a
ranch stider.

Camplies {first reshdentlal unit
and flight of steps]

design of the bullding, accentuating the verticality and symmetry of the
bsileling.

Window placement and allgnment should be a key component of the |

Complies

[ Roof pitch should be between 30° - 45, Pitch may be lower where the roof
is concealed behind a parapet.

Complies

Roofs should be gabled. At least one gable should face the road frontage,
unless the building is a terraced house or cottage,

Complies

e, Materials

Building fagades should be clad in materials such as plaster, brick, stone,
concrete or weatherboards, which are visually consistent with the
traditional materials of the precinct.

Complies

Buildings should avoid the use of single cladding materials and use a mix
of materials to create shadow/depth and visual interest in the fagade.

Cormplies - weatherboards
and moubded plain panaels 1o
bays

f. Fenoes

Front fences should preferably be no higher than 1400mm on road
frontages to protect views of buildings. Side fences should only go higher
once they have passed the building setback. Fences higher than 1400mm
should be visually permeable.

‘Complies

Fences should be made from similar materials to those traditionally
associated with scheduled heritage and character-contributing bulldings
in the area e.q. wrought iron, timber, brick or stone. Concrete block and
| basic pool fencing should be avoided.

Complies - timber picket

Retaining walls should be constructed of materials such as rendered
concrete block, orib walling or stone, rather than gablon baskets, timber
ar sheet materials such as iron.

Camplies - the majority of the
existing ks vo be retained

| g. Colour

Base colours for walls and roofs should be chosen from a palette of
heritage or neutral colours. Bright colours should be avoided, although
calour can be used effectively for highlighting detatls.

Complies = refer o colour
descriptions  earlier in  this
document

I. Gther
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‘Building utilities should be located In a way that reduces visual clutter, | Any utilities will be located

Where located in areas visible to the public, they should be installed | behind  the front  block,

discreetly or screensad from view. sereened from pulblic strest
il

vl Please provide greater details of the design elements and detafling for the new bulldings and an
urban design assessment from a sultably qualified persan of how these complement the values of
the High Stroet Resicential Herltage Precinct,

The design elemants and detailing for the new bulldings are set out in Section B, above,

The urban design assessment Is part of the heritage impact assessment sat out above, primarily the response
to AZ VG4

Owverall, from an historic enwvironment urban design perspective, the front bullding is proposed to be
sympathetic to the existing bullding on the sie. It is not a replica bullding, but Is intended 1o be a quality,
contemporary reflection of it that will sit comfortably in its place and which will have no significant adverse
effects on the value of the heritage precinct. Its materiats and architectural features will be reminiscent of the
existing building and appropriate to the historic environment.

The rear block will not be prominent in the streetscape; from many perspectives it will not be visible at all. It
s most likely to be seen from the west side of the road junction with Malville Street, but the rising slope of the
ground and selected tree plantings are intended to further reduce this visibility. The design of the rear block
is intended to be different to the front block; it will nat be part of the streetscape and i again intended to be
conemporary. It has been designed $o as not to compete an the site with the front block and will also be the
location of car parking conceabed from the street,

E. CONCLUSION & ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS ON HISTORIC HERITAGE

The loss of a scheduled heritage bullding is regrettable, but the reasons for the proposed demalition are
clearly sot out in the Hanlon & Partners and Flanders Marlow documents.

From a heritage perspective, it is accepted that the loss of the scheduled facade and bulk appearance of the
basildling to the High Street will have a low to moderate adverse effect on the heritage values of the precinct.
However, as shown In the above sssescments, the proposed new frant building will work to mitigate this affect
and will enhance the aesthetic of the site, which Is currently poor, In 2014, the Scheduled Heritage Place
Record for the buildings accepted that they “are ot the most imposing houses on the street” and the proposed
development will have the positive benefit of improving the precinct environment in the vicinity of the site.

Robin Miller

Dractor

Chartered & Reglstered Building Surveyor
RICS Certifled Historic Bullding Professional
For and on behalf of Origin Consultants Ltd

Phone 03 442030070321 426 699
Office 9 Arrow Lane, Arrowtown
Past PO Box 213, Queenstown 9348
Web  www.orlginteam.co.nz
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SCHEDULED HERITAGE PLACE RECORD FORM
332 High Stresat

B308

PROPERTY INFORMATION

Address 330-332 High Streat

Legal Description Cec 16 Blk VII Town of Dunedin
Building Mame

Precinct High Street Residential Heritage Precinct
HPT registration Mot registered

Building Use Residential

Current Vacant Space %

Estimated Building Condition Fair

HISTORIC AND ARCHITECTURAL INFORMATION

Architectural Period Victorlan

Style/Era One of a pair of semi-detached, two
storeyed, symmetric colonial bay villas.

Date of Construction By 1898

Architect/Designer

Builder

Historic Use Residential

Construction Materials Stone foundations? Timber for the
upper parts; corrugated iron roofs.

Architeckural Features Bay windows, balconies, decorative
ironwork on the building and its
approaches,

Themes/Subthemes Represented Theme 10: residential development

Site and first building

High Street was one of the principal thoroughfares laid out by Charles Kettle when he
surveyed Dunedin for the Otago Association In 1846-7. It extends through his Town Belt
precipitately in switchback gradients to Its intersection with Princes Street, which with
George Street, form Dunedin's principal commercial thoroughfare. Despite its difficult
gradients High Street affords spectacular views of the harbour and its surrounding hills.

From the late 1860s the Exchange area, as It is now called, around the triangle formed by
the intersection of High and Rattray Streets at Princes Street, became the eommarcial
centre of the city. Above Clark Street High Street became a very desirable resldential
address with handsome and sometimes imposing houses built on its steep sites. The
construction of a cable car tramway along High Street in 1883 gave the residents
convenient access to the business district while affording views as impressive as those of
San Francisco, where there Is a still surviving cable tramway with a comparable

Harltage Assessment 330-332 High Street
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orientation. While 332 and its nelghbour 330 High Street are not the most imposing
houses on the street, they are rare of their type and as a combination impressive. They
farm the terminus of the view from Melville Street, which makes them a landmark.

An 1898 image shows 332 and its nelghbour 330 High Street on the present site then,

L ..1" 4 g L W W G
1. Prictor 1898 detail. 332 & 330 High Street are the pair of houses near the top and to
the right of centre facing Melville Street, the thoroughfare forming a T junction with High
Street approaching it diagonally from the left of this image.

There Is a puzzle here as the city councll’s rate assessment records show only land at the
address in 1900 assessed at £24. The document for 1901 records two houses assessed at
£144.' But the evidence of the Prictor image seems incontrovertible. It Is not a
photograph but a lithograph published by W.J. Prictor for the Jubllee of Otago in 1898.°
How would its maker come to show such a pair of houses on just that site if they were
not already there? It seems best to suppose they were but that for some reason the rate
records did not take note of them until 1901, The owner and occupier in 1900 and also in
1901, is recorded as James Graham.’

! Email Chiis Scatt DEASPeter Entwisle 10y/2/ 14 citing rate records.
* Ellis, 1978, pp, 2301, item 1023,
' emall Chris Scatt DCASPeter Entwisie 10/3/14 diting rate recocds,
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2. Approach to 332 High Street 21 February 2014, Photo by Peter Entwisle.



88

3. 330 High Street 21 February 2014, Photo by Peter Enbwisle.

New Zealands colonlal bay villas can be categorised by the height and proportlons of
their principal facades. There are single storey symmetric and asymmetric compositions.
The symmetric ones have two bay windows, each in its own forward reach, set equally
apart. The asymmaetric ones have a single bay window, in a forward reach, with a lateral
compartment to one side, wider than the forward reach. There are two storey vanations
of each. There are some truncated two storey symmetric compesitions with the shortened
forward compartment ending in a party wall for a semi-detached partner which never got
bullt. More rarely there are also semi-detached symmetric pairs, where the second house
was constructed, The house at 332 High Street, with its neighbour 330, s one. There are
now few others particularly timber ones. Having side bays as well as forward ones it is
probably the best surviving example.
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3,332 8330 th Streat 21 February 2014. Photo by Peter Entwiske. The side bay of 330
is apparent at right. There is a matching one at 332,

Later occupation and changes

Im 1905 332 was numbered 96a and 330 95. 96a was occupied by Charles Henry Tucker,
of Charles Henry Tucker and Co., whikte 26 was the home of Sydney lacobs, a salesman,”
In 1910 this was still 50 but by 1914 lacobs had been replaced by Willlam McHutehesan,
chief postmaster.” By 1920 the present numbering had been adopted: 332 was occupled
by Francis David Cleland, an accountant and 330 by Mrs Elizabeth Sutherland.” In 1925
Robert Kaye, an engineer, was at 332 while 330 was the hame of Max Scherek, a music
teacher.” Five years later in 1930 332 was Mrs W.A. Fleming's address while 330 had
been subdivided. It was now 330a where Max Scherek still lhved while 330 was the
address of Matthew Gray Young of G. & T, Young Limited.”

By 1935 both houses had been subdivided reflecting the area’s slow decline prompted by
the increasing use of private motor wehicles and the consequent development of mang
distant suburbs, Mrs W.A. Flaming was at 332, Mrs H.C. Madley at 232a, Alexander David

! Stone’s, 1905 p51
¥ Stone's, 1990 p.75; 1914, p.62.
 stone's, 1920 p.57.
' Seone's, 1925 p.63.
 Sgoae's, 1930 p.6a.

(%]
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Macartney, a clerk, was at 330 while ‘(Madame)’ Winnie Fraser was at 330a." By 1940
the subdivisioning had either disappeared or more likely two of the now four dwellings in
the building were empty, Sydney Herbert Wood, a draper's buyer was listed at 332 and
Ralph Fell Smith at 330.' In 1945 Miss Lorna Rowland was living at 330, Miss Doreen
Ama Medley at 332a. Frederick Airey & blacksmith was at 330 and Mrs Joanna Watt was
at 330a In 1950 Sister Angus was living at 332 High Street while Frederick Airey, a
blacksmith, was at 330 and John Laing Wood, a dental student, was at 330a."" In 1954
Mrs Annie M, Angus was at 332 as was C.L. Armstrong while Mrs Betty Armstrong was at
330 and John Richard Presland, a medical practitioner, was at 330a, "

In 1961 Mrs Annie Angus was still at 332, "Ms Lsa Pile’ [sic] was at 332a, Percival R.
Morley, a clerk, was at 330 and Mrs Jean A. Thompson was at 330a.Y In 1965 Mrs Angus
rermained at 332, Morey was still at 330 and Mrs Christina A. Small was at 330a." By
1971 Mrs Angus remained at 332 and Donald 1. McInnes, a salesman, was at 332a; 330
was occupled by Mrs N.M. George, & sales representative, and 330a by someone called
Dixon.' In 1975 332 was still Mrs Angus's address and 330a that of Mrs 0°Connor, the
only listings.'® By 1980 Wills R and Kathryn Mills were at 332, Mrs. P.E. Campbell at
332a and Mrs ‘Cthme’ Bracegirdle at 330.% By 1985 there wera no listings for 332 and
330 High Street, the directories apparently having abandoned listing private addresses. ™

This is not to say the houses were unoccupied, indeed they appear to be occupied at the
time of writing. "

SIGMIFICAMCE ASSESSMEMNT

Historle/social Local
Spiritual f Cultural None
Design Regional
Technologieal f Scientific Mone
OVERALL HERITAGE SIGNIFICAMNCE Regional

REVIEWER PROTECTION RECOMMENDED

[Tick] Features Details
e Entire external building
envelope Bulk appearance
Fagade(s) only
v Other external features Ironwiork on the house and approaches,
The gates, approaching steps and walls.
Internal features

PPER REVIEWER PROTECTION RECOMMENDED

® Srones, 1935 p.67,

™ Stone's, 1940 p6A,

" Stones, 1950 p.AL

¥ Shone’s, 1954 p.ES.

" Wise's NZ Post Olfice Directory Vol 4 Ologo-Southland 1561, p.db.
¥ Wise's Past Office Directary Vol 4, Otage-Soutfdmad 1965, pAT.

™ Whse's Post Office Ddrechary Viod 4, Otage-Sowthimad 1971, pad,
 Wise’s Past Office Directary volume four = 1975 (togo-Southlond, p.532.
¥ Wise's Otogo-Southiand Directory Volume 4, 1980, p.536.

W Wise's Otogo Southland Directory Movember 1985, p.518.

™ persanal exterior insprction 372714,
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[Tick] Features Details
Entire external building
v envelope
v Bulk appearance Facade and bulk appearance to High
Fagade(s) only Straet.
Other external features
Internal features

HERITAGE ASSESSMENT SCHEDULED HERITAGE PLACE
HISTORIC/SOCIAL

i. Iz the feature associated with an important event or activity?
i, Is the fealure assoclated with a notable person, group ar organisation?

The building is assessed as having LOCAL historic/social significance,

i. The building epitomises the changing economic fortunes and social composition of the
High Street area owver Iks history.

SPIRITUAL/CULTURAL

I Does/did the feature provide an important contribution to a way of Ne, cullure,
phitosophy, religion or other belef?

ii.  Isfwas the feature an important landmark or symbol for a particular group or
COrymaily?

The building is not assessed as having spiritualfcultural significance,

DESIGM

In the fields of architecture/landscape/urban/technical/engineering design:
i. Is the fealure a good example of @ particular shyle, perfod, funclion or designer?
.  Does the feature have noteworthy aesthetic qualities?
.  Does the feature have a significant design relationship with its setting and/or
strrounding features, neighbourhood or area?
fiv, Does the feature display noteworthy craftsmanship or crealive, asesthelic or
Innovative use of materials, spaces, finishes and construction melhads?

I. The building is a rare example of a two storeyed, symmetric semi-detached pair of New
Zealand colonial bay villas, Though unusual it is representative of the buildings of the
High Street Heritage Precinct in being an impressive residential building.

ii, As the terminus of the view from Melville Street the pair is a landmark building.

iv. The bays, balconies and the decorative ironwork both on the houses and their
approaches and the approaches themselves are noteworthy aesthetic features.

TECHNOLOGICAL/SCIENTIFIC

i. Iz the feature associaled with the creation, invention, adaption or application of
an Industry, science or bechnology?
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The buliding Is not assessed as having technoleaical/sclentific significance.

STATEMENT OF OVERALL HERITAGE SIGMNIFICAMCE

The bullding is assessed as having averall regional heritage significance.

Referances

Abbreviations

LA Dunedin City Archives

DNZE The Dictionary of Mew Zealand Biography

ES The Evening Star

HC Hocken Collections

anT Otago Daily Tirmes

oW Otago Wilmness

Stone’s Stone’s (Mago & Southland, Commercial, Municipal and General Directory
and New Jealand Annual,

Ellis, E.M. & D.G., Early Prints of New Zealand 1642-1875, Avon Fine Prints Lid.,
Christchurch, 1978,

Prictor, W.1., Dumedin 1898, 1. Wilkie & Co., Dunedin, 158398,

Stope's Otago & Southland, Commercial, Municipal and General Directory and New
Zealand Annual, Stone Son & Co., Ltd,, Crawford St., Dunedin. Issued serially
1884-1954 [Stone’s].

Wise's NZ Post Office Directory Vol 4 Otago-Southland 1961,

Wise's Past Office Directory Vol 4, Otago-Southland 1965.

Wise’s Post Office Directory Vol 4, Otago-Soutiland 1971,

Wisa's Post Office Directory volume four - 1975 Otago-Southlamd,

Wise's Qtage-Southland Directory Volume 4, 1980,

Wise's Otago-Soutiland Directory NMovermiber 1985,

Assessment Completed 25 February 2014 Author Peter Entwisle
Peer Reviewad 30 August 2015 Reviewar Ghen Hazelton
Assessment Updated Author

Other comments [ am indebted to Meg Davidson for image editing.
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APPENDIX B — CORRESPONDENCE WITH HNZPT
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Fram Jeremy Mords

Tat Dilends il

Cct Riobin Miler

Subyject: Rie:; Enguiry

Diabar: Moncay, 12 April 2001 10:%5:29 AM

Thanks Mikole,
Kind regards

Jeremy

On Mon, 12 Apr 2021, 8:52 AM Nikole Wills, <NWills@@heritage.org.nz> wrote:

Hi Jeremy,

The site at 332 High Street has a history of pre-1900 occupation as indicated by historic
sources including the 1898 lithograph of Dunedin city by Wilkie & Co.

Under the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014, archaeological sites are
defined as any place occupied in or prior to 1900 that may provide archaeclogical
information on the history of New Zealand. An authority is required for any works that
may modify or destroy an archaeological site; this includes earthworks on a site occupied
prior to 1900 and demolition of any pre-1900 building. Renovations or modifications to
a pre-1900 building (that do not result in its complete demolition) do not require an
authority; however any carthworks associated with the project are likely to.

As such, it would be our recommendation that the project is assessed by a consultant
archaeologist to look at the history of the site in more detail and confirm whether an
authority is required for the works. The assessment will form the basis for an authority

application.

