HEARINGS COMMITTEE AGENDA

WEDNESDAY, 15 FEBRUARY 2023, 9.00 AM
Council Chamber, Dunedin Public Art Gallery,
30 The Octagon, Dunedin

MEMBERSHIP: Commissioner Megan Justice

IN ATTENDANCE: Campbell Thomson (Senior Planner/Committee Advisor),
Nicola Petrie (Processing Planner) and Wendy Collard
(Governance Support Officer)

PART A (Committee has the power to decide these matters):
1 RESOURCE CONSENT APPLICATION - LUC-2022-337, 64 PASSMORE CRESCENT, 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 Nicola Petrie, Processing Planner
Refer to pages 1-13

The Applicant's Presentation
Application
Refer to pages 14 —33

The Update to Application
Refer to pages 34 - 40

Submission
Refer to pages 41 - 63

Council Officer's Evidence
e  Email from Urban Designer
Refer to page 64 - 66

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 - 64 Court or Tribunal against the
Passmore Crescent, Dunedin City Council in these
Dunedin proceedings.

Hearing Committee agenda, 64 Passmore Crescent- (15 February 2023) 2
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Report
TO: Hearings Committee
FROM: Nicola Petrie, Planner
DATE: 23 January 2023
SUBIJECT: RESOURCE CONSENT APPLICATION
LUC-2022-337
64 Passmore Crescent, Dunedin
Clifford Ashley Muir and Kaye Louise Muir
INTRODUCTION
[1] This report has been prepared on the basis of information available on 23 January 2023.

The purpose of the report is to provide a framework for the Committee’s consideration of
the application and the Committee is not bound by any comments made within the report.
The Committee is 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 below, | consider that the proposed extension to the attached
garage into the side yard and front yard will have minor adverse effects on streetscape
amenity, neighbourhood character and on-site amenity and these effects can be
managed. | also consider that the proposal is generally consistent with the relevant
objectives and policies of both District Plans. As a result, | have concluded that the
proposal should be granted subject to conditions.

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL

[3]

[4]

[5]

(6]

Resource consent is sought to extend the existing garage by 2.2m into the side yard. The
proposal initially reflected the extension will be 300mm off the shared boundary with 64a
Passmore. The walls will be 100mm in thickness. The extension is to accommodate a new
laundry and an internal lift. The addition will also encroach on the front yard setback,
being 2.8m from the front boundary.

On 09 December 2022, the applicant updated the proposal with revised plans. The
proposed setback from the side boundary is to be increased to 500mm. The email included
a site plan reflecting the lesser proposed encroachment and concept elevations for the
proposed extension.

The increased setback, to 500mm, is intended to protect the hedge and tree roots to help
their health and retention.

A copy of the application, including plans of the proposed extension, is contained in
Appendix 1 of this report. For completeness, both the original and revised plans are
included for comparison and are identified accordingly.



[7]

The proposal in its revised form is for a breach of yard setbacks only. While a breach of a
height plane rule was also applied for the proposed addition is in fact compliant.

DESCRIPTION OF SITE AND LOCATION

(8]

[9]

[10]

[11]

[12]

The site is located on Passmore Crescent, in the suburb of Maori Hill. The property at 64
Passmore Crescent is a front site with a dwelling close to the road frontage. The house on
the adjacent land at 64A Passmore Crescent is situated to the rear of the subject site.
Refer to Figure 1.

Figure 1 shows the aerial photography of 64 and 64a Passmore Crescent.

The dwelling on site contains a double garage with internal access, flowing into a sitting
room with adjoining terrace, WC, kitchen and entry lobby with adjoining porch. There is
an internal staircase to the first floor. The proposed lift will be positioned where the
garage meets the lobby and allow passengers to be transported to the first-floor landing
to access bedrooms. These renovations will future proof the property for the current
owners.

The site is rectangular in shape and the topography of the land gently slopes down from
the road. The applicants’ site is slightly higher than the direct neighbour and identified
affected party.

The site is legally described as Lot 2 DP 4509 (held in Record of Title 0T272/230). The site
has an area of 415m?,

The side yard breach is in relation to the immediately adjacent property at:

Site Area Owner (from DCC Ratepayer info)

64a Passmore Crescent 670m? Gareth John Treharne




HISTORY OF THE SITE/BACKGROUND TO THE APPLICATION

[13]

The existing environment includes a garage at the front of 66 Passmore Crescent adjacent
to the boundary with 64A opposite the current proposal. It is noted that this was the
subject of a resource consent in 2014 (LUC-2014-136).

ACTIVITY STATUS

[14]

[15]

Dunedin currently has two district plans: the operative Dunedin City District Plan, and the
Proposed Second Generation Dunedin City District Plan (the “Proposed 2GP”). Until the
Proposed 2GP is made fully operative, both district plans need to be considered in
determining the activity status and deciding what aspects of the activity require resource
consent.

The activity status of the application is fixed by the provisions in place when the
application was first lodged, pursuant to Section 88A of the Resource Management Act
1991. However, it is the provisions of both district plans in force at the time of the decision
that must be had regard to when assessing the application,

Operative District Plan (Dunedin City District Plan 2006)

[16]

[17]

The subject site is zoned Residential 1in the Dunedin City District Plan. Passmore Crescent
is considered a Local Road in the Plan’s Roading Hierarchy.