Ngd mihi
Mikole

Nikale Wills | Archacologist Poutsirangahin Otago/Southland | Heritage Mew Zealand Pouhere Taonga | PO
Brooe 5467, Dunedin 9054 | Ph. +64 3 470 2364 | Mob, 027 240 8715 | Visit soveberiisge.orgre and keam mane
whout Mew Tealand’s heritnge places

Tatrangahia o tua whakarere; Tatakihin ngh reangn o Amurl alie nel. Morcurug the Pt bapieing te
Frinre.
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PATERSONPITTSGROUP
Your Land Professionals iy}
WWW. PROIoUR.Co.Nz | 1
osoo PPGROUP |

Our Ref: D

16 June 2021

3-Waters Team
Dunedin City Council
PO Box 5045
Dunedin

Attn:  Jakub Kochan

Dear Jakuilby

332 HIGH STREET UNITS
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN

introduction

This stormwater management plan described how stormwater flows from the proposed
development at 332 High Street will be managed to ensure that post-development discharge
is no greater than pre-development discharge.

Pre-Development Calculations
The pre-development situation has been assessed using the following parameters-

1 On-5ite Catchments:
(i} From roof surfaces: 258m? (use 'C' = 0.90)
{ii) From Paved areas: 30m? (use 'C’ = 0.85)
{iii} From garden/grass areas: 724m? (use 'C' = 0.25)
2 Off-Site Catchments:
(i} From garden/grass areas: 1,930m" (use 'C’ = 0.25)
3 Intensity data from NIWA HIRDS system, RCP8.5 (2081-2100), 10-year ARI
4 Time of Concentration (ToC) at 15 minutes
5 Intensity interpreted to be 51.0mm/hr, using NIWA data and ToC of 15 mins

Calculation of the off-site flows in a eritical rainfall event, using the above parameters,
results in a flow of 11.4 litres per second. This is therefore the maximum flow permitted to
leave the site across all post-development scenarios.

DOUNEDIN: CHRISTGHURGH: ALEXAMDRA: GROMWELL: QUEEMETOWRN: WANAKA:
PO, Box 55037 P, B TR00E P Bax 103 P, Boox 84, PO. Box 2645 P, Box 283,
[hredin SO5SE Clhaiichunch 8444 Mewanacdra B0, Crremvaed] 3T Uhmensbossn R348 Winrn ke 00

T 03477 3245 T O3 898 1533 T 05 448 8775 T3 a8 a2 T o3 4d A6 T O3 S43 000
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Post-Developrment Calculations
The post-development situation has been assessed using the following parameters-

1 On-Site Catchments:
{i} From captured roof surfaces: 333m?® (use 'C' = 0.90)
{ii) From captured paved areas: 400m? {use 'C’ = 0.85)
(iii} From captured garden/grass areas: 64m?® (use ‘C" = 0.25)
{iv) From uncaptured paved areas: 112m? (use 'C’ = 0.85)
(v} From uncaptured garden/grass areas: 103m?® (use 'C’ = 0.25)
2 Off-Site Catchments:
(i} From garden/grass areas: 1,930m? use "C" = 0.25)

3 The flow from the off-site catchment is to be adjusted by 50% for the 10-minute
event duration calculation as this catchment will take 20 minutes to reach full
flovws,

4 Intensity data from NIWA HIRDS system, RCP8.5 (2081-2100), 10-year AR

Time of Concentration (ToC) at 15 minutes for the uncaptured flows.

6 Intensity interpreted to be S51.0mm/hr for the uncaptured flows, using NIWA data
and ToC of 15 mins

un

The attached plan shows the various post-development catchments, It also shows the
original lecation of the proposed stormwater tank and an alternative location that is clear of
the vehicle manoeuvring area [which would be superior in the event that the selected tank
cannot support vehicle loading).

The flow from the critical event for the uncaptured catchments has been calculated at be 1.4
litres per second. This flow will pass into the stormwater system without being controlled in
any way. Accordingly, the permitted maximum flow from the detention tank facility is
determined to be the pre-development site flow less the uncontrolled flow, therefore 11.4
Ifs less 1.4 1fs = 10.0 litres per second,

Testing of various stormwater detention methods, it has been determined that a sterage
tank of the following specification will successfully provide sufficient storage to cater for all
10-yvear ARl events-

1 Tankinternal depth of 1.2m
Z Restricted orifice of B5mm
3 Tank size of 6,000 litres

Using the information in 1 and 2 above, the following discharge rates can be calculated from
the tank at different levels of storage:

When the tank is 25% full: 48lfs
When the tank is 50% full: .00/
When the tank is 75% full: B.61s
When the tank is 100% full: 10.01fs
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The ability for the proposed storage tank to successfully cater for all 10-year AR| events is
summarised in the table below. This table calculates how long each 25% section of the tank
will take to fill under event durations of different times. Provided that the total length of
time for the tank to fill under each duration is greater than the length of the event itsell, we
can be confident that the storage capacity of the tank will not be exceeded under any 10-
year ARI scenario, In this instance, the closest that the tank gets to becoming full is during
the 20-minute event scenario, in which the tank would need a period of time of 2004
minutes to reach its capacity.,

Evest Dutits, fssira] 10 20 o &0 120, 360 0
Injmrery i) T 140 My 7 LKL} [ E]

Flow ints Tank g 806 Lt 1% 215 550 120 119
Biichargs fer 111 25% b 48 ag [T 48 4.8 43 L8

151 5% Retention Bate retained al: HIFH B39 553 2395 a7 -1.51 -i.61

Tank Yabeame in 141 358 vikaneg in segmank: 150 150 155 150 150 1.50 (-]
Tirme (o £ 15t I35 Lirng tor il i 24 g .1 (1 Nl SRR SR
Diacharpe for 2nd 25% utliore: 10 T 10 10 ETi] 70 ]

Ind 155 Ritenlisn Rale reLabsed At BO7? 620 580 .76 139 80 4.8
TeskVolame n2nd 23% - volune in uagment; 150 L50 150 150 .50 180 1.50

[Tismes 1 Fill e 2550 e 10 181 jmin 11 an 66 aral D wE- B3
Diacharge for 3nd 35% autfice L6 25 1) B [T LE BE

3rd 25% Reterion Raie retainedat: G4l 455 115 g8 -3.04 5A5 445

Taenk Wolyne in Snd 255 valumie ¥ 3egits: L50 1.50 150 150 150 150 1.50
Tiewe: 1o Fl 3ed 15% e 1o 481 i 18 58 wel A M 48 3N
Iicharge T 4th 254 ol 180 130 1m0 i .y 10 10

A 35 Retendion Asie retained it 5.4 ER T 0 LI A A2 6% ¥

Taerke Viedusee s 4Lh 250 wadume In pegment; 1800 1500 1500 15000 1300 1.0 B850
Tirree b 1l dth 35t time 1o 1§l fmin]: 5.0 1.8 3.y FUEND . TG 32 :
Tatal Time to Fill [misaj: 4 204 551 24 -1 -36.4 2LE Y]
et B 01 LEain 1 i a0 2] ix0 E L] 1

Table 1: Tank Performance Calculations
Mote that the cells in the table above that are highlighted in yellow indicate periods of time
in which the stored volume of water is reducing (i.e. the incoming flows are lower than the
discharge flows).

Additional notes;

1 The proposed stormwater management design will collect water from an off-site

catchment (the back yards of 338-356 High Street) and allow this water to pass
through the new tank and into High Street. This does not significantly change the
outfall for this off-site water, as presently it continues to flow to the eastern
boundary of 326 High Street (some 30m further east), fram which it is captured
and transferred into the High Street catchment. This design will simply capture
the off-site water slightly earlier in its travels.

2 An overflow pipe will be installed from the tank to cater for over-design rainfall
events. It is recommended that the manhole access lid to the detention tank is
also formed in such a manner as to enable any overflow from this access point to
be directed to the new driveway that slopes down to High Street. This will
essentially provide an additional secondary flow path away from the new units.

3 The total tank depth is expected te be 2.1m from the ground surface to the discharge
invert level. An example tank option is attached for reference (however this
might not be the actual tank this is installed). At 1.2m depth, there remains
generous amount of fall from the tank invert to the DCC stormwater sewer in
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High Street {approximately 1.7m height difference), which will easily support
passage of the tank discharge flows. Potentially, discharge to the kerb and
channel might also be an option (there is approximately 0.5m drop between the
tank invert and the kerb and channel), however that option has not been
investigated in more than a cursory fashion by this evaluation.

Summary

1

Pkl

The 10-year ARI critical event flow for the site in its pre-development form is 11.4
litres per second.

The maximum discharge rate from the detention tank is calculated by the pre-
development flow less the uncontrolled post-development flows. Therefore 11.4
Ifs less 1.4 Ifs = 10.0 |fs.

The proposed storage tank, with an internal storage depth of 1.2m, a restricted
orifice of 65mm and a storage capacity of 6,000 litres will ensure that the
maximum discharge flow does not exceed the allowable discharge flow of 10.0
Ifs, and that the tank will be able to cater for all 10-year AR post-development
sCenarios.

The existing off-site catchment flow that presently passes through the site will be
redirected by the proposed development, however this will have no effect on the
network as it will quickly reach the same catchment that it presently feeds (just a
short distance upstream of its present cellection point).

The landowner is recommended to install debris catch-traps in the roof gutter
systems and yard sumps in erder to prevent debris from entering (and potentially
blocking) the datention tank.

The landowner is recommended to establish a maintenance program for the
detention tank.

Yours faithfully
PATERSOM PITTS LIMITED PARTMERSHIP

--- _-'..
Lo
S -—

—

Kurt Bowen
Registered Professional Surveyor

Attachments

-

MNIWA HIRDS data printout
Post-development catchment plan
Example detention tank specification
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Site Information

222 2017 NIWA and Mew Zealand Regional Councils
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High Intensity Bainfall Sysiem htpsfhirds. niwa_co.nz

To generate a set of resulls, either click on an existing data paint, or & new location and éntar a
sile name, then press the Generate Reporl billon,

Latitude =45.87991 859640066
Longitude 170L494 29363012314

Site Mame 330 High

Site Id

Output Table Format
i} Depth - Duration - Frequency
(= Intensity - Duration - Frequency

i Generate Reporl

Results Spreadshest Download &

( .
RCPE,0 Scenario | RCP&.5 Sconario |

Site Detals ( Historical Data RCP2.6 Scenario ! RCPA.S Scenario

Rainfall intensities (mm/hr) :: RCP8.5 for the period 2031-2050
ARI AEP 10m 20m 30m 1ih 2h  Bh 12h 24h 4Bh T2h 86h 120h
158 D633 247 172 142 103 755 452 317 215 138 1.04 0837 0.701
2 0500 279 195 160 116 B850 506 355 240 1.54 1.16 0931 0778
5 0200 401 278 227 164 119 706 482 330 211 158 .27 1.06
10 0,100 502 347 283 204 148 BEE 601 402 256 1.91 1.53 1.28
20 0050 617 424 2348 248 179 104 722 480 305 227 1.8 1.5
30 0033 692 475 387 277 199 116 798 530 338 250 200 1.66
40 0026 748 512 417 298 214 124 856 567 358 267 213 177
&0 0020 794 543 442 915 226 131 801 59 3.7 28D 223 186

60 0017 833 569 463 330 236 137 940 &2 392 291 23 193

2ofd QA0G202, B nm
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High Intensity Fainfall Sysiem
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ARI
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B4.9

1h
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106

2h

20,3
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32.7

3h

14.6
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18.7

12h
10.0
10.5

127

24h
6,62
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8.36
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4.37

5.23

Rainfall intensities (mm/hr) :: RCPB.5 for the period 2081-2100
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m
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20m 30m
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23.2
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57.3
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65,7
68.9

T4.2

78.4

a7

16.8
19.0
27.3
44
41.8
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50.4
53.4
S6.0
G602
G3.6

8.6

1h
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13.8

19.7

24.5

29.9

334

36.0

38,1

9.9

42.9

452

55.6

Z2h

B.80

10.1

14.2

177

21.5

23.8

25.7

27.2

284

0.5

21

J9.3

&h

5.20

5.86

823
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14.7

15.4

16.2

17.3

18.2

221

12h
3.58
.03
5.64
6.93
B.34
.23
2.9
Tog

10l
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14.8

24h

2,39
2.68
a1

454
5.44
6.01
344
G.7T
7.o7
53
7.

9.52

48h

1.82
1.70
2.54
2.85
3.41

ars
4.m

4.2
4.39
4.68
4.80

L.B7

T2h
4.09

d.24

.87

72h
1.13
1.26
1.74
211
2 52
277
296
4.1
324
3.44
3.60

4.30

GEh
247
2.58

3.08

86h
0.802
1.m
1.38
1.68
2.00
220
235
247
2.57
273
2.86

3441

huips:Ahirds miwa.co.ni

120k
2.05
2.14

2.55

120h
l}.?EJ
0.842
1.15
1.40
1.66
1.82
1.85
2,04
212
208
2.36

2.81
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G ek VERSATILE.
& GUY " RELIABLE.
~ STRONG.

COMPLIANT.

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT.
i
stormVAULT

The Tank Guy - 06 326 BBBE

stormVAULT stormwater management tanks from Devan offer
stormwater solutions with a 15-year domestic warranty and are
ready to be specified in your project.



30 YEARS OF PROVEN TANK

MANUFACTURING

111

QUALITY

Devan has been in business for over 30 yvears and If there is anything that time has taught us it is that our
cUslomers see no compromise when it comes to confidence and reliability,

. B = | |
ALET LANKS TMaky

stormVAULT stormw
specificalion easy

Whatewer your project’s soll fype or walter tabbe,
stormALILT tanks are designed 1o meet your
project’s needs. Each tank s manulactured to meet
wihatewver your wolume requirements are, Standard
slzes are avallable in any combination from 2,000L

to 100001 with other wvolumes available on request.

The mare volume you reguire, the bonger the tank
Larger volumes are achieved by coupling mulliple
tanks together onsite with ease.

The tank Is the strongest design on the market and
has achleved compliance to ASMZSISAE6 Septic
Tank Standard, ARMS COPS Underground Tank
Code of Practice, and verified by CPEng Engineers
here in Mew Zealand.

Built from environmentally friendly, |-|||l_|

lasting material

Devan stormVALILT tanks are manufactured Trom
thi highest guality polvethylene available which is

ideally suited Lo our moubding technigue, giving long
life and rouble-free service,

The material is cerified o ASMLISIIGE006, A%
MNZSA020:2005, and ASMMES 2000

Polyethylene cannot rot or carrade and is ulra violset
stabised for Mew Zealand™s harsh emvirenmental
conditions. The manufaciuring procass produces
zero waste of polyethylene and the product is T00%
recyclalle,

Designed for installation Mexibility on New

Lealand sites

The tanks have been designed for the majority of soll
types and water table conditions in Mew Zealand.
Thaey have been buill to be easily installed under your
ke, Bl can also be installed under concrete drive

i space ks a premium on your site. The tank is not
refiant on surrcunding soif structures far strengfh.
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stonmsALILT TH00nwm Tank

STRENGTH TESTED,TO LAST LONG-TERM AND THE

ASSURANCE OF A 13
FEA Analysis

This image of a 10,0000 stormVALULT tank has been

modelled and tested for perfaimance across New

Zealand's -.Laﬁni._;r of soil types and water tables, not
Justin the sharl berm bul alkko modelled performance
ower the lang term. These lanks come with the Devan

15-year domestic warranty,

A

-YEAR DOMESTIC WARRANTY
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CODE

VOLUME

SVR1Z-02 2,000L 23 170 SVALP stormVAULT plastic lid
SVRI2-03 3,000L | 32 ol ki Castiron il clias O =
SVRIZ-04 4,000L l 4.1 280 commercial trafficable
svRizos  GoooL (B 59 m SVALAR  onid temporary tid

SVRIZ-07 #0000 6.7 —— stormVAULT ground anchor
SVR1Z-08 B.000L v 51!] set — 1200mm

SvRIZ-09 9,000L 8.6 570 ElmmeT 1Wmm-nver~
SVRIZA0 10,0001 o5 25 5 flow kitset
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OMPONENT!
ER .Hf r] UTION

VIDE A TROUBLE-FREE

Solid filled rib design: The upigue salid filled rib design is superior in both design
and strength (o withstand the ground pressures that will be applied over the
fetime of the tank

Unigue interlocking jointing: The unlgue interlocking jointing system ensures
there is no stain ar reliance an the weld jolns; welds are for sealing only — nol
hokding logether

Heawvy, thick, strong: We understand the demands pul on products that go
undergrourd. For this reason, the stormMALLT |5 the thickest and heaviest product
on the markel and sxcosds design standards,

Anti-floatation anchors: Made fram high-quality products that inclide
polypropylene restrains and 316 grade stainless steel ilting, these anchaes. will
stand the test of time.

Standard garden lid: Made from high-quality polyethylene with child resistant 316
grade stainkess steel, ensuring the lid remains secure, 510mm internal opening
offers easy access for inspection and maintenance,

Ductlle ron Nds: stormVALILT tanks are strong enough to be Burked undet
domestic and commercial driveways and, a5 an aplion, can come with & duciie
iron adaptor kit to adapt o a standard G00mm inlemal clearance ductile iron lid,

LENGTH
(M)

TAMHK WEIGHT

LID TYFE
(KG) '

M. OF 578 B72

& | 5103 344 1065
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APPENDIX 4:
NOTIFICATION ASSESSMENT
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2oz DUNEDIN| &Eshes
SE7 CITYCOUNCIL i.'ltup-nﬁ

14 July 2021

Cl Seque

/O MacDonell Consulting Limited,

17 CHiffs Road,

Dunedin S012

Vin email: barryi@macdanellconsulting.co. nz

Cear CI Seque

RESOURCE CONSENT APPLICATION: LUC-2019-436
330 AND 332 HIGH STREET
DUNEDIN

NOTIFICATION DECISION PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 954 TO 956G OF THE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT
1991.

Your application for resource consent has been assessed in accordance with sections 954 to 956 of the
Resource Management Act 1991, The notification decision was considered by a Senior Planner, under
delegated authority, on 2 July 2021,

The Council has determined that the consent will not need to be publicly or limited notified for the reasons
et out in the attached assessment. Howewver, It Is determined that the decision is not to be made under
delegated authority and will be referred to the hearings panel for a decision,

Please note that the determination as to whether an application should be notified or not is separate from
the issues to be considered in making o decision an the application itself.

Please feel free to contact me on 0273088950 or emall Eirstyn@planningsouth.nz If you have any
questions.

Yours faithfully
q #) '|
LAl 'af}i{/j!
i

Kirstyn Lindsay
Consultant Planner

50 The Octagan | PO Box BO04GE | Dunedin 9054, Mew Zealand | T 03 4774000 | E plannengidee.govl.ng
wwradunadingot.ng ﬂ DuredinCityCouncil ¥ @0nCityCouncil
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APPLICATION LUC-2019-436: 330 AND 332 HIGH STREET, DUNEDIN

Department: Resource Consants

BACKGROUND

The application was made in August 2019, Further information was requested and the application was
subsequently modified as a response to the questions posed. The further information is considered to form
part of the application.

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITY

Resource consent is sought to demolish the existing semi-detached pair of dwellings that currently occupy
thie site and construct two, multi-unit residential blocks provided with new vehicle access from High Street,
As a consequence of further information supplied to the Council in August 2020 and April 2021, the
application is now supported by & Heritage Impact Assessment by Origin Consultants Limited, a Detalled
Seismic Assessment by Hanlon and Partners Limited and Estimated Cost assessment for a Seismic and
Compliance Upgrade by Flanders Marlow Limited.

The subject site is located on the north side of the High Strecet opposite the junction of the High Street
and Melville Street. It comprises an elevated rectangular section of approximately 1012 square
metres with an existing two-storey domestic bullding at the top of the bank overlooking High Street.,
This building comprises a pair of near symmetrical, semi-detached, two-storey houses of Colonial bay villa
deslgn.

There is a concrete retaining wall supporting the bank, which runs the length of the strect frontage
except for a double pedestrian entrance in the centre of the frontage. This comprises two flights of
concrete/masonry steps leading up to the building, fanked by retaining walls on elther side. There is
currently no vehicular access to the site. Behind the building, there is a long rear garden with trees,

The works proposed are to demolish the existing building (both houses) and redevelop the land
with new huildings at the front and rear of the site as follows:

Front biock facing the High Street
o Two-storey/five units;
e Symmetrical, bay-franted design;
& Narrower bullding width/frontage to allow a drive to be formed along the west boundary;
s Corrugated Colorsteel roof cladding;
e Spouting/rainwater fittings to match the roof dadding;

¢ Painted timber joinery, including double-glazed timber windows and timber sills, fascias and
firials;

#  Painted timber rusticated weatherboards and facing boards;
e Painted timber ply sheet and painted timber, bull nose mouldings to the bays; and
e Framed glass barriers to the first floor balconies with supporting painted timber pasts.,
Rear biack
»  Two-storey,four units;
«  Syrnmetrical, gable fronted deslgn;
o Corrugated Colorsteel roof cladding;
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= Spouting/ralnwater fittings;
= Pre-finished aluminium double-glazed windows and doors;
= Painbed timberfply vertical board and batten wall claddings.

The praposed external colours will be similar to those existing to the current building, namebhy:

s Roof colour — grey from the Resene Heritage Colour Chart translated into the best-match for
Colorstesl/Colorbond,;

= Weatherboard colour -creamfyellow,

*  loinery/trim colour—whitefoff-white and green.

In betwesn the frant and rear Blocks will be 3 turning and parking area finished with asphalt.

The subject site is legally described as Section 16 Block VI Town of Dunedin (held in Record of Title
OT2932/90).

REASOMNS FOR APPLICATION

Dunedin currently has two district plans, the 2006 Dunedin City District #Man [2006 District Plan) and the
2GP. The decsions on the 2GF were released on 7 Hovember 20018 and the rules of the 2GP have legal
effect. The appeal period of the 2GP closed on 19 December 2018 and rules that have not been appealed
are deemed operative. An appeals version of the plan was released on 13 February 2019,

Section 86F of Act states that:

(1} A rwlein o proposed plan must be freoted o3 operative fand any previous rule as Inoperative)
if the time for making submissions or ladging appeals on the rule hos expired and, in relation
to the rule,—

[a) nosubmissions in oppasitian have been made or appeals have been lodged; or

(B} aV submissions in oppasition and appeals hove been determined; or

el el submissions n apposition kove heen withdrawn and ol appeals withdrowen or dismissed,
The site is zoned Inner City Residential under the 2GP, There is an archaeological alert layer identified for
the site. The site s also located within the High Street Residential Heritage Precinct and the existing dwelling
is identified as B30B with the facade and bulk appearance to High Street protected.
Thie followdng 2GF rules which are relevant to this proposal are under appeal:

*  Rule 15.6.6.1 Helght in refation to boundary — It is noted that there |5 no breach of either the 2GP
rule or equivalent 2006 Operative Plam Rule 8.10,2{).

Ciperative District Plan

In accordance with Section 86F of the RMA the zoning and associated rule provisions of the Plan applying
to this site are considered inoperative, with the exception of the helght plane rule noted above,  This
applies to the development of the new units only which comply with the rule,

Proposed 2GP

City Wide Activity

There are no citywide activities proposed at this time
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Rule 15.3.3.3 states that standard residential activity is permitted subject to meeting the standards as set
out below:

*  [fule 15.5.2 = Depsity

Rule 15.5.2.1.e states that within the inmer City Residential zone, the density standard Is one
habitable room per 45m?® of site area. There is no cap on the number of residential units able to
be established on the site. In this instance, the site area provides for 22 habitable rooms and 18
are propased and this rule will be met.

For completeness, there are two residential buildings to be built and these will comply with Rule
15.5.2.3,

. 5.8 - Minim r parking (Repealed | itth P5-LID 3020
. - r Living Spaca

Rule 15.5.11.1.4.i requires each unit to provide an individual minimurm outdoor amenity space of
15m! for the twa-bedroom unit and 20m? for the three-bedroom unit, Rule 15.5.11.3 requines this
outdoor space to comply with the criteria set out in Rule 15.5.11.3.a and c. in this instance, the
outdoor space to serve each unit will meet the minimum area and dimension requirements and
will be of an even grade and clear of bulldings and structures.

* Rule 15512, - Servics areas
Mot applicable

& [Rule 15.5.14 - Family Flats
Mot applicable

Development Activity

Rule 15.3.4.5 states that multi-unit developments in the Inner City Residential zone are Restricted
Discretionary activities. This rule also states that new buildings which have a footprint greater that 300m?*
are also restricted discretionary activities.

Rule 15.3,4.6 states that new bulldings In a heritage precinct which are visible from an adjoining public place
are restricted discretionary activities.

Rule 15.3.4.18 states that demolition of a scheduled heritage structure is a non-complying activity.

The following relevant development standards are assessed below:

» Rule 15.6.3 - Fire fighting
New residenttal dwellings must provide fire fighting capability in accordance with Rule 9.3.3. Rule

9.3.3 requires that, in this instance, new residential dwellings activities must ensure access 1o
sufficient water supplies for fire fighting consistent with the SNZ/PAS:4509:2008 New Zealand Fire
Lervice Firefighting Water Supplies Code of Practice, There are fire hydrants located within 135m
of the site and it is considered that this rule is met.

+ Bule 15.6.6— Helght

Rule 15.6.6.1.2.0ii states that in the Inner City Residential zone, the height in relation to boundary
must be within a plane rising at an angle of 45 degrees measurad from a point 3m above ground
level at the boundary. This standard will be met to all external boundaries.
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Rule 15.6.6.2.a.iv sets a maximum height limit of 12m beyond the required yard set back. The units
will comply with this standard.

s Rule 15.6.7.1 - Location and Screening of Car Parking

Inv all residentlal areas, parking, loading and access areas and garages and carports mast not ocoupy
more than 50% of the area of the front yard that is part of the road boundary setback required
by Rule 15.6.13, In this instance, car parking will be located to the rear of the site.

le 15, . i ildinmg Site Coverage and | rfaces

Rule 15.6.10.1.b requires a maximum building coverage of 50% and building and hard surface
coverage of B0%. In this instance proposed building coverage is 33.0% and hardsurfacing induding
buildings is 65%.

fule 15.6.13 - Boundary suthacks

A front yard setback of 3.0m and side and rear yard setbacks of 1.0m is required by Rule
15.6.13.L.a.0v. The proposal will comply with this rule.

Fule 15.6.12F Parki i ards

Where vehiche parking and access is to be established, Rube 15.6.12 requires compliance with Rule
6.6. The NPS-UID 2020 has removed the obligation to supply parking under the District Plan but
not the design criteria and limitations for car parking where it s provided . Rule 6.6.1.3, requires &
metres of on-site queuing space for vehides entering or exiting a parking area for between 5 and
Mo vehickes. In this instance, no queulng space ks proposed,

Mo other development activity performance standards are considered relevant te this proposal.

Mational Environmental Standards

There are no National Environmental Standards relevant to this application.

Overall Status

Where an activity requires resource consent under more than one rule, and the effects of the activity are

inextricably linked, the general principle from case law is that the different components should be bundled

and the most restrictive acthvity classification applied to the whale proposal,

In this case, there ks more than one rule imvolved, and the effects are linked. As a result, having regard to
the most restrictive activity classification, the propasal is considered to be a non-complying activity.

MOTIFICATION ASSESSMENT
PUBLIC NOTIFICATIOMN

Section 95A of the Resource Management Act 1991 sets out a step-by-step process for determining public
notification. Each step is considered in turn below.

8 hblic n n ain circumstances

. Public notification has not been requested.

. There has been no failure or refusal to provide further information.
There has been no fallure to respond or refusal to a report commissioning request.
Thee application does not Involve the exchange of recreation reserve land.
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Step 2: If not required by Step 1, public notification precluded in certain circumstances

. There are no rules or national envirenmental standards precluding public notification.
. The application does not involve: a controlled activity, nor a boundary activity. As a result,
public notification is not precluded under Step 2.

Step 3. 0f i ublic noti i 1] ain ciroumstances

- The application is not for a resource consent for one or more activities, where those activities
are subject to a rule or national environmental standard that requires public notification:

" An application must be publicly notified, if under s95D(8)(b), the activity will have or is likely
to have adverse effects on the environment which are more than minor [395A{2Ha). An
assessment under $350 5 made below,

rm of Effects on th

Section 950 requires consideration of the effects of the activity. This assessment Is restricted to those
rratters set out in the rule assessmant above,

Mondatory Exclusions from Assessment (sS850}

A Effects on the owners or occupiers of land on which the activity will occur and on adjacent land
[s95D4a)).

B:  Anadverse effect of the activity if a rule or national environmental standard parmits an activity with
that effect (s950(b) (the permitted baseline, refer section below).

€ Theactivity is not a restricted discretionary activity, and ne matters have been disregarded (s95D{c]).
Trade competition and the effects of trade competition (s350(d)).

E: Al effects on the parties which have provided written approval to the application are disregarded.
I this instance, there are no parties who have provided written approval to the application and no
effect on any party is disregarded.

Permitted Baseling

Under sections 950{b) of the Resource Management Act 1991, the Council may disregard an adverse effect
of the activity en the environment If the district plan or a national environmental standard permits an
activity with that effect. In this situation, there is no permitted baseline as no development can ocour
without the demolition of the schedule building which 1s not provided for by a rule in a plan or the NES.

Receiving Environment
The existing and reasonably foreseeable receiving emvironment Is made up of:

. The existing environment and associated effects from lawfully established activities;
Effects from any consents on the subject site (not impacted by proposal) that are likely to be
implemanted;

. The existing environment as modified by any resource consents granted and likely to be
implemented; and
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. The environment as likely to be modified by activities permitted in the district plan.

For the subject site, the existing and reasonably foreseeable receiving environment comprises a pair of two-
storey, semi-detached, weather boarded villas with corrugated [ron roofing that face directly onto High
street. The villas are conjoined by a brick party wall, and feature symmetrical rectangular bays with double-
hung sash windows, first-floor balconles with Iron posts and fretwork friezes, and two pairs of later,
matching doors to each dwelling. The building layout comprises four flats, two units at ground floor and
two units on the first floor. The two-storey building is constructed of timber framing with a central
urreinforced masoary wall, The exterlor ks clad in weatherboard. The roof |s cladded with Hght weight
corrugated iron.

The bulldings are set near the front of the section to High Street on a raised bank, and accessed via a pair
of concrete steps separated by a low concrete wall topped with elassically decorated ron railings. There is
currenthy no vehicular access to the property.

For adjacent land, the existing and reasonably foreseeable recelving environment comprises larger scale
heritage properties. The houses in the High Street precinct, tend to have higher site coverage and less
curtilage, a product of the steeper topography, early settlement and proximity to what was once the hub
of the central city. Fences and hedges are an integral part of the street frontage. Buildings are generally two
or three storeys at the road frontage. The design elements and the scale of the buildings also reflect the
area's farmer wealth and the preminence of its early residents,

A range of rmaterials are used In the construction of buildings in the precinct. However, reflecting a focus
on architectural expression and the quality of buildings, there is comman use of brick and masonry. There
are fewer timber buildings in this precinct than in other Dunedin heritage precincts. The number of
masonry buildings lends a sense of permanence and solidity to the area.

It s against these that the effects of the activity, beyond the permitted baseline, must be measured,
Assessment Motbers

Consideration is required of the relevant assezsment matters in the Proposed 2GP. In this Instance, the
assessment is limited to the effects of the proposal on heritage values.

1 Effects on Heritage Yaliies

The application proposes the demolition of the existing semi-detached pair of dwellings that
currently occupy the site. In their place, it proposes the construction of two, multi-unit residential
blocks provided with new vehicle acoess from High Street.

The dwellings at 330 and 332 High Street are a pair of two-storey, semi-detached, weather boarded
villas with corrugated iron roofing that face directly onto High Street. The villas are conjoined by a
brick party wall, and feature symmetrical rectangular bays with double-hung sash windows, first-
floor balconies with iron posts and fretwork friezes, and two pairs of later, matching doors to each
dwelling. Both dwellings also feature a gabled side bay set back form the main facade and have two,
substantial brick chimneys. The right hand villa at 330 High Street has an upper storey, glazed bay
addition supported by fretwork brackets.

The bulldings are set near the front of the section to High Street on a raised bank, and accessed via
a pair of concrete steps separated by a low concrete wall topped with classically decorated iron
railings.

The paired dwellings at 332 High Street are incleded on the District Plan Schedule of Protected
Heritage Items and Sites (Appendlx Al.1) as B308 — Residential Bullding. Protection is afforded to
the facade and bulk appearance to High Street.



121

The property is also located within the High Street Residential Heritage Precinct (2GF Appendix
AZ.1.6)

The property is also subject to the Archaeclogical Alert Layer of the GP. As such, statutory
responsibility for archaeological sites rests with Heritage New Zealand. Archaeological sites are
defined in the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 as:

*.ony ploce in New Zealond, including any building or structure for pat of a
buileing or structure), that

i) was associoted with human activity that occurred before 1900 or s the site of the wreck of
any vessel wihere the wreck Coyaa iy i) befare 1500 armd
(W) prevides ar moy provide, through investigation by orchaeological methods, evidence
reloting fo the history of New Zealand...",

Site< dating from after 1900 may also be declared to be archaeological sites if they may provide
significant evidence relating to the historical and cultural heritage of New Zealand. The Herltage
Hew Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 makes it unlawhl for amy person to destroy, damage or
maodify the whole or any part of an archaeclogical site without the prior authority of Herltage New
Zealand. In this cace, evidence provided in support of the application suggests that the existing
dwellings were constructed prior to 1900

The applicant has submitted three reports in support of the application. These are discussed below:

Detailed Selsmic Assess Hanlon and Partners Limited

Hanlon and Partners Limited undertook a Detailed Selsmic Assessment of the bullding in June 2020,
After assessment, the bullding was given an ‘E' grade and is considered to be 7% of New Build
Strength (MBS). Key structural issues for the building include the following:

Element Dhraction %WNBS IL2 | Commentary with regards capacity
Timber framed Transverse 0% Cladding and lmings to timber-framed
ground floor walls walls do not provide sufficient lateral

bracing strength to transfer seismic loads.