The relevant rules of the Operative District Plan for this proposal have been superseded
by those of the proposed 2GP and are deemed inoperative under Section 86F of the
Resource Management Act 1991. Accordingly, the activity status of the proposal has not
been assessed any further under the rules of the Operative Plan.

Proposed Second Generation Dunedin City District Plan (Proposed 2GP)

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

The subject site is zoned General Residential 2 and is subject to the Variation 2 mapped
area.

Proposed 2GP was notified on 26 September 2015, and some Proposed 2GP rules had
immediate legal effect from this date. Some rules became fully operative following the
close of submissions, where no submissions were received. Additional rules came into
legal effect upon the release of decisions. Those additional rules become fully operative if
no appeals are lodged or once any appeals have been resolved.

At the time of writing there are no outstanding appeals on the 2GP rules relating to the
proposed activity. The 2GP rules are therefore considered to be fully operative insofar as
they relate to the application.

The proposal falls under the definition of ‘standard residential activity. Under the
Proposed 2GP, activities have both a land use and a development activity component.

Land Use Activity

[22]

Standard Residential is a permitted activity under Rule 15.3.3.3 subject to performance
standards which include density, outdoor living space, service areas and ancillary
residential units.



[23] Note the proposal is considered to meet the relevant Performance Standards, being Rule
15.5.2.1.a Density! (1 habitable room per 45m? of land) and there is sufficient outdoor
living space for the residence.

Development Activity

[24] The proposal will breach Rule 15.3.4.2.a, which requires all buildings and structures
activities to comply with boundary setbacks, which are set out in Rule 15.6.13.1. The
General Residential 2 sethacks that apply to the subject site and proposal are as follows:
4.5m from a road front boundary and 2m from a side boundary.

[25] The application identifies the proposed extension will also encroach into the height in
relation to boundary plane. However, the applicant has used a measure of a 55-degree
recession plane inclined inward from a point 2.5m vertically from the boundary, which is
a rule which applies to certain sites in the General Residential 1 Zone. The correct rule for
height in relation to boundary for the subject site, being a property situated in the General
Residential 2 zone, is for a 55-degree recession plane measured from a point 3m vertically
above the boundary. Consequently, there is no breach of the height in relation to
boundary plane based on the plans provided on 12 December 2022.

[26] A breach of boundary setbacks, Rule 15.3.4.2.a is assessed as a restricted discretionary
activity. The plan prescribes the following assessment matters {(Rule 15.10.4.1) should be
considered: a) effects on surrounding sites’ residential amenity, b} effects on
neighbourhood residential character and amenity and Rule 15.10.4.2.a which is effects on
health and safety. Effects on health and safety is required when a garage or carport in
situated in the front yard.

Overall Status

[27]1 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 activity classification applied to
the whole proposal.

[28]  Inthis case, there is more than one rule involved, encroachment of the front yard setback
and side yard setback. The breaches hold the same status and will be considered to be a
restricted discretionary activity.

Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing
Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) Regulations 2011 {“the NES”}

[29] A preliminary check of the Council records does not indicate any likelihood of a history of
HAIL activities at this site.

NOTIFICATION AND SUBMISSIONS
[30] No written approvals were submitted with the application.
[31] A limited notified public notice was issued on 01 November 2022 with submissions closing

on midnight of the 30 November 2022, One submission was received on the 30 November
2022

1gite is 415/45 = 9 HR current dwelling under that quota (5HR not counting the store roomy.



£32]

Crescent and residential amenity. Including, shading
of the off-street carpark. Concerns about
the subsequent death of the hedge and
tree on the shared boundary. Concerns
about rights of access. The submission
requests council for a single legible version
of the plans

Name of Address Suppert/ | Summary of Submission Wish to | Delegate to

Submitter Oppose be commissioners
heard?

G Treharne 64a Passmore | Oppose Concerned about privacy and streetscape | No No

It is noted that the submission requests that the applicant have the boundary surveyed
and arrange a legal covenant for limitations on their rights to access over the submitter’s
property. It is noted that as part of the building consent process it is anticipated that the
boundary will be required to be confirmed by survey prior to any construction. However,
any encroachment for access by the applicant on the land at 64A Passmore Crescent is a
civil matter between the landowners. The applicant should nevertheless consider the
implications for property maintenance if access over the adjacent property will not be
available.

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF ALLOWING THE ACTIVITY

[33]

Section 104{1)}{a) of the Act requires that the Council have regard to any actual and
potential effects on the environment of allowing the activity. ‘Effect’ is defined in Section
3 of the Act as including-

a) Any positive or adverse effect; and

b} Any temporary or permanent effect; and

c) Any past, present, or future effect; and

dl Any cumulative effect which arises over time or in combination with other
effects—

regardless of the scale, intensity, duration or frequency of the effect, and also

includes —

e} Any potential effect of high probability; and

f) Any potential effect of low probability which has a high potential impact.

Permitted Baseline

[34]

[35]

[36]

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 assessment 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 from the proposed activity. Effects within the permitted baseline can be
disregarded in the effects assessment of the activity.