Timber framed first | Transverse 64% Cladding and lnings lo timber-framed
floor walls walls nol provide sufficient |ateral
bracing strength to transfer seismic loads.

Timber framed Longstudinal 7% claddh? and Enings to timber-framed
ground fleor walls walls do not provide sufficient lateral
bracing strength to transfer seismic loads.

Tirmber framed first | Longitudinal 14% Cladding and linngs to timber-framed

floor walls walls do nol provide sufficient lateral
bracing strength to fransfer seismic loads.
Unreinfarced Ot of plane 41% The oul of plane capacity of the
masonry unreinforced masonry to support iself
within the framing during an eanhquake,
Linreinforced In plane 100% | There is sufficient length of masonry wall
masonry walls lo brace the central section of the building.

The report also identified other structural weaknesses of the bullding including:
& The insufficient lateral bracing of the grownd and first floos longltudinal walls
s The insufficient lateral bracing of the ground and first fioor Transverse walks
»  The out of plane capacity of the unreinforced masonry,



122

The report by Hanlon and Partners Limited is adopted as expert evidence for the purposes of this
report and is asessed that the building has significant structural weaknesses.

Estimated Cost assessment for a Selsmic and Compliance Upgrade by Flanders Marlow Limited.
Flanders Marlow Limited provided a cost estimate for the seismic and compliance upgrade required

for the building, The estimate is based on the upgrade work identified a3 necessary in the Hanlon
and Partners Limited report to bring the building up to 6% of MBS, This estimate was given at
£1,924,247.47.

The assessment by Flanders Marlow Limited is adopted as expert evidence for the purposes of this
report.

Heritage Impact Assessment by Drigin Consultants Limited
Origin Consultants Limited prepared a Heritage Impact Assessment (the Origin Report) which covers

both the effects of the proposed demolition of the existing building and of the new buikding on the
Heritage Precind values,

Thee assessment set out the history of the building nating that in 1861 three dwellings were
recorded on the subject site. There are contradictory records about the construction date for the
bullding at 332 High Street, but on balance the report considers that the physical depictions of
the building during the 19® century suggest that it was built prior to 1900. Regardless of the
construction date, the report considers that it is likely that the semi-detached dwellings were
bullt as, and have always remained as, rental houses. Bullding alterations noted in the Dunedin
City Councll records reflect this continuing use as a rental property. In 1923, the two ariginal
dwellings were subdivided to create four separate tenancies, two upstairs and two downstairs.
Laterin the 1980s, additional rooms were added to the upstairs tenancies, presumably to provide
additional bedroom space for more tenants. Bathroom facilities were also incrementally
madernised betwean the 19105 and 1940s,

The Origin Report notes the heritage significance for the property is “regional” with key
features from the Scheduled Heritage Place Record given as follows:

a)  Particular note is made of the Colonial bay villa design, the architectural symmetry, ond the
external features of the balconies, steps, gates and walls fossumed to be the front retaining
walll;

b)  The buildings are considered to be an element of the terminus of the view up Meiville Street;

c) The bulidings are not considered to be the most imposing houses on the streef, but have rarily
and as o combingtion are Tmpressive’; and

dl  The buildings reflect the changing economic fortunes and social compasition of the High Street
area fram a historical and socinl pevspective.

Whilst Origin Consultants Ltd notes agreement with much of the Information in the Scheduled
Heritage Place Record, it considers that the overall assessmaent of 332 High Street as belng of
“reglonal’ significance is considered to be an overestimation of the buildings’ heritage value.
Generally, throughout the Otago region, domestic bulldings of Cofonial bay design are not generally
considered to be rare and these particular buildings have had modifications to them over a long
period of time. There has also been a long-term decline in their aesthetic value. The report also
notes that in 2014, the Scheduled Heritage Place Recard for the buildings accepted that they ‘are
not the most impasing houseson the street’.

The Origin Report considers that when assessing the significance of the adverse effects of losing the
subject buildings, It ks the balance of the loss of the values identified above which cannot be
mitigated by the new development proposed. The report notes that the way in which the
proposed development will mitigate these adverse effects is:
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. The creation of o new, contemporary bullding ot the frant of the site of quality
and design that reflects the style of the existing fagade and the bulk oppearance of
the buildings to the High Street.

s Thenewbullding will take the place af the existing one as the terminus af the view
up Melville Street; thot sald, it fs noted that the District Plon protection is specific
to the bulk appearance from the High Street, and not from Melville Street.

* The new buildings will continue the historic wse af the site for multi-occupoancy
domestic purposes. In @ way, It will also reflect a contemporary extension, or
continvance, of the changing econamic fortunes of the High Street area as ald gives
wiay bo neéww.

Section A2,1.6 of the 2GP provides a deseription of the heritage precinct and sets out ts
characteristics. The Origin report assesses that the existing buildings accord with some of these
characteristics as follows:

. There is no crassing or garaging to the street frontage;

. The architectural design, Including the bays, balconles and window/doar
design, contributes to the verticality of the streetscape;
The roof design / roof line adds interest; and

» The building is 2-storey.

The buildings do not, however, have the building materials (brick and masonry| that are recognised
as a particular feature of the walling {except for the internal party wall) of bulldings in the
precinct, and the use of Marseille tiles and slates for roofs. Accordingly, the report advies that the
positive characteristics of the heritage precinct that the existing building displays will be last, but
only to the extent that they are not mitigated by fagade and bulk appearance to the High Street
of the proposed new front building,

Th Origin report considers that, from an historlc environment urban design perspective, the
front building is proposed to be sympathetic to the existing building on the site, 1Tis not a
replica building, but is intended to be a quality, contemperary reflection of it that will sit
comfortably in its place and which will have no significant adverse effects on the value of the
heritage precinct, Its materials and architectural features will be reminiscent of the existing
building and appropriate to the historic emvironment.

The report also notes that the rear block will not be prominent in the streetscape; from many
perspectivas [t will not be visible at all. It is mast likely to be seen from the west side of the road
junction with Melville Street, but the rising slope of the ground and selected tree plantings are
intended to further reduce this visibility. The design of the rear block is intended to be different
ta the front block; it will not be part of the streetscape and is again intended to be contemporary.
It has been designed so as not to compete on the site with the front block and will alsa be the
lacation of car parking concealed from the street.

Owerall, the Origin Report concludes that the loss of a scheduled heritage bullding is regrettable,
but the reasons for the proposed demalition are clearly set out in the Hanlon & Partners and
Flanders Marlow documents. From a heritage perspective, the Origin report accepts that, overall,
the loss of the scheduled fagade and bulk appearance of the building to the High Street will have
a low to moderate adverse effect on the heritage values of the precinct. However, the proposed
new frant bullding will waork to mitigate this affect and will enhance the aesthetic of the site,
which is currently poor. Furthermore, the report finds that the proposed development will have
the positive benefit of improving the precinct environment in the vicinity of the site.

Assessment of Council’s Heritage Achdisor

The application and assessments submitted above were also reviewed by the Councils Heritage
advisar, The advisor agrees with the Origin Report that there is some doubt regarding the precise
construction date for the dwellings. The advisor notes that the 2015 heritage assessment roview
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prepared for DOC suggested that the pair were on site by 1898, as they are represented on the Prictor
Lithogragh of 1898, facing the terminus of Melville Street. Subsequent rates records note the houses
fram c.1900 onwards and street directory entries commence from 1905, However, the herftage
assessment prepared by Orlgin Consultants suggests there s evidence for the house construction
passibly having been tendered for in 1883 and their gables seem to appear on a €.1887 photograph
by the Burton Brothers.

The advisor agrees that the houses were probably built as rental houses (both heritage assessments
note a succession of tenants from 1900) for the estate of James Charles Graham (the son of a
deceased, local solicitor, Malcolm Graham), who died in 1937, In 1923, each house was divided into
two flats (DC plan permit 1923 BG633). But notes that the 1923 proposed bullding plan and frant
elevation for these alterations and additions shows a number of design features that were not
constructed, but does show the eastern first-floor bay addition {an unglazed version; a matching
western addition is also shown but not constructed].

The Heritage advisor has also reviewed the 2015 Heritage significance Assessment and alse conslders
that the findings that the buildings are ‘o rare example of o two storeyed, symmetric semi-detached
pair of New Zealand colenial bay villes. Though unusual it is representative of the bulldings of the
High Street Heritage Precinct in being an impressive residential building' are unsubstantiated when
considered in context with the bullding pairs and terraces of timber and brick, two-storey villas
bocated along Arthur Street and Adam Street, amongst others,

The advisor considers that the villas present as good, typical examples of their kind found across
Dunedin and other cities in Mew Zealand, and upon further review, are considered to be of local
rather than regional significance. She places more welghting and significance on their setting and
location at the terminus of Melville Street with High Street; however, she assesses that this still
remains as locally significant. Therefore, their overall heritage value ks considered local.

In assessing the effects of the proposed demalition and replacement buildings, the heritage advisor
recognises the key values to protect of the High Street Residential Heritage Precinct Values, along
with Objective 2.4.2, Policy 2.4.2.1 and Objective 13.2.1, and Policies 13.2.1.7, 13.2.1.8 and 13.2.3.9.

The heritage advisor considers that the proposed demaolition of Scheduled Heritage Building B308
will have a long-term adverse effect on the protected heritage values of the buildings through
permanently destroying their physical fabric and form, and the wider heritage contribution they
make to the character and identity of High Street. If demolished, the late 19" Century architectural
qualities, traditicnal construction techniques and materials, and distinctive built form and heritage
character will be lost permanently. A new bullding of similar proportions, form and style is proposed
to replace them, but this will not replace the authentic heritage qualities af the buildings as they
currently stand. Despite the present poor condition of the buildings, it is the heritage advisor's
general view that their current condition enly detracts from their heritage values in terms of their
visual aspect, and does not impact upon their intrinsic heritage values for which these were
scheduled by the District Plan,

In terms of the potential for cumulative adverse effects, the heritage advisor conslders that it ks clear
that the buildings at 332 High Street have been neglected and un-maintained for a conslderable
number of years. Their demolition ks being argued on the basis that the buildings are beyond
‘reasonable’ repair and no longer feasible to repair and modify in order to allow increased
development on the section. However, as the ownership of the property has remained stable for
saveral decades, a view could be taken that this neglect of the scheduled heritage building has been
intended to a degree, to facilitate the future redevelopment of the site. There appears to be little
apparent evidence of ongoing maintenance work on the building. If eonsent was granted for the
demalition of these protected heritage buildings, then the heritage advisor considess there to be a
serious risk that such a route to site redevelopment could create a precedent for demalition of other
protected buildings In the city, contrary to the strategic directions and heritage objectives of the
District Plamn,
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In terms of the effects on heritage stréetscape character values, the heritage advisor considers that
the proposed demaolition of the original dwellings will have an adverse effect on the precinct values,
from the perspective that it does not meet the requirement to protect the large number of scheduled
heritage buildings within the precinct,

Assesement of Council's Urban Designer
The proposal was assessed by the Council’s Urban Designer who notes that generally, the condition

of heritage buildings on High Street is good and there appears to have been some focus on
improvements in the past few years. Several wooden villas close to the subject site, have baen
repainted. In eontrast, 332 High Street appears to have received very little maintenance. The Urban
Designer notes that High Street has a high level of authenticity as much of the heritage architecture
is Intact. It Is the frequency and quality of these buildings that = important to the streetscape and
therefore, dermodition of the existing building must be considered as having negative effects on the
streetscape values,

& heritage effocts

Having considered the assessment of heritage values overall and noting the conflicting assessment
by the heritage experts, | consider that a heritage significant value of “lacal®™ is most lkely
appropriate. | note the heritage advisor's advice that the current condition of the buildings anly
detracts from their heritage values in terms of thelr visual aspect, and does not impact upon their
Intrinsic heritage values for which these were scheduled by the District Plan, | also note the concerns
of the hertage advisor that the buildings at 332 High Street have been neglected and that they
appear to have been un-maintained for a considerable number of years. This neglect must fall at
the feet of the applicant as the ownership of the property has remained stable for several decades.
1 also recognise the potential risk that the approval of consent In these drcumstances could set a
precedent for demalition of ather protected buildings in the city.

However, the effects of the application must be assessed on the facts of the buildings and physical
context as it exists now. The bulldings exhibit some characteristics of the heritage precinct, but not
in terms of building materials. While Scheduled In the District Plan, it appears the scheduling
description overstates the importance of the bulldings, which are not listed by Heritage NZ. The loss
of the bulldings is assessed as low to moderate by Origin Consultants and this conclusion is not
disputed by the Councils Heritage Advisor. This boss is mitigated to a degree by the new buildings
proposed. While positive effects of the new bullding design are a matter to be weighed up In terms
of the section n104 considerations, the mitigation provided by the new building to be erected at the
front of the site cannot be divorced from the analysis of the heritage effects. The loss of a building
in a precinct leaving a vacant site has a far greater environmental effect than a loss of a bullding to
ke replaced by a new building in a similar position. Some regard must therefore be given to the level
of mitigation for the purpose of determining if the adverse effects are no more than minor.  Given
the starting point in terms of the loss of heritage values i considered to be moderate at worst, a
conclusion can be reached that taking into account the mitigating factors the overall adverse effects
in terms of the loss of heritage values ks no mare than minaor.

The merits of the application will be determined when it is time to undertake the Section 104
ssesgment. | note that Policy 13.2.7.1 sets out the circumstances where the demolition of a
scheduled bullding may be acceptable. | accept that the building is in poor repalr such that it poses
a safety risk and is currently uninhabitable. How it reached this state is most likely a direct result of
the apparent inaction of the applicant, but | also conskder that this cannot be factored into the
assessment of effects. The application establishes that cost of repalring the building is not
reasonably economically feasible. | note that there is the Dunedin Heritage Fund {which sits cutside
of this process) but it is considered that this funding would be insufficient to contribute meaningfully
to the 520 upgrade reguired.

When considering the alternative, which is essentially to do nothing, given the prohibitive cost of any
upgrade to achleve minimum compliance with the building code, the building will continue to decay.
This will increase the safety risk to the public, preventing the site being used for that which it is
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intended, and detracting from the amenity values of the area overall, | consider that it is these set of
circumstanees which Policy 13.2.7.1 provides for, Furthermaore, | note that there is no mechanism
within the 2GP which requires the upgrade or repair of the building to be undertaken. Although
unfortunate, when weighing the existing set of droumstances against the altemative of doing
nothing, this leads me to consider that, overall, the demalition of the building and its replacement
development will have minor adverse on heritage values.

fulk and Location, Amenity Volies and Character and Design and Appearane

The proposed developmaent is for a residential activity in a residential zone and, In this respect, the
affects of the activity on residential amenity values have largely been anticipated by the zoning of
the site. The proposed development is demonstrated as meeting the bulk and location requirements
of the 2GP, and in this regard the bulk and location effects of the proposed development are
anticipated by the underlying roning. Consequently, the effects of the bulk and locatlon of the new
strectures to replace the existing buildings will not cause any adverse effects on the wider
emdronment surrounding the site.

The Urban Designer notes that the proposed development will yield nine two-bedroom units and
associated car parks. This would be achieved with two buildings. A front {south) building with five
units and a rear {north) building with four units. Car parking would be established between the two
building while outdoor amenity space would be provided for as follows; to the east of unit A and B,
to the west and adjoining the proposed driveway, for units C-E and to the north of units F-1. All of
these spaces will be accessed from living areas.

The Urban Designer notes that the revised plans submitted with the further information request
generally addresses the concerns he held regarding the development and he considers that the
proposed design is not without merit and, providing it is completed to a high standard, will not have
an adverse effects on the sireetscapse.,

The heritage advisor alse commented on the new building noting that from the perspective of the
propesed redevelopment, the application propases the construction of a new, High Street-facing unit
of similar proportions, form and stybe to the existing pair of dwellings, effectively reproducing the
essential form and architectural elements of the buildings in a simplified manner. As such, the
proposed new design simply replaces the existing bulldings with some of the original character and
architectural detalling removed. Some contemporary elements ldentify the proposed units as new,
but the overall design is considered to be a reconstructed version of the original. Although this
approach |s not specifically supported by the heritage precinct design guidelines or heritage
conservation best practice (the ICOMOS NZ Charter (2010) notes that reconstruction, if it is the
majority of a place or structure, Is not usually acceptable), the proposed design does meet the basic
deslgn requirements, as assessed by the Heritage Assessment. Likewise, the heritage advisor accepts
that the proposed deslgn will provide a sympathetic and open fagade to the street, similar to the
present buildings when they were In a maintained condition. Therefore, the resulting effect of the
proposed new unit design is considered to have minor adverse effects on the High Street Residential
Heritage Precinct values in design terms.

The heritage advisor considers that the rear units are generally acceptable from a precinct design
perspective. They are clearly contemporary, simple and meet the basic design requirements of the
precinet in terms of their cladding and gabled forms. Situated to the rear of the proposed front units,
the rear units have fairly low visibility from High Street. Similarly, parking will be screened by the
front units with mainly the aceess drive being visible to the west side of the section. Therefore, the
heritage advisor conslders that the effect of these elements of the proposed redevelopment on the
High Street Residential Heritage Prednct values will be less than minor adverse.

The heritage advisor and urban designer’s assessments are generally in agreement with the findings
of the Origin report with regard to the new buildings. Relying on this consistent expert adwvice, |
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consider that the effect of the new buildings in respect of bulk and locathon, amenity values and
character, and design and appearance are assessed as no more than minar.

3 BETVICES

The application was reviewed by the Councils devetopment officer 3 Waters wio notes that Cauncls
GI5 records a S0mm diameter water pipe, 150mm diameter wastewater pipe and a 225mm diameter
stormwater pipe in High Street. The officer notes that the 3 Waters Hydraulic Modeller has assessed
this application as described below and notes that the development can proceed with no adverse
effects on the wates and wastewater networks, ‘With regard stormwater, the modalier considers
that the stormwater model i incomplete and there are known issues of water ponding in this area.
The applicant subsequently prepared a Stosmwater Management Plan which has been accepted by
3 Waters, Subject to compliance with the approved stormwater management plan, it is assossed
that the development can be accommodated within the eity's existing infrastructure capacity with
na mare than minor adverse effects on the network capacity.

4 Transportation
The application was forwarded to Council's Transpert department for comment in 2019, Since the

application was lodged the National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020 has come into
effect which removed the reguirements for minimurm carparking associated with standard
residential activity. 1t is noted that where car parking & provided then this must still comply with
Rule 6.5. High Street Is an Urban High Density Cellector Road

The Transportation Planner has reviewed the revised plans and considers that the parking and access
effects will be contained within the site such that the adverse effects on the environment will be no
mare than minor. | note that the Transportation Planner has recommended conditions of consent
but these are to manage effects within the site rather than on the wider transportation network.

The Transpartation Planner's assessment i adopted for the purposed of this report and | am satisfied
that the adverse effects of the activity on the transportation network will b na more than minor,

5 Horprgs
There are no hazards shown on the Hazards Register or 2GP Maps for this site. The Council's
consulting engineer, Stantec New Zfealand Ltd, has no record of hazards affecting this land, and did
not report on this application. It is considered that there are no adverse effects arising from natural
hazards.

Su i & Emviron

Having carefully welghed up the proposal against the alternative, | consider that, for the purposes of
notification, the propesed activity is likely to have a no more than minor adverse effects on the environment
overall. Therefore, public notification is not required under Step 3.

Step 4; ic notification in specia
Public notification is required I

= There are special circumstances that warrant the application being publicly notified [s95A(3)),

Current case law has defined ‘special circumstances’ as those “outside the comman run of things which i
exceptional, abnormal er unusual, but they moy be less than extraordinary of wnigue.” Current case law
outlines certaln cases where the courts have considered special circumstances in relation to the public
notification of resource consent applications, In particular, the court found that spedal circumstances are
deemed to apply where there is likely to be high public interest in the progasal [Murray v Whokatene DC
[{1997) NZRAA 433 {HCJ, Urban Auckiond v Aucklond Council [(2015) NZHC 1382, {2015) NZRMA 235].
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In this instance, while the building s of some significance to Dunedin, as it is scheduled in the District Plan
and located within a heritage precingt, these facts alone do not constitute special circumstances. The
circumstances that surround the proposal in terms of the design, construction and present condition of the
building do not suggest that there are special circumstances which apply to this application which warrant
public notification,

Recommendation - 5954 Public Netification
Pursuant to s958[5)(bIT, public notification of the application s not recommended

LIRITED NOTIFICATIOMN

Section 958 of the Resource Management Act 1991 sets out a step-by-stap process for determining limited
notification. Each step Is considerad in turn below,

= The activity is not in a protected customary rights area; the activity is not an accommodated
activity in a customary marine tithe area; and, the activity is not on or adjacent to, or might affect,
land that is the subject of a statutery acknowledgement,
Stap 2 IF ot feduir 1, lirnited notification precluded in certain cir

- There are no rules or national environmental standards precluding limited notification.
= The application does not involve a controlled activity that is not a subdivision.

Step 3: If not precluded by Step 2, certain other affected persons must be notified

- The application does not involve a boundary activity.
. With regard to affected parties, Rule 15.4.2.1 of the 2GP states that:

“With respect to resowrce consent applications, Herltage New Zeatand will be considered an affected
person in accordance with section 958 of the RMA where its written approval is not provided for the
following:
petivities thot affect o protected part of o schedwled heritoge building, schediled heritoge
structure, or o scheduled heritage site, that [s Nsted with Heritoge New Zealondg”

Iri this instance, the building, while on the Councll Schedule,B is not listed with Heritage Mew Zealand. |
note that given the age of the building, additional approvals outside of this consent process will be required
from Herltage Mew Zealand

Step ;B i ian | ial clrcumstances

- I consider that there are no special dreumstances which apply to this application which
warrant limited notification.

Recommendation -s358 Limited Notification

Pursuant to s958(1], limited notification of the application is not recommended.

Cenclusion

Having regard to the step-by-step process for considering public notification and limited notification, it is
determined that:

= The application can be processed on a non-notified basis
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Substantive Decision Making
Key Issues with respect to this application include the following:

The demolition of heritage buildings in the city is a sensitive issue with strong community interast.
The building is located in a Herltage Precinct where the Coundil has been dealing with Environment
Court proceedings concerning modifications to two existing buildings

« The question of whether the environmental effects are minor, or more than minor, is very finely
balanced in this case

On this basis, | recommend that any decision making on the substantive proposal is made by Council’s
Hearings Panel.

OVERALL RECOMMEMNDATION
After having regard to the abeve assessment, | recommend that:
This application be processed on a non-notified basks, pursuant to section 954 of the Resource Management

Act 1991, Hewever, | #lse recommend that the application should not be determined under delegated
autharity and be heard by the Council's Hearing Panel.

AT
,—fl ’j—".l I -'J.-fllsﬂJ

Kirstym Lindsay
Consultant Flanner

Date: 1 July 2021

DECISION

| have read both the notification assessment in this report. | agree with the recommendation above.

1.  Under delegated authority on behalf of the Dunedin City Councll, | accordingly approve the
processing of the application as a non-notified application pursuant to section 95A - S5F of the
Resource Management Act 1991.

2 | agree that the application be heard by the Hearing Panil,

/%ﬁ%méﬂ

Campbell Thomson
Senior Flanner

Date: 14 July 2021
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ﬁ HERITAGE NEW ZEALAND
POUHERE TAONGA
SMrchasalopy\Archascingical Authorities W

10 September 2021 File ref: 2022/107
11013-009

CIiff Seque

102 Kenmure Striet
Belleknowes
Dunedin 9011

Téna koe Cliff

APPLICATION FOR ARCHAEOLOGICAL AUTHORITY UNDER HERITAGE NEW ZEALAND
POUHERE TAONGA ACT 2014: Autherity no. 2022/107: 144/1109, Historic-domestic, 332 High
Strest, Dunedin

Thank you for your application for an archaeological authority which has been granted and is
attached.

In considering this application, Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga notes that you wish to
undertake earthworks to construct nine residential units at 332 High Street, Dunedin, This
activity will affect a recorded archaeological site. The land parcel was originally part of a larger
block owned by Malcolm Graham. Three 1860s dwellings were noted across the properties,
one of which was likely within the project area. The 1860s dwelling was replaced by the extant
building in 1900-1901. Although the site has been damaged in the past, it may still possess
archaeological values. There Is potential for in-situ archaeologlcal evidence associated with the
pre-1900 accupation of the site to be present which would provide insight into the site’s
history and life in nineteenth century Dunedin, The historic heritage values of the extant
building are also noted, and its demalition is regrettable.

Please inform, the 545 approved person and Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga of start
and finish dates for the work.

An appeal peried from receipt of decision by all parties applies. Therefore, this authority may
not be exercised during the appeal period of 15 working days, or until any appeal that has
been lodged Is resolved.

The granting of this authority by Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga does not constitute
affected party approval under the Resource Management Act or in any way prejudice its
response to any other consent processes in respect of the proposed works.

If you have any queries, please direct your response in the first instance to:

Mikala Wills

Archaeologist, Dtago / Southland

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga, Dunedin Office
P O Box 5467, Dunedin 9058

H [54 4] 4T A%41 n Mational Office, Antrim Hdse, 63 Boulcoll Snest H PO B 2629, 'Whellinglon G140 “ herfage.org.nr
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Phone [03) 470 2364
Email ArchaeologistOS@heritage, org.nz

Maku noa, nd,

e

Vanessa Tanner
ranager Archaeology
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Cliff Seque
wia email at cliffseque@gmall.com

Barry MacDonell
via email at barry@macdoneliconsulting. co.nt

Jeremy Maoyle
via email at jeremy@originteam.co.nz

Flanning Manager
Dunedin City Council
via email at dec@decgovi.ng

Pursuant to Section 51 Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 Heritage New Zealand
Pouhere Taonga must notify TLAs of any decsion made on an application to modify or destroy

an archasological site, We recommaend that this advice is placed on the appropriate property
file for future reference,

Ministry for Culture and Heritage
via email at protected-objects@mch govt.nz

Pursuant bo Section 51 Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014

HZAN Central Fllekeeper
Attn: Mary O'Eeeffe
via email at gentralfilgkeeper@archaite onE.nz

Heritage Mew Zealand Pouhere Taonga Archaeologist, Nikole Wills

Heritage Mew Zealand Pouhere Taonga Area Manager, Mick Dixon

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Pouarahi, Nigel Harris
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HERITAGE NEW ZEALAND
POUHERE TAOMGA

AUTHORITY

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014

AUTHORITY NO: 2022/107 FILE REF: 11013-009
DETERMINATION DATE: 10 September 2021 EXPIRY DATE: 10 September 2026
AUTHORITY HOLDER: Cliff Seque

POSTAL ADDRESS: 102 Kenmure Street, Belleknowes, Dunedin 9011

ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES: 144/1109, Historic-domestic

LOCATION: 332 High 5treet, Dunedin

SECTION 45 APPROVED PERSON: Jeremy Moyle

LANDOWRMNER COMSENT: Landowner is applicant

This authority may not be exercised during the appeal period of 15 working days, or until any
appeal that has been lodged is resolved.

INATION

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga grants an authority pursuant to section 48 of the
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 in respect of the archaeclogical site described
above, within the area specified as Section 16 Black VIl Tn of Dunedin to CIiff Seque for the
proposal to undertake earthworks to develop the site including top soil stripping, vegetation
removal, excavation for driveways and paths, excavation for new buildings and installation of
storm water retentbon tanks and trenching for services at 332 High Street, Dunedin, subject to
the following conditions:

CONDITIONS OF AUTHORITY

1. The authority holder must ensure that all contractors working on the project are briefed
on site by the 545 approved person, who may appoint a persan to carry out the briefing
an their behalf, prior to any works commencing on the possibility of encountering
archaeological evidence, how o identify possible archaeological sites during works, the
archasological work required by the conditions of this authority, and contractors’
respansibilities with regard to notification of the discovery of archasological evidence to
ensure that the authority conditions are complied with,
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2. Prior to the start of any on-site archaeological work, the Authority Holder must ensure
that Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Is advised of the date when work will begin.
This advice must be provided at least 2 working days before work starts. The Authority
Holder must also ensure that Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga is advised of the
completion of the on-site archaeological work, within 5 working days of completion.

1, All earthworks that may affect any archaeological sites must be monitored by the 545
approved person who may appoint a person to carry out the monitoring on their behalf.

4.  Anyarchaeclogical evidence encountered during the exercise of this authority must be
investigated, recorded and analysed in accordance with current archaeclogical practice.

5. The authority holder must ensure that if any possible taonga or Maaori artefacts, or sites
of Maori origin are encountered, all work should cease within 20 metres of the
discovery. The Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Archaeologist must be advised
immediately and no further work in the area may take place until they have responded.

6. That within 20 working days of the completion of the on-site archaeological work
associated with this authority, site record forms must be updated or submitted to the
NEAL Site Recording Scheme.

7. That within 12 months of the completion of the on-site archacological work, the
autharity holder shall ensure that a final report, completed to the satisfaction of
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga, is submitted to the Heritage New Zealand
Pouhere Taonga Archaeologist for inclusion in the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere
Taonga Archaeological Reports Digital Library.

al  One hard copy and one digital copy of the final report are to be sent to the
Herltage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Archaeologist.

b Digital copies of the final report must also be sent to: the NZAA central file
keeper; Otago Settlers Musewm.

Signed for and on behalf of Heritage New Zealand,
’@2 s T

Claire Craig

Deputy Chief Executive Policy, Strategy and Corporate Services
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga

PO Box 2629

WELLINGTOMN G140

Date 10 September 2021
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ADVICE NOTES
Contact details for Heritage New Zealand Archaeologist

Nikole Wills

Archaeologist, Otago [ Southland

Heritage Mew Zealand Pouhere Taonga, Dunedin Office
P O Box 5467, Dunedin 9058

Phone (03} 470 2364, Email ArchaeologistOS@heritage.org.ng

Current Archaeological Practice

Current archaeological practice may include, but is not limited to, the production of maps/
plans/ measured drawings of site location and extent; excavation, section and artefact
drawings; sampling, identification and analysis of faunal and floral remains and modified soils;
radiocarbon dating of samples; the management of tagnga tuturu and archaeclogical material;
the completion of a final report and the updating of existing (or creation of new) site record
formes to submit to the NZaa site Recording Scheme. The final report shall include, but need
not be fimited to, site plans, section drawings, photographs, inventory of material recovered,
including a catalogue of artefacts, location of where the material is currently held, and analysis
of recovered material

Please note that where one is required, an interim report should contain a written summary
outlining the archaeological work undertaken, the preliminary results, and the approximate
percentage of archaeological material remaining in-situ and a plan showing areas subject to
earthworks, areas monitored and the location and extent of any archaeological sites affected
ar avaided,

Reporting Conditions

In relation to the creation of reports as required by the authority conditions, Heritage New
Zealand Pouhere Taonga supports transparent reporting processes. It therefore is expected
that all relevant directly affected parties have reviewed the report in question, are happy with
its contents, and understands that it will be made publically availible via the Heritage Mew
Zealand Pouhere Taonga Archaeological Reports Digital Library.

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga has the right te make avallible any report produced
under an authority where the distribution of the report Is for the purpose of providing
archaeological information about the place in guestion for research or educational purposes.

Rights of Appeal

An appeal to the Environment Court may be made by any directly affected person against any
decision or condition. The notice of appeal should state the reasons for the appeal and the
relief sought and any matters referred to in section 58 of the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere
Taonga Act 2014, The notice of appeal must be lodged with the Envirenment Court and served
on Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga within 15 working days of recefving the
determination, and served on the applicant or owner within five working days of lodging the

appeal.
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Review of Conditions

The holder of an authority may apply to Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga for the change
or cancellation of any condition of the authority. Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga may
also initiate a review of all or any conditions of an authority.,

Men-compliance with conditions

Mote that faillure to comply with any of the conditions of this authority is a eriminal offence
and Is liable to a penalty of up to 5120,000 (Herltage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014,
section 88).

Costs

The authority holder shall meet all costs incurred during the exercise of this authority. This
includes all on-site work, post fieldwork analysis, radiocarbon dates, specialist analysis and
preparation of interim and final reports,

The Protected Objects Act 1975
The Ministry for Culture and Heritage ["the Ministry™) administers the Protected Objects Act
1975 which regulates the sale, trade and ownership of taonga tdturu,

If a taonga taturu is found during the course of an archaeological authority, the Ministry or the
nearest public museum must be notified of the find within 28 days of the completion of the
field work.

Breaches of this requirement are an offence and may result in a fine of up to 510,000 for each
taonga tituru for an individual, and of up to 520,000 for a body corporate.

For further information please visit the Ministry's website at http://fwww.mch.govt.nz/nz-
identity-heritage/protected-objects.

Landowner Requirements

If yous are the owner of the land to which this authaority relates, you are required to advise any
successor in title that this authority applies in relation to the land, This will ensure that any
new owner Is made aware of their responsibility in regard to the Heritage New Zealand
Pouhere Taonga Act 2014,
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HERITAGE NEW ZEALAND
POUHERE TAOMNGA

SECTION 45 APPROVED PERSON
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014

AUTHORITY NO: 2022/107 FILE REF: 11013-009

APPROVAL DATE: 10 September 2021

This approval may not be exercised during the appeal period of 15 working days, or until any
appeal that has been lodged is resolved.

APPROVAL

Pursuant to section 45 of the Act, Jeremy Moyle, is approved by Heritage New Zealand
Pouhere Taonga to carry out any archaeological work required as a condition of authority
2022/107, and to compile and submit a report on the work done. Jeremy Moyle will hold
responsibility for the current archaeological practice in respect of the archaeological authority
for which this approval Is given.