In this situation, the Proposed 2GP provides for standalone or attached garage to have a
reduced setback of 1m where the maximum height of the garage within the side yard is
2m and the maximum length is 6m. Additionally, there is a reduced setback from a road
boundary of 0.5m, for standalone or attached garage, where the maximum height in the
road boundary setback is no greater than 3m and a maximum width of 4.5m.

The Proposed Plan also allows for a solid fence, up to 2m high, to be erected on a
boundary. This has been illustrated in Appendix 1 with the elevations Mr. Muir submitted
on the 09 December 2022.




(37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

The existing and reasonably foreseeable receiving environment is made up of:

o The existing environment and associated effects from lawfully established
activities;

e Effects from any consent on the subject site {not impacted by proposal) that are
likely to be implemented;

» The existing environment as modified by any resource consent granted and likely
to be implemented;

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

For the subject site, the existing and reasonable foreseeable receiving environment
comprises residential activity in the form of a single stand-alone residential unit.

For adjacent land, the existing and reasonable foreseeable receiving environment
comprises residential activity in the form of single stand-alone residential units. There are
some buildings in the vicinity which are located close to boundaries including the garage
opposite the proposal on the other side of 64a Passmore Crescent,

It is against these that the effects of the activity, beyond the permitted baseline, must be
measured.

Assessment of Effects

[41]

This section of the report assesses the following environmental effects in terms of relevant
assessment matters of the Proposed 2GP:

. Surrounding sites” residential amenity (15.10.4.1.a);

. Neighbourhood residential character and amenity {15.10.4.1.b);
. Positive Effects;

. Cumulative Effects;

Surrounding sites’ residential amenity (Assessment Matters 15.10.4.1.a)

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

The concerns of the submitter, regarding residential amenity, includes loss of privacy and
shading. It also includes issues with potential encroachment on 64a by the owners of 64
Passmore to access the exterior of their property for maintenance purposes,

The proposal seeks to reuse a window in the new laundry which will overlook the
pedestrian access to 64a Passmore Crescent. The applicant has offered mitigation in the
form of obscure film to be applied to the window to allow for privacy.

The 2GP suggests some circumstances that may support an application to permit buildings
to encroach into the boundary setback. These circumstances include residential buildings
on neighbouring sites recelve adequate natural light and privacy, the reduced setback will
mirror the setback of the adjacent residential building, both in minimum distance from
the boundary, and the maximum extent to which the encroachment occurs along the
boundary (including length and height). Additionally, there are no windows from living or
sleeping area proposed along the wall of the new building or existing along the wall of any
adjacent parallel residential building {Rule 15.10.4.1.a.vi).

The height in relation to boundary rule and the maximum height controls are the principal
means by which the Proposed Plan Standards seek to avoid shading effects and loss of
natural light. While compliance with yard setback may contribute to this by providing



[46]

[47]

physical separation between dwellings, the benefit from this will depend on the height of
any structure concerned.

The proposal complies with both the height in relation to boundary plane and the
maximum height rules. The application plans also illustrate that the additional shading
from the extension is very minimal. As shown by Figure 2 below. Based on the
architectural plans and the compliance with the height in relation to boundary rule, it is
considered the neighbour at 64a Passmore will still receive adequate light and privacy
(Rule 15.10.4.1.a.iv), having regard to the effects anticipated by the District Plan. The
effects on the amenity of 64A Passmore Crescent are limited in scope as the
encroachment occurs on a parking space / access pathway. Consequently, it will not affect
the residential dwelling and assumed outdoor living space of the submitter’s property.
The submission identifies a loss of amenity in terms of shading of an on-site car park and
the hedge and an ash tree. Given the compliance with the height plane, the actual effect
of the yard reduction on amenity appears to be more in terms of the proximity to the root
system of the hedge and tree, as well as concerns about maintenance of the buildings at
64 Passmore Crescent.

is .' v - NS ry o
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Figure 2 shows the solstice shading, illustrating the additional shading effect

The effects on amenity of the submitter’s property do not detract from the compliance
with requirements of the District Plan for outdoor living space. The Proposed Plan sets
out the criteria for where an outdoor living space should be situated. The leg-in to 64a
Passmore does not fit the criteria identified in the Proposed Plan. This is because it is
south-facing and is not directly accessible from a principal living area. From the aerial
photography, it is also noted, 64a has a large, north facing, mature garden which would
be a better fit for this criterion.

Streetscape amenity and character (Assessment Matters 15.10.4.1.b)

[48]

[49]

[50]

The concerns of the submitter regarding streetscape amenity are that the extension will
negatively impact the way their property is viewed from the street.

64a is a rear site, the outlook from the streetscape will be narrowed but given the
permitted baseline in is considered the effect of the proposal is largely anticipated by the
plan and the permitted activities of the Proposed Plan.

Council’s Urban Designer, Maria Calla, has assessed the proposal and feels that the form,
height and setback of the extension is appropriate for the neighbourhood. She notes the



[51]

[52]

roof pitch being lower than the garage on the other side minimises the negative effect on
the neighbouring property. And comments that the use of existing material and colours
will enable it to blend in to the existing house which reduces the visual impact.