Signed for and on behalf of Heritage New Zealand,

Gl N

e

-

Claire Craig

Deputy Chief Executive Policy, Strategy and Corporate Services
Heritage Mew Zealand Pouhere Taonga

PO Box 2629

WELLINGTON 6140

Date 10 September 2021
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ihera
B N Memorandum
TO: Kirstyn Lyndsay, Consultant Planner
FROM: Dr Andrea Farminer, Heritage Advisar
DATE: 11 May 2021
SUBJECT: LUC-2019-436 332 HIGH STREET HERITAGE COMMENTS

Dear Kirstyn,

Please find my heritage comments for application LUC-2019-436 for the proposed demaolition of the
scheduled heritage bulldings at 330-332 High Street, as follows.

Please note, as there are no appeals relevant to this application from a heritage perspective, it has
been assessed under the 2GP rules and assessment guidance only. The activity has been assessed as
a non-complying activity under the District Plan.

Herltage Status

The paired dwellings at 332 High Street are included on the District Plan Schedule of Protected Heritage
ltems and Sites (Appendix A1.1) as B308 — Residential Building. Protection is afforded to the fagade
and bulk appearance to High Street.

The property is also located within the High Street Residential Heritage Precinct (2GP Appendix
A2, 1.6).

The property is also subject to an Archaeglogical Alert layer of the 2GP. As such, statutory
responsibllity for archaeological sites rests with Heritage Mew Zealand. Archaeological sites are
defined in the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 as:

" ..any place in New Zealand, including any bullding or structure {or part of a building or structure],
that

|} was associated with human activity that occurred before 1900 or is the site of the wreck of any
vesse| where the wreck occurred before 1900; and

[li) provides or may provide, through investigation by archaealogical metheds, evidence relating to
the history of New Zealand...”,

Sites dating from after 1900 may also be declared to be archasological sites if they may provide
significant evidence relating to the historical and cultural heritage of New Zealand. The Heritage New
Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 makes it unlawful for any person to destroy, damage or modify the
whale or any part of an archaeclogical site without the prior authority of Heritage New Zealand.

The Application
The Application propases the demalition of the existing semi-detached pair of dwellings that currently

occupy the site. In their place, it proposes the construction of two, multi-unit residential blocks
provided with new vehicle access from High Street.

Page 1ol #
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Heritage Marrative & Values

Description

The dwellings at 330 and 332 High Street are a pair of two-storey, semi-detached, weather boarded
villas with corrugated iron roofing that face directly onte High Street. The villas are conjoined by a
brick party wall, and feature symmetrical rectangular bays with double-hung sash windows, first-floor
balconies with iron posts and fretwork friezes, and two pairs of later, matching doors to each dwelling.
Both dwellings also feature a gabled side bay set back form the main fagade and have two, substantial
brick chimneys. The right hand villa at 330 has an upper storey, glazed bay addition supported by
fretwork brackets.

The buildings are set near the front of the section to High Street on a raised bank, and accessed via a
pair of concrete steps separated by a low concrete wall topped with classically decorated iron railings.
There is currently no wehicular access to the property.

Narraotive

There is some doubt regarding the precise construction date for the dwellings. The 2015 heritage
assessment review prepared for DCC suggested that the pair were on site by 1B9B, as they are
represented on the Prictor Lithograph of 1898, facing the terminus of Melville Street. Subsequent
rates records note the houses from c. 1900 onwards and street directory entries commence from 1905,
However, the heritage assessment prepared by Origin Consultants suggests there is evidence for the
house construction possibly having been tendered for In 1883 and their gables seem to appear on a
c.1887 photograph by the Burton Brothers. The houses were probably built as rental houses (both
heritage assessments note a succession of tenants from 1900) far the estate of James Charles Graham
[the son of a deceased, local solicitor, Malcolm Graham), who died in 1937, In 1923, each house was
divided into two flats {DC plan permit 1923 6633), Interestingly, the 1923 proposed building plan and
front elevation for these alterations and additions (Figure 1) shows a number of design features that
were not constructed, but does show the eastern first-floor bay addition (an unglazed version; a
matching western addition is also shown but not constrected).

e
-

U N el g =¥

Figure 1: DCC Building Plan — 1923 6633 Alteration (o dwelling (1419223] for P Wren, showing the propesed and
lorgely unconstructed fogode and side bay alferations.

Page 2 of 7
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Heritage values
The 2015 Heritage Assessment prepared for DOC assessed the heritage significance/values of the pair
of dwellings at 332 High Street, as follows:

Historic/social Local
SpiritualfCultural None
Design Regional
Technological/Scientific None

OVERALL HERITAGE SIGNIFICANCE Regional

The assessment noted that the building is ‘a rore example of o two storeyed, symmetric semi-detoched
pair of New Zealand colonial bay villas. Though unusual it is representative of the buildings of the High
Street Heritage Precinct in being an impressive residential building.” However, having reviewed this
statement in light of the building pairs and terraces of timber and brick, two-storey villas located along
Arthur Street and Adam Street, amongst others, this statement appears unsubstantiated. The villas
present as good, typical examples of their kind found across Dunedin and other cities in New Zealand,
and upon further review, are considered to be of local rather than regional significance. | would place
maore weighting and significance on their setting and location at the terminus of Melville Street with
High Street; however, this still remains as locally significant. Therefore, their overall heritage value is
considered local.

High Street Residentiol Heritage Precinct Values

The houses in the precinct tend to be of a larger scale than those found in many other heritage
residential precincts, similar to those in the Royal Terrace - Pitt Street - Heriot Row Residential Heritage
Precinct. The houses in the High Street precinct, however, tend to have higher site coverage and less
curtilage, a product of the steeper topography, early settlement and proximity to what was once the
hub of the central city. Fences and hedges are an integral part of the street frontage. Buildings are
generally two or three storeys at the road frontage.

The design elements and the scale of the buildings also reflect the area’s former wealth and the
prominence of its early residents. This can be seen in the large number of homes demonstrating
diverse architectural styles and a greater focus, in comparison to most of the other heritage precincts,
on the individual houses as distinct elements, rather than as part of a consistent streetscape. A number
of the houses were built for professionals such as doctors, dentists and lawyers, and incorporate
architectural features specifically tailored for professionals. This housing of professional classes is an
important element of the area's social history, still clearly seen in its architectural form.

A range of materials are used in the construction of bulldings in the precinct. However, reflecting a
focus on architectural expression and the quality of buildings, there is common use of brick and
masonry. There are fewer timber buildings In this precinct than in other Dunedin heritage precincts.
The number of masonry buildings lends a sense of permanence and solidity to the area.

Key values to protect are:

« The large number of scheduled heritage and character-contributing buildings in the area
« A strong focus on grand, individual architecturally designed homes

# The use of ornamentation and detail in design

# The use of red brick and masonry In construction

A general lack of visible off-street car parking, including garages and carports
» Established gardens and trees
s The focus on buildings presenting attractive and welcoming fagades to the straet

PagedolT
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Heritage Comments
The proposed demalition of the pair of two-storey, timber dwellings at 332 High Street is a non-
complying activity of the District Plan (Rule 13.8). The assessment guidance is addressed below,

Rule 13.8.2 Assessment of all non-complying activities

13.8.2.1 Relevant objectives and policies (priority considerations):

a) The activity does not detract from, or preferably contributes to, the strategic directions objectives,

including, but not imited to Obfective 2,4.2;
Objective 2.4.2: Dunedin's heritage is central to its identity and is protected and celebrated as
a core value of the city, through the heritage conservation and retention of important heritoge
items, and the mointenonce ond active use of built heritage.

b} Policy 2.4.2.1.
al Identify in @ schedule [Appendix A1.1) bulldings and structures that have significant heritage
values and use rules to:
i maonage odditions and alterations to, or removal for relocation of these buildings, in o way
that maintains Important heritage values;
it.  restrict demolition of these buildings except in imited circumstances;
iii,  support adaptive re-use, heritage conservation and restoration; and
v,  prioritise protection of heritage values over compliance with other perfermance standards
where there is a conflict.
b) (not relevant)

Comment:

The proposed demolition of Scheduled Heritage Bullding B308 will not meet either Objective 2.4.2 or
Palicy itern 2.4.2.1.1i) as the protected facades and bulk form of the heritage buildings will not be
retained and, therefore, their contribution to the city's identity and value will be lost permanently. As
such, the proposed demolition activity does not meet the strategic directions objectives and will
detract from the intent of Rule 13.8.2.1.

It is noted that the ‘limited circumstances' allowing demalition are not defined or prescribed in this
policy. However, it is considered that this Is defined through Policy 13.2.1.7 and Rule 13.9.1, disused
below.

General assessment guidance:
¢} In ossessing the significance of effects, consideration will be given to:
i,  bothshort and long term effects, including effects in combination with other activities; and
ii.  the potential for cumulative adverse effects arising from similar activities occurring os a
result of o precedent being set by the granting of o resource consent.;
d) In ossessing the effects on heritage streetscape character, Council will consider the values
fn Appendix A2.

Comment:

The proposed demaolition of Scheduled Heritage Building B308 will have a long-term adverse effect on
the protected heritage values of the buildings through permanently destroying their physical fabric
and form, and the wider heritage contribution they make te the character and identity of High Street.
If demaolished, the late 19 Century architectural qualities, traditional construction techniques and
materials, and distinctive built form and heritage character will be lost permanently. A new building
of similar proportions, form and style s proposed to replace them, but this will not replace the
authentic heritage qualities of the buildings as they currently stand. Although the present poor
condition of the buildings will be addressed later in these comments, it Is my general view that their
current condition only detracts from their heritage values in terms of their visual aspect, and does not
impact upon their intrinsic heritage values for which they were scheduled by the District Plan.

Pagedol 7
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In terms of the potential for cumulative adverse effects, it is clear that the buildings at 332 High Street
have been neglected and un-maintained for a considerable number of years. Their demalition is being
argued on the basis that the buildings are beyond ‘reasonable’ repair and no lenger feasible to repair
and modify in order to allow increased development on the section. However, as the ownership of
the property has remained stable for several decades, a view could be taken that this neglect of the
scheduled heritage buildings has been intended to a degree, allowing the future redevelopment of the
site. If consent was granted for the demolition of these protected heritage buildings, then | consider
there to be a serlous risk that such a route to site redevelopment could create a precedent for other
protected buildings in the city, contrary to the strategic directions and heritage objectives of the
District Plan.

In terms of the effects on heritage streetscape character values, the proposed demalition of the
ariginal dwellings will have an adverse effect on the precinct values, from the perspective that it does
not meet the requirement to protect the large number of scheduled heritage buildings within the
precinct,

From the perspective of the proposed redevelopment, the Application proposes the construction of a
new, High Street-facing unit of similar propertions, form and style to the existing pair of dwellings,
effectively reproducing the essential form and architectural elements of the buildings in a simplified
manner. As such, the proposed new design simply replaces the existing buildings with some of the
original character and architectural detailing removed. Some contemporary elements identify the
proposed units as new [e.g. glazed balconies and aluminium joinery), but the overall design is
considered to be a reconstructed version of the original. Although this approach is not specifically
supported by the heritage precinct design guidelines or heritage conservation best practice (the
ICOMOS NZ Charter [2010) notes that reconstruction, if it is the majority of a place or structure, is not
usually acceptable), the proposed design does meet the basic design requirements, as assessed by the
Heritage Assessment. Likewise, the proposed design will provide a sympathetic and open fagade to
the street, similar to the present buildings when they were in a maintained condition. Therefore, the
resulting effect of the proposed new unit design is considered to be minor adverse on the High Street
Residential Heritage Precinct values in design terms.

The rear units are generally acceptable from a precinet design perspective. They are clearly
contemporary, simple and meet the basic design requirements of the precinct in terms of their
cladding and gabled forms. Situated to the rear of the proposed front units, the rear units have fairly
low visibility from High Street. Similarly, parking will be screened by the front units with mainly the
access drive being visible to the west side of the section. Therefore, it is considered the effect of these
elements of the proposed redevelopment on the High Street Residential Heritage Precinct values will
be less than minor adverse,

Rule 13.8.3 Assessment of non-complying activities
1. Demalition of a protected part of a scheduled heritage building or scheduled heritage structure

Relevont ohjectives and policies (priorty considerations):
o] Objective 12.2.1
Scheduled heritage bulldings and structures are protected.

Comment:

The proposed demolition of Scheduled Heritage Building B308 does not meet the objective; it is
considered that the Application will have an adverse effect on the protected heritage values of the
buildings through permanently destroying their physical fabric and form, and through destroying the
broader heritage contribution they make te the character and identity of High Street.

| note that neither the RFI response nor Heritage Assessment address the key policy and objectives
outlined in 13.2.1 and 13.2.2 of the 2GP (protected heritage values), only referring to Objective 13.2.3
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relating to heritage streetscape character. The Heritage Assessment has assessed the demolition of
the existing buildings as a ‘low to moderate adverse effect on the heritage values of the precinct’
{emphasis added) and in my view, has not adequately assessed the effects of the proposed demolition
on the heritage values of the protected buildings themselves. As previously noted, it is considered that
the proposed demelition will have an adverse effect on the protected heritage values of scheduled
building B308.

b} Policy 13.2.1.7

Avoid the demolition of a protected port of o scheduled hern ilding or scheduled heritoge
structure unless the following criteria are met:
aj
i. the building or part of the building poses a significant risk to safety or property;
ar
il. the demalition is required to allow for significant public benefit that could not
otherwise be achieved, and the public benefit outweighs the adverse effects of
foss of the building; and
b) there is no reasonable alternative to demaolition, including repair, adaptive re-use,
relocation or stabilising the building for future repair; and
¢} for buildings and structures located within o heritage precinct:

i. development post demalition will maintain or enhance the heritage streetscape
character and amenity in accordonce with Policy 13.2.3.6; and

ii. conditions will be imposed which would give reasonobie certainty that this will
be completed within an acceptable timefrome,

Comment:

a) i. The engineering assessments provided with the application identify the existing protected
buildings as a significant risk to safety or property in the case of a seismic event. The seismic
assessment has assessed the bulldings as 7% NBS at IL2, which places them in the lowest seismic risk
category. The poor physical condition of the un-maintained buildings has clearly contributed to this
low seismic assessrnent and, based on the reinstatement report prepared by Flanders Marlow, the
bulldings are now beyond feasible repair and strengthening in terms of their cost.

a) ii. It is considered that no significant public benefit will be gained from the commercial
redevelopment of the site requiring the demaolition of the protected heritage buildings.

b} The structural engineer's report and the reinstatement report prepared by Flanders Marlow,
conclude that the existing buildings are now beyond feasible repair and re-use, and have
recommended their demaolition on this basis, Council has not peer reviewed these reports, but based
on the clear visual evidence of the buildings’ dilapidated condition, the findings of the reports are
considered objective.

€) I. It is considered that the heritage streetscape character of the High Street Residential Heritage
Precinct will be maintained by the sympathetic design of the proposed new units, as discussed
previously.

c}ii. It is recommended that a condition is placed on any grant of consent to ensure the development
Is completed within an acceptable timeframe and so that a ‘gap’ is not left in the heritage precinct.

Conclusion — the proposed application does meet the criteria for allowing the demolition of the
protected part of a scheduled heritage building, as specified in Policy 13.2.1.7, as it has been assessed
as meeting all three required criteria.

Fage Gal 7
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General assessment guidance:

¢} The assessment for resource consent for demolition of o scheduled heritage building will consider
the information provided with the consent application (see Speciol information Requirements - Rule
13.9.1).

Rule 13.9.1: For resource consent applications proposing demolition of o scheduled heritage

buiiding, the following is required:

1. A Heritage Impact Assessment addressing the effect the demalition will have on heritoge
values, including a full discussion of the alternatives considered, including quantified reasons
why the alternatives are not reasonobie.

Comment:
As a consequence of the Request for Further Information, it is considered that the information
requirements for an application proposing demolition of a schedule heritage building have been met,

Summary

In summary, the Application for the demolition of Scheduled Heritage Building B308 at 332 High Street,
generally does not meet the strategic directions and broader heritage policies and objectives of the
2GP, that seek to protect scheduled bulldings from demalition. As such, the effects of the Application
on the heritage values of the existing buildings are considered to be adverse. However, where
demolition is allowed under the 2GP due to specific criteria being met [Policy 13.2.1.7 a) - c}), it has
been assessed that these criteria have been met. Therefore, a consent for their demalition can be
granted upon the basis that they are beyond reasonable and feasible repair and re-use {or relocation),
and that the design of the proposed new residential units will maintain the heritage streetscape
character of the High Street residential Heritage Precinct.

It has been noted that there is a potential risk for creating a precedent through the granting of this
consent, based on the observed neglect that has led to the proposed demolition. However, more
detailed assessment of this potential is at the discretion of the processing planner.

Recommended conditions:
Standard condition on final colour palette to be approved by council.
Standard condition on requiring the development to be completed within a reasonable timeframe.

Kind regards,
Dr Andrea Farminer

Heritage Advisor
City Development

PageTol7
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DUNEDIN CITY

SR Memorandum

TO: Kirstym Lindsay, Consultant Planner
FROM: Peter Christos, Urban Designer
DATE: 16-Sept-2019

SUBJECT Land Use Consent - Description

LUC-2019-436 332 High Street

Hi Kirstyn,

Regarding the above application and likely effects on streetscape values. This application
relates to the proposed demaolition and replacement bullding on the subject site. The site is
zoned Inner City Residential and is within The High Street Heritage Precinct. The bullding Is
also listed on DCC Scheduled Al.1 -Scheduled Heritage Buildings (B308) with protection
afforded to ‘facade and bulk appearance to High Street”, 332 Hight Street is a large double
storied Victorian timber terrace-villa. It is raised above the streat level on the north side of
High Street. There is no vehicle access onto the site and the original pedestrian steps and
gates are intact.

Demalition of Scheduled Bullding:

DCC drainage records, associated with 330-332 High Street, date back to 1907 while a 1923
plan indicates alterations to the High Street facade and entrances. The property remains In
four units while a large addition was built onto the back of the building 1988. The building
presents to High Street with much of Its original/early detalling in place. 332 High Street s
prominent on High Street as well as being aligned with the view shaft along the length of
Melville Street. It is part of an almost uninterrupted series of heritage buildings that make a
positive contribution to the streetscape between Clark and Grant Streets.

Generally, the condition of heritage buildings on High Street is good and there appears to
have been some focus on improvements in the past few years. Several wooden villas close to
the subject site, have been repainted. In contrast, 332 High Street appears to have recelved
very little maintenance. A brief site visit showed broken windows (the property was scatbered
with broken glass), sections of rotted exterior walls, rot to some sections of eaves and
collapsed spouting, The building Is in a clear state of deterioration and open to the weather in
several place. Having said this, there were no obvious signs of leaning or sagging that may
suggest catastrophic fallure - although this would need to be substantiated by a qualified
person.

High Street has a high level of authenticity as much of the heritage architecture s intact. It is
the frequency and quality of these bulldings that is important to the streetscape and
therefore, demalition must be considerad as having negative effects on the strestscape
values.

Proposed Bulldings:

The proposed new build would yield nine two-bedroom units and associated car parks, This
wolld be achieved with two bulldings. A front {south) bullding with flve units and a rear
{north)} building with four units. Car parking would be established between the two building
while sutdeer amenity space would be provided for as follows; to the east of unit A and B, to
the west and adjoining the proposed driveway, for units C-E and to the north of units F-1. All
of these spaces would be accessed from living areas.

The design relies largely on replicating the existing villa frontage and the applicant has
axpressed a willingness to reuse existing elemants/materials Into the new design. The
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applicant has alsa responded to feedback that suggested it was impertant to indude a front
doorfentrance to High Street, This has been included in the design however the door is
decorative only as it would be against a laundry and stair wall, Doorways and entrances
should provide a positive interface between private space and the public realm. There should
be detectable pedestrian activity otherwise, they are simple facadism. Without further details,
such as- window/door design, exact colours, dadding and roofing specifications/detalls etc., It
is difficult to comment further on the proposed bullding, other than cladding.

Twa separate cladding systems are proposed. Rusticated weather board would be used on
the south, east and west facades of units A and B (and a small section of south faced of unit
C). The north bullding, and the back half of the south bullding, would be dad with board and
battens. The use of weather board Is Impeortant as it is a typical material within the heritage
precinct however, the propesed board and batten system Is clearly to reduce costs. Given
more of the east and west facades will be visible because of a reduced street setback, I would
suggest that a better outcome would be to clad all visible (from the street) with
weatherboard.

In my view, some verification of details, as discussed above, would be required to form a
definitive assessment of effects, Having said this, I do not feel that the proposed design is
without merit I simply feel that to avoid negative effects, detailing (especially of the street
facade) would need to be of an appropriately high level.

Regards,
Peter Christos,
Urban designer.
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From:

Sent!

To:

Ce:

Subject:
Attachments:

Hi Kurt,

Jakub Kochan

Friday, 18 Jume 20271 10:20 am,

Kurt Bowen

Mic Jepson; Meville MacKay; Alyssa Henderson; Raymond Currie

SWMP Approved by 3 Waters, 332 High Street - SWMP, LUC-2019-436.
332 High Street - SMP pdf

This I to advise that attached SWMP for 332 High Street (LUC-2019-436) is now approved by 3 Waters.

Notes:
1. Applicant demonstrated that the underground detention tank is a feasible option for managing SW within
this site

2. Areas F,G,H to discharge to detention tank after appropriate filtration/screening.

3, Detention tank details.
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Sunmary

The 10-year ARl critical event flow for the site in its pre-development form is 11.4
Itres per second.

The maximum discharge rate from the detention tank s calculated by the pre-
development flow less the uncontrolied post-development Hows. Theretore 11.4
Ifs less 1.4 Ifs = 10.0 /5.

The proposed storage tank, with an internal storage depth of 1.2m, o restricted
arifice of 65mm and a storage capacity of 6,000 litres will ensure that the
maximum discharge flow does not exceed the allowable discharge flow of 10.0
If5, and that the tank will be able to cater for all 10-year AR post-development
SCENArios.

The existing ofi-site catchment flow that presently passes through the site will be
redirected by the proposed development, howoever this will have no effect on the
network as it will quickly reach the same catchment that it presently feeds (just a
short distance upstream of its present collection point).

The landowner is recommended to install debris catch-traps in the roof gutter
systems and yard sumps in order to prevent debris from entering (and potentially
blocking) the detention tank.

The landowner is recommended to establish a maintenance program for the
detention tank,

FoLirs [a1lh|l_l1l§|'
PATERSON PITTS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP

Best Regards,
fakub

From: Kurt Bowen

Sent: Thursday, 17 June 2021 4:13 p.m.
To: Jakub Kochan

Subject: 332 High Street - SMFP

Hi Jakuly

Please find the attached SMP for the site at 332 High Street.

My calculations have concluded that a tank of 6,000 litres, with an orifice of 65mm and an internal depth of 1.2m,
will cater for all 10-year ARl event scenarios.

This SMP includes allowances for |) off-site catchments that are presently draining into the property and ii} several
areas of the post-development site that are not able to be captured by the proposed tank (i.e. uncontrolied
catchments).

If you can please review this SMP and issue an approval for this design, that would be appreciated.
Please feel free to give me a call if you have any questions.

Regards
Kurt
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Kurt Bowen

Principal

M 021 456 487

E kurt bowanfDppaqroup.co.ng

Palerson Pitts Limited Parinership, irading as:

PATERSONPITTSGROUP

Your Land Professionals
229 Moray Place

PO Box 5933

Dunedin 3058, New Zealand
T 03 477 3245

F 03 474 0484

E dunedin@@pparoup,co.nz
W www ppgroup.co.nz

Halice of Confidéntial Infarmation

The infcemation contained in this email message B CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION and miry also ba LEGALLY PRIVILEGED inended anly for
ihe indivdual o erdity named above, If you ang not the inferded recipient, you are hateby notified that any use, review, dssemination, distribution
or copying of this docurnant & strictly prohibited. If you have recaived this document in arrr, ploase immediately notify us by telephone (call collect
lo fhe person and numibes sbowa) and destroy the original message, Thank You

You must scan this email and any aftached files for viruses. PATERSON PITTS LP, trading as PATERSON PITTS GROUP disclaims all abiity
and responsibiify for any direct or indinect loss of damage which may ba sulfared by any recipbant of this email



152

DUNEDIN CITY
[ couNciL |

e Memorandum
TO: City Planning
FROM: Development Support Officer, 3 Waters
DATE: 21 September 2021
LUC-2019-436 9 UNIT DEVELOPMENT
SUBJECT: 332 HIGH STREET, DUNEDIN

3 WATERS COMMENTS

1. The proposed activity

Landuse consent is sought to demolish an existing eight-bedroomed dwelling on the site
located at 332 High Street and establish a nine-unit residential development. The site |s
within the Resldential 4 zone in the current District Plan and the Inner City Residential zone in
the Second Generation District Plan (2GP).

Existing services
The DCC's GIS records a 50mm diameter water pipe, 150mm diameter wastewater plpe and a
225mm diameter stormwater pipe in High Street,

Density assessment
The Inner City Residential Rules are under appeal so both the Operative District Plan and 2GP
rules must be considered.

Operative plan

Besidential 4 rules in the Dunedin District Plan set density rules of one unit per 200m? of site
size, The overall site is 1012m® which would allow 5 units, The site is 788m* undersized for 9
units,

2GP

The property Is zoned Inner City Residential under the 2GP which allows for 1 habitable room
per 45m2, This site is 1012m2 which allows for 22 bedrooms and the applicant is proposing
18.

2. Assessment of effects on 3 waters infrastructure

The DCC has hydraullc models for many of the City's water, wastewater and stormwater
networks, The effect of new developpment on those networks can be evaluated against
current performance, and against foreseeable future demand. District Plan zoning Indicates
where development is anticipated, and the density of development,

Development beyond that anticipated by the District Plan may:
+ Be accommaodated by existing infrastructure, both now and in the foreseeable future;
+ Be accommodated by existing Infrastructure only because anticipated permitbed
development in other areas has not yet occurred; or
« Mot be able to be accommodated without upgrade or expansion of existing Infrastructure.

Where there are capacity issues in the water network, water may not be able to be physically
supplied, and the proposed development could cause pressure losses to existing customers.
Whare there are capacity Issues in the drainage network, downstream wastewater andfor
stormwater surcharge and flooding will be exacerbated. The 3 Waters Hydraulic Modeller has
assessed this application as described below.

Water
No Issues have been identified with supplying water to this development.

Page 1 of 4
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Wastewater

With wastewater although the system does not indicate surcharges in the downstream
sections the model iz not well represented in the vicinlty of the proposed construction, As
such to minimize risk of surcharging and overflows it is required to keep the flows to
minimum by using water saving devices and to ensure there Is no cross connection between
the stormwater and the sewer systems from the site,

Stormwater

The stormwater model is incomplete and there are known Issues of water ponding in this
area. Therefore It is required to keep the post runoffs equal to pre runoffs to avoid risk of
flooding due to cumulative flows from similar developments in future.

3, Imfrastructure requirements

Code of Subdivision & Development 2010
All aspects of this development shall be undertaken In accordance with the requirements of
the Dunedin Code of Subdivision and Development 2010,

Water services
The Dunedin City Council Water Bylaw 2008 (revised 2011) sets out the requirements for
connections to the water supply netwaork.

Each lot must be serviced from an individual Point of Supply. There Is an existing water
connection to the property which will need to be up sized in order to accommaodate the 9 unit
development. For any change to an existing water connection, an “Application for Water
Supply® is required,

Mon-domestic water connections are metered and require 8 boundary RPZ  backflow
prevention device. Installation of an RPZ requires a bullding consent, or an exemption from a
bullding consent. Details of the device and its proposed location will be approved through
that process,

Firefighting requirements
All aspects relating to the availability of water for firefighting should be In accordance with
SNZ PAS 4509:2008, being the Fire Service Code of Practice for Fire Fighting Water Supplies.

There is a Fire Hydrant (WFHO2788) 20 m from the development entrance. Based on SNZ
PAS 4500:2008 a FW2 (25/s) zone requires a Fire Hydrant within 135 m and a second within
270 m. These Fire Hydrants requirements are compliant for the development.

Stormwater services

The proposal Is non-compliant to the Operative District Plan rules of minimum density for a
Residential 2 zone. To determine how the extra flow generated due to developing the site
further is managed, a Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP) Is required.

A Stormwater Management Plan {SWMP) prepared by a suitably qualified person must #]E]
submitted to Dunedin City Council including the following:

a. Stormwater calculations which state the difference between the pre-
development flows and post-development flows and how to manage any
difference in flow; and

b. An assessment of the current and proposed imperviousness of the site; and
¢. Secondary flow paths; and
d. Any watercourses located within the property; and

g, Detail of proposed stormwater management systems for the dewvelopment to
accommaodate for any excess runoff from extra impervious surfaces; and

f. An assessment of the current network and its ability to accept any additional
flow from the proposed development.

Page 2 of 4



154

The SWMP must be submitted and accepted by 3 Waters prior to any construction
commencing.

To allow adeguate pervious area for natural stormwater dralmage, the maximum site coverage
specified In the District Plan must be complied with. Please note that there are new site
coverage rules in the 2GP for both bullding coverage and maximum site imperviousness,

Wastewater services

To reduce water consumption and therefore the volume of wastewater generated, the consent
holder must Install water saving devices, Including but not limited to, low-flow shower heads,
6/3 dual flush tollets and asrated sink mixers,

Easements
Discuss IF relevant.

4, Consent conditions
The following conditions should be Imposed on any resource consent granted:

Water services

2. Each lot shall have a separate service connection installed. An “Application for Water
Supply” shall be submitted to the Dunedin City Council for approval to change the
connection by upsizing and adding a meter to the existing connection. Detalls of how
this property is to be serviced for water shall accompany the “Application for Water

Supply”.

3. An RPZ boundary backflow prevention device shall be installed on the water
connection, to the satisfaction of the 3 Waters (refer to advice note}.

Stormwater services

4, A Stormwater Management Plan for the subdivision shall be provided to Dunedin City
Councll for approval prior to construction commencing. The Stormwater Management
Plan must outline how stormwater from each lot will be managed to ensure post-
development flows do not exceed pre-development flows, and identify and address
any downstream effects of the stormwater generated by the development, including
any mitigation required,

Wastewater services
5. The consent holder must implement water saving devices, including but not limited to,
low-flow shower heads, 6/3 dual flush tollets and aerated sink mixers.

5. Advice notes
The fallowing advice notes may be helpful for any resource consent granted:

Code of Subdivizsion & Development
« All aspects of this developmaent shall be compliant with Parts 4, 5 and & of the Dunedin
Caode of Subdivision and Development 2010.

Water services
= Datall of the water supply

application process can be found at
EVICES Waler- '

IOy - vl Lol “L LRI RE LR IR

i =i

s All aspects relating to the availability of water for fire-fighting should be in
accordance with SNZ PAS 4509:2008, being the Fire Service Code of Practice for Fire
Fighting Water Supplies, unless otherwise approved by the New Zealand Fire Service.

Erosion and sediment control
s The following documents are recommended as best practice guidelines for managing
erosion and sediment-laden run-off:

- Environment Canterbury, 2007 “Erosion and Sediment Control Guideline 2007*
Report Mo, ROGF23.

- Dunedin City Councll "Silt and Sediment Control for Smaller Sites” (infermation
brochure).
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Development Support Officer

3 Waters
Dunedin City Council

CC:  Engineering Techniclan Hydraulic Modeller
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Campbell Thomson

From: Maveen Kadabha

Sent: Tuesday, 17 September 2019 03:44 pam,

To: Logan Boyd

Subject: RE: LUC-2019-436 - Memo Request for comments - 332 High Street, Dunedin
HI Logan,

There are no issues with potable water.,

With sewer although the system does not indicate surcharges In the dfs sections the model is not well represented
in the vicinity of the proposed construction. As such to minimise risk of surcharging and overfiows itis
recommended to keep the flows to minimum by using water saving devices and to ensure there is no cross
connection between the storrmwater and the sewer systems from the site.

The stormwater model is bit incomplete and there are known issues of water ponding in this area. Therefore it is
recommended to keep the post runoffs equal to pre runoffs to avoid risk of flooding due to cumulative flows from
similar developments in future.

Thanks

Maveen

From: Logan Boyd <Logan.Boyd @dcc.govt.nz>

Sent: Thursday, 12 September 2019 £:59 a.m,

To: Naveen Kadaba <Naveen Kadaba@dec. govt.ne

Subject: FW: LUC-2019-436 - Memo Request for comments - 332 High Street, Dunedin

Hi Naveen,

Resource consent is sought to demaolish an existing eight-bedroomed dwelling on the site located at 332 High Street
and establish a nine-unit (2 bedroom) residential development. Site size 1012m32.

The zoning is under appeal so both the Operative District Plan and 2GP rules must be considered.

The site is zoned Residential 4 under the Operative Plan which allows for a density of not less than 200m2 per
residential unit. This mean the on this site they can only have 5 residential units, but they are proposing 9.

The property is zoned Inner City Residential under the 2GP which allows for 1 habitable room per 45mil. This site is
1012m2 which allows for 22 bedrooms and the applicant is proposing 18,

Can you please let me know of any capacity constraints in the area that this development may affect?
Waould it be possible to have it by Monday too?

Thanks,
Logan
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From: Gabi McFarlane
Sent: Monday, 2 September 2019 11:09 a.m.
To: Transport <Transport@dec.govt.nz=; Resource Consents WWS-BC Comments <resconsent.wwsbe-

comments @oa,docgovt.nz>; City Development - Consent Comments
F opmenteonsentoommen nz:

Ce: Kirstyn Lindsay <kirstyn@planningsouth.nz>
Subject: LUC-2019-436 - Memo Request for comments - 332 High Street, Dunedin

Goad Afternoon,

Please find attached a Memao Reguest for comments relating to LUC-2019-436 - 332 High Street, Dunedin.

This memo Is to go to;

Transport Department
- 3 Waters Department
= Heritage Department
= Urban Designer

Could comments please be in by 16 September 2013 at the latest.