Ms Callati is complimentary of the space that has been retained. This space allows for
landscaping along the face of the garage’s external wall.

She comments that should the hedge and tree not be able to be retained, a landscaped
strip garden in the western corner of the site along the area between the extension and
the north-east boundary would assist in softening the entrance of 64a Passmore Crescent
and enhance the proposed development in relation to streetscape character and amenity.

Health and safety (Assessment Matters 15.10.4.2.a)

[53]

The proposed extension is located within the road boundary setback, which is 4.5m from
the road front boundary. It is relevant that the proposed protrusion is very minimal
compared to the existing garage which Is located also within this road boundary setback.
Therefore, it is considered, the effects on health and safety are well established and do
not need to be assessed as part of this consent.

Positive Effects

[54]

The extension will allow the owner of 64 Passmore Crescent to future-proof his use of the
property by allowing this laundry to come up to the ground floor and instal! a lift for access
between the ground floor and the first floor.

Cumulative Effects [Assessment Matter)

[55]

[56]

[57]

[58]

[59]

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

“ . one of 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 resuit
of the activity which is under consideration”.

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

In this case, a relevant question is whether the garage extension represents a tipping point
where the character of the streetscape changes. In this situation, | do not consider that
the granting of this consent will lead to this tipping point, as it is a very marginal change
to the existing residential environment. This conclusion is further solidified by the
Council’s Urban Designer’'s comments.

Cumulative effects are relevant for this property, as the application in 2014 saw a garage
encroach into the side yard opposite the proposal. Some consideration should be given to
whether a similar building encroachment on the other side would create an undesirable
effect on the frontage of 64a Passmore Crescent. However, the proposal is only a minor
extension to the side of an existing garage.

it is further refevant that caselaw advises that Council is not formally bound by a previous
decision of the same or another authority.



[60]

It is also relevant, from Ms, Callad’s conclusion, that the proposal is not as intrusive as it
could be due to the restrained height of the extension and the downward sloping nature
of the roofline. Additionally, Ms. Callau advice offers the effects can be mitigated planting
that will soften the overall impact on the streetscape.

Effects Assessment Conclusion

[61]

| consider the proposed extension will have minor adverse effects that can be managed
provided the suggested conditions are adopted. it has been discussed earlier that the
width of the access leg provides a generous access into 64a Passmore Crescent. With the
retention of the existing hedge and tree or the introduction of mitigation planting coupled
with the limited size and scale of the extension on the subject site, it can be concluded
that overall impact could be adequately reduced to less than minor.

OFFSETTING OR COMPENSATION MEASURES ASSESSMENT

[62]

[63]

Section 104(1)(ab) of the Resource Management Act 1991 requires 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.

In this case, no offsetting or compensation measures have been proposed or agreed to by
the applicant.

OBIECTIVES AND POLICIES ASSESSMENT

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

[64]

In accordance with Section 104{1}(b) of the Resource Management Act 1991, the
objectives and policies of the Dunedin City District Plan and the proposed 2GP were taken
into account in assessing the application.

Dunedin City District Plan — 2006 Operative Plan

[65]

Although many of the objectives and policies of the 2006 District Plan may be deemed
inoperative, as there are some appeals against the Objectives and Policies of the Proposed
2GP, the following have been considered as a conservative approach:

Sustainability Section

Objective/Policy Is the proposal Consistent with or Contrary to the
Ohjectives and Policies?

Objective 4.2.1 The amenity values of the surrounding area are

Enhance the amenity values of Dunedin. considered to be maintained. Consistent.

Policy 4.3.1

Maintain and enhance amenity values.

Objective 4.2.3 The proposal is for a residential property in
Sustainably manage infrastructure residential  zone, therefore the effects are
anticipated. Consistent.

Objective 4.2.5

Provide a comprehensive planning framework to
manage the effects of use and development of
resources.

Policy 4.3.5

Require the provision of infrastructure services atan
appropriate standard,

Policy 4.3.7




Use zoning to provide for uses and developments
which are compatible within identified areas.

Policy 4.3.8
Avoid the indiscriminate mixing of incompatible
uses and developments.

Policy 4.3.10

Adopt a holistic approach in assessing the effects of
the use and development of natural and physical
resources.

Residential Section

Objective/Policy

Is the proposal Consistent with or Contrary to the
Objectives and Policies?

Objective 8.2.1

Ensure that the adverse effects of activities on
amenity values and the character of residential
areas are avoided, remedied and mitigated.

Policy 8.3.1
Maintain or enhance the amenity values and
character of residential areas,

The amenity values and character of the area will be
maintained. Consistent.

Proposed 2GP

[66] The objectives and policies of the 2GP must be considered alongside the objectives and
policies of the current district plan. The following 2GP objectives and policies were

considered to be relevant to this application:

Sustainability Section

Obiective/Policy

Is the proposal Consistent with or Contrary to the
Objectives and Policies?

Objective 2.4.1.5

Maintain or enhance the attractiveness of
streetscapes, public open spaces and residential
amenity by using rules that manage building bulk

The extension has been designed to not be
intrusive, whilst it is breaching boundary setbacks it
will be compliant with height in relation to
houndary. Overall consistent,

and location, site development and overall
development density.

Residential Section

Is the proposal Consistent with or Contrary to the
Objectives and Policies?

Objective/Policy

Objective 15.2.2

Residential  activities, development and
subdivision provide high quality on-site amenity
for residents.

The on-site amenity values for residents will be
maintained. Mostly consistent.

Policy 15.2.2.1
Reguire residential development to achieve a
high quality of on-site amenity by:

a. Providing functional, sunny, and
accessible outdoor living spaces that
allow enough space for on-site food
production, leisure, green space and
recreation;

b. Having adequate separation distances
hetween residential buildings;

¢. Retaining adequate open
uncluttered by buildings;

d. Having adequate space avallable for
service areas.

space

Objective 15.2.3

10
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Conclusion on Objectives and Policies Assessment

[67]

[68]

[691]

Activities in residential zones maintain a good
level of amenity on surrounding residential
properties and public spaces.

Policy 15.2.3.1

Require buildings and structures to be of a height
and setback from boundaries that ensures that
there are no more than minor effects on sunlight
access of current and future residential buitdings
and their outdoaor living spaces.

Proposal will not be introducing any additional shading
and effects on access to sunlight for outdoar amenity
spaces remains unchanged. Consistent.

Objective 15.2.4

Activities maintain or enhance the amenity of
the streetscape, and reflect the current or
intended future character of the neighbourhood.

Policy 15.2.4.1
Reguire activities to maintain or enhance
streetscape amenity by ensuring:

a. Garages, carports and carparking do
not dominate the street;

b. There are adeguate green space areas
free from buildings or hard-surfacing;

¢. Buildings’ height and boundary
sethacks, and scate reflect the existing
or intended future residential
character;

d. Shared service areas are not visible
from ground level from outside the
site; and

e. OQuidoor storage is managed in a way
that does not result in unreasonable
visual amenity effects or create
nuisance effects.

The introduction of an extension to the existing
residential unit is reflective of the current

or intended residential character of the area,
Consistent.

As the relevant rules in the Proposed District Plan (2GP) are deemed operative and the
relevant rules in the Operative District plan are deemed inoperative, significantly more

weight is given to the objectives and policies of the 2GP.

When looked at on the whole, the application could be said to be generally consistent
with many objectives and policies of the 2GP, given the specific characteristics of the site
and the proposed nature of the residential activity, all as outlined in the assessment of

effects above.

it is with this in mind, | consider that when focusing on the key objectives and policies, the

objectives and policies of the Proposed Plan do support the granting of this consent.

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

[70]

Section 104(1)(b)(v) of the Act requires that the Council take into account any relevant
regional policy statements. Given the localised nature of the activity, the Regional Policy

Statement for Otago is not considered to provide any specifically relevant provisions.

DECISION MAKING FRAMEWORK

Part 2 Matters

[71]

Based on the findings above, it is evident that the proposal would satisfy Part 2 of the
Resource Management Act 1991, Granting of this consent would promote the sustainable

management of Dunedin’s natural and physical resources.

11
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Section 104

[72]  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 and can be adequately avoided remedied or
mitigated provided recommended conditions of consent were adhered to.

[73]  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 environment to
offset or compensate for any adverse effects.

[74]  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 be
consistent with the key objectives and policies relating to both the Dunedin City District
Plan and the Proposed 2GP.

[75]  Section 104(1){(b}{v) requires the Council to have regard to any relevant regional policy
statement. In this report it was concluded that the application is consistent with the
relevant objectives and policies of the Regional Policy Statement for Otago, is not
particularly relevant to this localised application within the residential area.

Other Matters

[76] Section 104(1)(c) requires the Council to have regard to any other matters considered
relevant and reasonably necessary to determine the application. | consider there are no
other matters to be considered.

CONCLUSION

[77] Having regard to the above assessment, | recommend that the application be granted
subject to appropriate conditions.

RECOMMENDATION

Land Use LUC-2022-337

That pursuant to section 34A(1) and 104C and after having regard to section 104 of the Resource
Management Act 1991, and the Operative Dunedin City District Plan 2006 and the Proposed Second
Generation Dunedin City District Plan, the Dunedin City Council grants consent to a restricted
discretionary activity being the establishment of a dwelling extension into the road and side
boundary setback at 64 Passmore Crescent, Dunedin, legally described as Lot 2 DP 4509 (held in
Computer Freehold Register OT272/230), subject to conditions imposed under section 108 of the
Act.

REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION
[78] 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

not be significant.

[79]  The proposalis considered to be mostly consistent the key relevant objectives and policies
of both the Dunedin City District Plan and the Proposed 2GP.

[80] The proposal is considered to be consistent the objectives and policies of the Regional
Policy Statement for Otago.

12
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[81]
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Overall, the proposed development has been assessed as not being likely to give rise to
adverse effects on those elements of the General Residential 2 zone that the Dunedin City
District Plan seeks to protect. Further, had the scope of the proposal to be considered is
the impact on streetscape amenity, neighbourhood character and on-site amenity. The
report above reflects that these points of consideration have been assessed and
determined to remain unaffected.

Report prepared by: Report checked by:

Nicola Petrie Campbell Thomson
Planner Senior Planner
_23 January 2023 _23 January 2023
Date Date
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THE APPLICATION
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APPLICATION NUMBER:

LUC-2022-337

RELATED APPLICATIONS/LICENCES:

PLANNING APPLICATION DETAILS FORM

Property Address

64 Passmore Crescent Dunedin

Property Description: Property No: 5016304

Legal Description: LOT 2 DP 4509

Name: C A Muir
. Mail Address: 64 Passmore Crescent, Dunedin 9010
First
Contact: Contact Email: Ash.Kave.mulr@gmail.com
(Applicant) -Kaye. g *
Phone Number: | 021 333 077
Method of | Preferred Method - Email
Service
Name:
gec:n dt' Mail Address:
(:"eg; " Phone Number:
g Contact Person:

Description of
Application:

Side yard and front yard + slight HRB breach

Application Type: Land Use Consent

Fast Track?

Consent Type: Residential Activity Consent Nature Garage/Carport
Major Category Land Use Category B
Minor Category Non-Notified - Restricted Discretionary

Senior Planner or

Campbell Thomson

Responsible Officer:
Lodgement Date: 15 August 2022 Lodgement Officer: Kerry Hamilton
Deposit Amount: $1,000.00 Invoice Number: 937275
Waived: [1
Application Signed Application Form Copy of Title
Regquirements :
Locality Plan Site Plan
Plans and Elevations AEE
Affacted Persons Consent

Counter Comments:




oL H—r?'}.:vw.O /\J’HUC‘\’ AN | (L
i

lesses,  prospective purchaser etc) of the site (tick one)

Certificate of Title:

tuntaci details /
ASHEY  Mroyd— (

Name applicant  agent (tick ene))
Address GA CACS mo 8 € @-ES0 BN T
: N‘C\ag,ﬁl i (L"L',r Ao f\-’ E i J Postcode: Cui apd
c L,),li YA /e Email: C’—‘ﬁ‘i‘\,k&?}/i’pmb\‘l{‘@ﬁ'ﬂc)‘—‘”“cyyf\
. ! fhlﬁd (this will be the first poln! of contact for all communications for this application}

i wi‘sh'ihe foilowing to be used as the address for service {tick one); \/Emaal Post Other;

Plannmg:ﬂppllcatlon Fees Payment Details (Who are we invoicing)
THIS FDRM MUST BE COMPLETED FOR ALL PLANNING APPLICATIONS THAT ATTRACT A FEE. ALL FIELDS ARE MANDATORY,

Thls_informahon Is required to assist us to process resource consent inveices and refunds al lodgement and the end of the process.
If you have any. queries about complating this form, please emall planning@dce.govinz

: :Deposﬂ Payment Fayee Petails:

.A"j,Full Name of Depostt Payee (Person or Company) e AN ARALEY AL -

alj_irr;‘_t_;. Addless of ﬁeposi! Payee [please provide PO Box number where avallable):

{"i’ A oL ¢ AeSeEIT , AN oL b ; ﬁ]{\)g()“\__) c"/i.,»;,,.)

-. ‘?'f.‘DB‘PQSi,t P,avee: ash, {‘Lﬂfc—:’ o @ ﬂr’f‘f“-’ /. Cadygn

nenumber Al %% "7/

Payee w:!l automalically be inveiced for the deposi and/er any addftlonal costs, Should a portion of the deposit be

kaumhera
a-rohe o

olapotl - Page 1 of §



y aclwity descrmtmn :

on bf lhe propused activity:

_g_.s_é.jbf e‘ééh,‘b\-’\.'-her of the application site;
ELy T LowiFE S Ao
é<\~ PSP A & RE S gl

. (}fmflﬁ AL f_*/ AALD )

THE a7 itec mrJ i /\rd POOF o) T CRE

g LS mvoi-€ C/Lé;i'b@‘-)"f AAOA e POrIEDee)

.M/—\J.:‘—?ﬁ—f Hioe £ 2 ‘l\')é‘vtf."-)

17
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all 'grqe_.a_-gid address of each owner of an alletment with an Infringed boundary (s llsted below:

T H T Slyaea D6 ;
(CIA AN PASS e LE e AFEETTRD
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Appllcatiun fee (cash eftpos direct credit or credit card {surcharge may applyl}

in order to pnsure your appllcalmn is not rejected or delayed through requests for further information, please make sure you have

Yes No
Re;ected
Post Courier Other:
t:on andior noles to handling officer)
Date:

Page 4 of 4
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ADDITION TO THE GARAGE at the EXISTING HOUSE at 15 August 2022
64 Passmore Crescent
Maori Hill

Dunedin

APPLICATION for RESOURCE CONSENT

Description of the Proposal

The Proposal is to construct an Addition to the Existing Garage extending into both the Front Yard and the
western, Side Yard of the Property.

The existing, street-facing wall of the Garage at the House - incorporating the garage door - is set back at
an oblique angle to the street boundary ranging from 900 mm at the east side and 1.8 metres at the west
side following the issue of Consent prior to its construction.

Notably, the street boundary of the site is set back 6.4 metres from the kerb and channel at the Street.

The Proposal is to extend the West Wall of the Garage to 350 mm from the Western Site Boundary so
encroaching into the Side Yard Setback, extending nearly the length of the Garage, so encroaching into the
Front Yard Setback and breaching the Maximum Building Height/Height Recession Plane.

The Western Site Boundary is shared with a “leg-in” providing access to a No 64A Passmore Crescent to the
north of this Lot.

The Addition is designed as a visual extension of the architectural form, materials and colouring of the
Existing House adopting a continuation of the existing Roof Shape/slope/material in Terracotta Clay
Roofing Tiles with the walls clad with roughsawn, timber board and batten cladding to complement the
texture of the walls to the Existing House, in the same stain colour as the Existing Garage Door.

The Passenger Lift shown on the Drawings does not cause effects which require Resource Consent.

Assessment of Environmental Effects

In the Dunedin City District Plan {2006), the Site Is Zoned Residential 1

The Existing House is a Permitted Activity in this Zone.

The Front Yard requirement is 4.5 m for which the Existing House, at a minimum dimension of 300 mm,
has been Consented.

The Addition to the Garage is set at a minimum distance of 2.5 m from the front site boundary.

The Side Yard requirement Is 2.0 m. The Addition extends to 300 mm from the Side Boundary,

The Height Plane Angle is 63 deg. The Addition extends above this angle.
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The Addition breaches the Height Plane Angle but lies below the Maximum Permitted Height.

The Existing House and the Addition comply with each of the remaining Conditions Attaching to Permitted
Activitles

In the Second Generation Dunedin City District Plan — 2GP, the Site is Zoned General Residential 2 and is
subject to Variation 2

Again, the Existing House is a Permitted Activity in this Zone and complies with all applicable provistons
under Rule 15.5, Land Use Performance Standards.

At Rule 15.6.6.1, Height In relation to Boundary, the Existing House complies with the exception of a part
of the south-west cotner of the two-storied part of the House which breaches the Height Recession Plane
due ta the fall of the land. Similarly, the Addition o the Garage complies with the exception of a small part
of the roof at the north end.

The Front Yard requirement (at Rule 15.6,13.1) is 4.5 m for which the Existing House, at a minimum Front
Yard dimension of 900 mm, has been Consented, however the Addition to the Garage - set at a minimum
distance of 2.0 m from the front site boundary - is non-complying.

The Side Yard requirement is 1.0 m as the site boundary adjoins a right-of-way however the Addition
extends to 300 mm from the Side Boundary.

A special characteristic of the proposed Addition to the House is that it lies beside a narrow, right-of-way
offering access to a House located some distance away, to the north of the subject, Existing House. It
follows that the environmental effects of the Proposed Addition with respect to the adjoining property are
minimal or even, absent.

The location of the Addition relative to the Front Boundary is non-compliant with each of the District Plans,
however this location does not create harmful effects perhaps as is acknowledged in the Consent offered
for the particular siting of the Existing House a significant distance away from the Street.

The location of the Addition and its Height relative to the west boundary of the Site does not create
harmful effects as it is a low ~ approximately 2 metres high —and due both to its height and orientation,
will not create shading greater than the Existing House.

In summary, we submit that the Addition to the Existing House will not create adverse effects to the
adjoining property nor to the wider streetscape, in fact, we submit that, following construction, the
Addition will be unrecognisable as such and fully integrated with the receiving environment.

Affected Parties

We understand that the Property Owner of 64A Passmore Crescent - the property to the west and north of
the subject property - may be considered to be an Affected Party.

We met with this person and his partner, tabled Drawings and described the Proposed Addition, and
sought theit written approval, on Sunday, 24 July 2022, They expressed no concerns about the Proposal.

Since that time, we have amended the shape and size of the Addition, reducing its form and in particular
its height significantly and “merging” it with the architectural form of the Existing House. We have
attached the Drawing of the earlier Proposal presented to the neighbour, for completeness.
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After hearing nothing further, my wife - Kaye Mulr - approached them both on Tuesday, 9 August 2022
asking them to let us know if they had any questions or comments. They had no comments,

Applicants Ashley Muir N _ Kaye Muir-
< (_{r,‘,‘-z’?/_wﬁﬂ’ ;i;{ [ : / / ___(/(/(/i



23

Lo i " S1J3LHOYY
NN NIGINAG  » LNIOSIHO FHONSSVd ¥ » NOLLIAAV JOYHYD SITYASNOSYI

_‘ m 3 “m“ sﬁH« .s.,_uu:n.a.a

- LY 1 OG0 ‘Y 20 OLCY oS LY I GORSL “EY T O0T) AESE
uejd 1004 punoIs) Ued ugid g
taumeerd
Etecud P 1o 30
ML SAOIRAITE 1 T MoK LT TG 33 . Fy3m0ig ¢S pd B0STdT 24T -
vt s v o Lo . e : suoydseq 1o5e]

S 6
s HMSHT TITO0T4 Py OL THEs 7 LGwCdeiin
DT THALTH THL 40 #e KIALDTH 4G TROL HE -

we R MT\\.\

P Y

2y

DN AL RITINAL

Ao Jo by

fuop, jo bsal

—zzZ \F\Jj.h..‘{zu.mu\ oo

BOEGH DD T JD2 1 ANE NS

M\z'punng

L 3 GRLTL “EV ¥ DOTR WSS

SUORBABY
uoRenaE UHON

uopess[E NOS




24

10 i

20T AAr St

Sjumoys To 1S
m\w mﬁE%zuq%veaﬁo

6559 Pafoid

SS5HTOM NI MHOM
AHYNINTEED

NIGINNd

» INJOSIHD FHONSSYd V9 »

NOILLIQAV dDVdYD

SLOZHHOHY
STTVMEZNOSYIN

tnmastnet

gy

TEAOMALY Ka

PEGADS

TPLL THPEMIGETE M T w04 SIS UMD W
PN AN LANOTIY QLR L Aoie NS P
4L 2O M2 Uiw DL SNATS W SSHL LAY LW

TR R

NG HaOHI TEECHONM 3ML 02 "KL 13V NTHOTIN
LOENES STAGEIE AL 40 H NOUSY 4O SR X

o

TRINE S WD OINTD

zm

uogeRafg PNog

LY 30 053 "EV T QILTL VPR

ugld 00| puUnoicy Led

L

¥

g £
2 S
2 =2

LV 47 DOLIT O i% $021) 9je0R

SuoneA3Ig

uDNEeASE] 1SSA UoBeASE Uion

1

Ay 30 Jubity

leptieg

VYT OOLRL TV 3T QUE AR

ueld g

| s Suolay o)
§opoig "L o9s ard Eosra T
usidiseq b

Ao Jo jubing

£z

Nl

|

[

P

AFS]

£ 45 WA

BT

£ e

I TR ATH R TR



25

Loz o NIGANNG . LNIOSIHO FHOWSSVd ¥9 S103LIHOEY

o s e 1411 40 NOLLYTTYLSNI GNY 3DVHVYD O NolLiaay STTYMENOSYW

4985 9l0sd

LY 2 05} T I QOLIL HEIE LYW DOLSL TV W OOZIL SIS

v mﬂmw,mmgm.wmhﬂ uBjd 100 puUnoIs bed teld sUS

LG6E - F0WIAC] UG

g [ cdr
13901 “L R4 1rd DOSY LG BT

vogdusag BRI

—— DEMWN&
2t

Juzg ey lindg L
|

% i
%

y

- ard _
B!
193 0§71 "W # DOLIL DS ke X = i:b.lﬂuwﬂ;v:ﬁ =
ueld 100} Sit] Hed g RN B 2 i
m N =2 |\_— ’ 2 -
2 g T E -

g -t
E
- N
< . )
— g
Ll
_ =3
i s -t
| N | -
Ly ¢ DL 00 D023 HIENS ' N -
suogeAsiq ‘ U
uonenapy LHoN

WL



26

zzoz i &1 Nigannd . 1NIOSIHD FHONSSYd ¥9 SLOEUHTHEY
STTVAZNOSYIN

v a0 1411 40 NOLLYTTV.LSNI GNV IDVHYD OL NOILIGAV

K556 Palolg

LG

|
=

LY IE B0 LY 0 JOLL A

O DEL B 3R 00RFL 9IS ¥ 19 O5°L g 3P GOLIL MRS
v |3 {a kkez=lo £3047) ueid L00ld pUnNQISy ke ueld sis
%G 6E - SERIAR0D I
Iasy o eddr -
AL NS 1 BB D T i
uepdinseg 2B

PSS a10wssed
PR Lh i WS

™~ — l\% L —
L] A.
g P
i 3
7El
NN
Ly 095 Y M DOLTE eTS : i ..|,.lzr||n|§Vi1P.|,
uejd SO0} ISid Wed A g 1% e g .
3 = _ i To L) i = B
2, ) 1 =3
' - i * .
.M. w T wy nn_h -
_ 7T
i T .
|

mépunoa

HAepunog
Ty T e e
-1 _ :_T-'.,_;' =
& ci\ “,,
\
-
£
R N P
i ‘
.
Awpunog

5 i m.
E 5 g -
! et —
s —
] tl . -
‘ A L ) % —F
Ly 10 815 €Y ¥ 00T AU ! e .
SUOBEAI[Z ‘ N -

LOREASE] YLIDN

e




27

{land and Deeda—d.
[Forst 1.

Vol. 146 , Felio 240

Tmus)’efﬂo. )
Hefarence :

Applicalion No.

Order for NjO No.  X4004

Register-baok,
Vol. 272 |, jfolio 230

CERTIFICATE OF TITLE UNDLER LAND TRANSFER ACT.

@1}15 Qﬁﬂxﬁﬁ’{ut}), dutod the__ Twenby-seventh. daypol_  llay . ono thousand ning huadred und thirty-five
unilor the hand and eal of the District Lund Tegletrar of the Yand Reglstration Diabriot of . O T ALOQ Yilitnesart tlab

L AWENCE XOAS WARDY .af Dunedin. Teawvey. Employes..

N - - O

i apisod of an estata in fee-slmple (pubject te suah reservaticus, resbricbions, enombranaes, liene, and joloreste aaare notified Ly meinotial under wrilten
or endozsed heveon, subjeat alao bo suy exieting xight of the Orown o take sud lay oft roada under tho provisions of nny Ask of the