Kind Regards,

Gabi McFarlane
PLANMING TECHMICIAN
CITY PLANNING

P 034774000 | E gabimcfariane@dee.govt.nz
Dunedin City Council, 50 The Octagon, Dunedin

PO Box 5045, Dunedin 9054
Mew Fealand
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Memorandum

TO: Gabi McFarlane

FROM: Seepage Control Unit
DATESn: 10 September 2019
SUBJECT: LUC-2019-436

332 High Street
Dunedin

All private drainage matters will be dealt with at time of Building Consent.

Technical Support Officer

Meville Mackay
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Campbell Thomson

From: Logan Copland

Sent: Wednesday, 12 May 2021 02:45 p.m

Ta: Kirstyn Lindsay

Ce: Transport; Trevor Watson; Laura Mulder

Subject: RE: FW: LUC-2019-436 - Request for Further Information - 332 High Street, Dunedin
Attachments: LLIC-2019-436 332 High Street Comments.docx

=201 6 332 High Street, additiona 5 at
Hi Kirstyn,

I have reviewed the updated plans, as requested. | have responded to the below matters in the same order i.e.
Items 11-15 in your emall below.

11. Car Park 1 has been widened to 2.8m has requested. The space will be difficult to exit if entered in a forward
manner because the egressfaccess is directly behind it. it is noted however that the space can be entered with
relative ease should vehicles choose to drive beyond the space and reverse in on entry, Since the car parking area is
limited in scale and noting that it services a limited number of residential units, this is accepted. An advice note
should be placed on the consent to alert buyersfusers of the constraints noted above. A review condition is also
recommended to ensure any unforeseen adverse effects are suitably managed.

12, Car B appears to have been removed as it is not numbered. | note this space i not wide enough to operate as a
car park, This area should be clearly marked as ‘no parking’. A condition should be included to that effect.

13. The car parking dimensions comply with the 2GP requirement for a residential car park as contained within Rule
6.6.1.1.a. Subject to the comments under Point 11, this s therefore accepted,

14. Sheet 1 of the updated plan set shows the sealed car parking area will have a flat gradient (no number specified).
A condition requiring the gradient of the surface of the parking area is no greater than 1 in 20 in any one direction is

therefore appropriate and perfectly achievable,

15. The plan confirms a max gradient of 1 in 8 for at least the first 5.0m of the access (determined from the 1:100
scale on the section provided on Sheet 1). A condition that reinforces this requirement is therefore appropriate and
perfectly achievable. The summit change in gradient will be from +12.5% to +6.67%. This will easily comply with the
maximum of 12.5% change in gradient at the summit as per Rule 6.6.3.7.8. Conditions should be imposed on the
consent to reinforce these reguirements.

The conditions and advice notes in the attached document should be retained, and the following conditions and
advices notes also added:

Conditions:
{i) The maximum gradient of the first 5.0m of the vehicle access, measured from the road boundary, must
not exceed a gradient of 1 in 8.
(i) The area adjacent to Car Park 7 must be marked as ‘no parking'.

(i} A review condition should be imposed on the consent pursuant to Section 128 of the RMA insofar as it
relates to Car Par 1, due to the constraints identified above {location of egressfaccess being directly
behind it).

Advice Notes:
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(i} it is recommended that Car Park 1 be entered an a reverse gear to enable ease of egress in a forward
Eear.

Any questions, please ask.

Regards
Logan

Logan Copland
PLANMER
TRANSPORTATION

P03 477 4000 | M 021 951 290 |E logan.copland @dec.govt ne
Dunedin City Council, 50 The Gctagon, Dunedin

PO Box 5045, Dunedin 9054
Mew Zealand

www. dunedin.govt.nz

From: Logan Copland

sent: Tuesday, 4 May 2021 5:18 p.m.
To: Kirstyn Lindsay

subject: RE: FW: LUC-2019-436 - Request for Further Information - 332 High Street, Dunedin

Okay Kirstyn - will do.

Cheers
Logan

Sent from my Gakinagf

—mmeeae Original message —-—

From: Kirstyn Lindsay <kirstyn@planningsouth.nz>

Date: 4/05/21 4:57 pm (GMT+12:00)

To: Logan Copland <Logan.Copland @dcc govt.nz=

Cc: Laura Mulder <Laura, Mylder@dee, >

subject: Re: FW: LUC-2019-436 - Request for Further Information - 332 High Street, Dunedin

Hi Logan,

Kirsten recommended a number of conditions which | thought it was appropriate for the applicant to confirm that
they could comply with. These were included in the further information request. It would be good if you can assess
the revised plans against the requested further information below noting of course that rules and/or assessment
criteria have also altered in the past two years :

Given the location of the site on High Street, an urban high-density collector road, ensuring adequate provision is
made for parking and manoeuvring is key to avoiding vehicles reversing onto High Street ond adversely impacting on
the safe and efficlent functioning of the transportation network. While the application proposes the provision of
eight parking spaces, the functionality of the parking area requires some consideration to aveld potential effects that
extend beyond the site’s boundories.

The carparks located adfacent to the site’s side boundaries are not considered of a suitable width to enable their
accessibility and manoeuvrability. Both of these parks are required to be widened by 300mm to address this potential

2
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effect.

Additionally, the manoeuvring space associated with the park ot the eastern end of the park has not heen
appropriately considered, as additional aisle length has not been proposed to assure the avallability of appropriate
maoneeuvring space. The transportation planner considers that these issues con be readily resolved via the removal of
this carpark, The overall development only requires five parks in occordance with the provisions of Rule 15.5.8, o
the removal of one park will not result in any additional non-compliances.

11. Please advise if the applicant offers to widen the carparks located adfacent to the site’s side boundaries by
300mm? Alternatively, o parking ossessment of the current parking arrangements by o suitably qualified person is
required,

12. Please advise if the applicant offers to remove the car park at the eastern end of the car park area to provide for
manoeuvring space? Alternatively, o parking assessment of the current porking arrangements by a suitably qualified
person is required,

13, Please demonstrate that sufficient manoeuvring space is provided on the site to prevent vehicles reversing
directly anto or aff High Street. The area must be large enough so that an 85th percentile design motor car is
required to make no more than two reversing movements when manaeuvring.

14. Please confirm that the gradient of the surfoce of the parking area is no greater than 1 in 20 in any one direction,
The application fs also silent on the gradient of the proposed access, aside from noting an everall grodient of 1:8.

15, Please confirm that the vehicle occess from High Street is designed to minimise longitudinagl grodients; and the
masximum change In gradient without transition for all vehiculor access is no greater than 1 in 8 for summit grade
changes or 1 in 6.7 for sog grade changes.

Cheers, Kirstyn

Kirstyn Lindsay

Resource Management Planner
Southern Planning Solutions Limited
027 308 8950

Please note that I work away from the office on secondment each Wednesday and am
unavailable during this time.

A

SOUTHERN PLANNING

SOLUTIONS

On Tue, May 4, 2021 at 4:43 PM Logan Copland <Logan.Copland @dcc govt.nz> wrote:

3
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Hi Kirstyn,

| did an email search and see that Kirstyn prepared comments {attached).

Are these sufficient or is further review needed?

Thanks

Logan

Logan Copland

PLANNER
TRANSPORTATION

P 03 477 4000 |M 021 851 290 |E logan.copland@dec.govi.nz
Dunedin City Council, 50 The Octagon, Dunedin

PO Box 5045, Dunedin 9054

Mew Zealand

WA in.

a5, DUNEDIN | icupibers
%5 CITY COUNCIL | Otepati

i1 this sivessaon i not intended for you please delobs it and nolify us immadiately; you are warnad thal any furihar usn, dissesminalion, dialrtution or
represiaction of s mabeial by you s prahitifed.,

From: Kirstyn Lindsay lann h.nz>
Sent: Tuesday, 27 April 2021 11:12 a.m.
To: Andrea Farminer <Andrea.Farminer@dec govt.nz>; Peter Christos <Peter.Christos@dct govt.nz>; Lagan
Copland <Logan Copland @dce govt.nz>; Alyssa Henderson Mmﬂw
Ce: Phil Marshall <Phil,Marshall@dcc govt.nz>; Laura Mulder <

Subject: Fwd: PW: LUC-2019-436 - Request for Further Infermation - - 332 ngh Street, Dune-dm
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Ay nuHED jhara
& DUNEDIN i Memorandum
TN Planner
FROM: Consultant Planner — Transport
DATE: 12 September 2019
SUBJECT: LUC-2019-336 332 HIGH 5TREET
APPLICATION:

This application relates to the construction of nine, two bedroom, two storey residential units in bwao
blacks on the subject site. Eight carparks are proposed on the site, and they will be accessed via a
driveway at the south-western side of the site.

The site is zone Residential 4 under the Operative District Plan and subject to a heritage precinct
overlay, The building is scheduled as B308, and High Street is a district road under the operative
District Plan.

The site is zoned Inner City Residential Zone of the 2GP, and is subject to overlays relating to
archaealogy and heritage. The existing dwelling is identified as B30B, and its demalition is a non-
complying activity. The establishment of a multi-unit development is a restricted discretionary activity.
High Street is classified as an urban high density corridor under the proposed 2GP.

Transport’s consideration relates to the following matters:

e Rule 15.5.8, which requires that a development of 18 habitable rooms is required to provide
five carparks. Eight carparks are proposed.

« Rule 6.6.1.1, which requires stall widths to be increased by 300mm where they are bounded
by a permanent obstruetion, and the extension of the aisie 1 metre beyond the last parking
space. This impacts on the two parks proposed at either side of the site.

» Rule 6.6.1.2 which requires adequate manoeuvring to be provided that prevents vehicles
reversing to an urban high density corridor. No more than e reverse manoeuvres may be
required for this on-site manoeuvring.

¢ Rule 6.6.1.3, which requires 6 metres of on-site queuing space for vehicles entering or exiting
a parking area for between 5 and 20 vehicles. In this instance, no gueuing space is proposed.

* Rule 6.6.1.5, which requires the parking, aceess and manoeuvring areas are suitably drained,
hard surfaced, and appropriately marked. The application does not confirm this aspect of
the proposal.

In this instance® no subdivision is proposed.

PARKING AND MANOEUVRING:

Given the location of the site on High Street, an urban high density collector road, ensuring adequate
provision is made for parking and manoeuvring is key to avoiding vehicles reversing onto High Street
and adversely impacting on the safe and efficient functioning of the transportation network. While

! ghauld the sibe be subdivided, under the proposed 2GP one park will be required for each unit, howewer

as no subdivision 18 currently proposed, compliance with the parking requirements can be assasned an the
hasis of the entire development.

Fage 1of 3
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the applicant has proposed the provision of eight parking spaces, the functionality of the parking area
requires some consideration to avoid potential effects that extend beyond the site’s boundaries,

The carparks located adjacent to the site’s side boundaries are not of a suitable width to enable their
accessibility and manceuvrability, Both of these parks are required to be widened by 300mm to
address this potential effect. Additionally, the manceuvring space assoclated with the park at the
eastern end of the park has not been appropriately considered, as additional aisle length has not been
proposed to assure the availability of appropriate manoeuvring space. These issues can be readily
resolved via the removal of this carpark, and a condition Is recommended to this effect. Further, it is
noted that the overall development requires only 5 parks in accordance with the provisions of Rule
15.5.8, and the removal of one park will not result in any additional non-compliances.

Based on this assessment, parking and manoeuvring space in conjunction with the development is not
considered to impact on the safe and efficient functioning of the transportation netwerk in the vicinity
of the site.

Finally, it is noted that the application Is silent as to the gradient of the parking area, and Transport's
standard condition 1s recommended to address this potential effect.

ACCESS:

The proposed driveway at the south-western side of the property meets most requirements identified
in the proposed 2GP. The proposal does not indicate the provision of 6 metres of queuing space for
vehicles using the driveway, however given the design and layout of the parking area, which generally
meets the requirements of the proposed 2GP, it is considered that adequate space has been retained
on the site to enable vehicles to queue and manoeuvre within the parking area. On this basis, the
layout is considered appropriate for the number of vehicles expected to regularly use the parking area.

The application is also silent on the gradient of the proposed access, aside from noting an overall
gradient of 1:8. It is appropriate that the Council’s standard conditions are applied to clarify the
eriticality of providing suitable access to the site,

GENERATED TRAFFIC:

It is considered that the effects of this proposal on the transportation network will be no more than
minor.

COMCLUSION

Transport considers the effects of this proposed development on the transportation netwaork to be no
mare than minor, subject to the following condition(s) and advice note(s):

CONDITIONS:

1,  On site parking must be provided for no more than seven vehicles, The carparks must be
permanently marked and comply with the minimum dimensions stipulated for residential
activities in the proposed Second Generation District Plan.

2. Any parking spaces with a permanent obstruction or wall on one side must be a minimum of
2.8m width,

3, The surface of all parking, associated access and manoeuvring areas shall be formed, hard
surfaced and adequately drained for their entirety, and parking spaces permanently marked.

4.  The driveway shall be kept free of obstructions to ensure that the residential parking spaces are
readily accessible at all times.
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sufficient manceuvring space shall be provided on the site to prevent vehicles reversing directly
onto or off High Street. The area shall be large encugh so that an 85th percentile design maotor
car is required to make no more than two reversing movements when manoeuvring.

The gradient of the surface of the parking area shall be no greater than 1 in 20 in any one
direction.

Vehicle access shall be designed to minimise longitudinal gradients; and the maximum change
in gradient without transition for all vehicular access shall be no greater than 1in 8 for summit
grade changes or 1 in 6.7 for sag grade changes.

Any damage to any part of the footpath or road formation as a result of the demolition or
construction works shall be reinstated at the applicant’s cost.

ADVICE NOTES:

a)

b)

The vehicle crossing, between the road carriageway and the property boundary, is within legal
road and will therefore require a separate Vehicle Entrance Approval from DCC Transport to
ensure that the vehicle crossing is constructed/upgraded in accordance with the Dunedin City
Council Vehicle Entrance Specification (note: this approval is not included as pant of the resource
consent process).

The applicant will require a TMP, prepared by a suitably qualified person, if the proposed works
affect the normal operating conditions of the transport network. The TMP will need to be
approved by Transport, prior to any works commencing.
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EamEheIl Thomson

From: MWH Hazards Team <MWHHazardsTeami@stantec.comes

Sent: Wednesday, 5 May 2021 04:26 p.m.

To: Laura hubder; BAWH Hazards Team

Cc: "Kirstyn Lindsay®

Subject: RE: FW: LLIC-2019-436 - Request for Further Information - 332 High Street, Dunedin

Hi,
| don't believe we have any more input to give for this application.
Regards,

Edward Guerreiro
BEng Civil
Civil Engineer

Mohile: +64 21 866 028
Emall: edward guerreirp@stantec.com

Stantec New Zealand
134a Gorge Road,
Cueenstown 9300, New fealand

PO Box 13052,
Christchurch 8141, Mew Zealand

() stantec

The content of this email is the confidential property of Stantec and should not be copied, modified, retransmitted,
or used for any purpose except with Stantec’s written authorisation, If you are not the intended recipient, please
delete all copies and notify us immediately.

#® Please consider the environment before printing this email,

From: Laura Mulder

Sent: 27 April, 2021 11:42 AM

To: MWH Hazards Team

Ce: "Kirstyn Lindsay’

Subject: FW: FW: LUC-2019-436 - Request for Further Information - 332 High Street, Dunedin
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whaknmjuri, Ko rohia mad
;. Join fhe convergalion.

L yoar plan J020-33 &topoll | dunedin

If this message is not intended for you please delete it and notify us iImmediately; you are warned that any further
use, dissemination, distribution or reproduction of this material by you is prohibited..

From: Kirstyn Lindsay <kirstyn@planningsouth.nz>
Sent: Tuesday, 27 April 2021 11:12 am,.

To: Andrea Farminer <Andrea.Farminer@dcc.govi.ng>; Peter Christos <Peter.Christos@dcg govt.nz>; Logan Copland
<logan.Coplandi@doc =1 Alyssa Henderson <Alyssa.Henderson@doc govt.nz>

Cc: Phil Marshall <Phil.Marshall@dec.govt.nz>; Laura Mulder <Laura. Mulder@dce govi.nz>
subject: Fwd: PW: LUC-2019-436 - Request for Further Information - 332 High Street, Dunedin

Hi Team
In 2019 an application was lodged to demalish the dwellings at 332 High Street and replace it with a number of
residential units (LUC-2019-436). A further information request was made (attached).

The applicant provided the engineering report in August 2020 (attached) and the rest of the further information
taday [attached).

Can you please review and determine if it meets the 592 request in respect of your relevant areas, and determine if
the request raises any additional points to be addressed. Can you please then provide comments by 7 May 2021.

Laura - can you please also forward this onto Stantec?

Nga Mihi

Kirstyn Lindsay

Resource Management Planner

Southern Planning Solutions Limited
irstyn @ planningsouth,

027 308 2950

Please note that | work away from the office on secondment each Wednesday and am unavailable during this
time.

o

SOUTHERN PLANKNING

SOLUTIONS



	Blank Page



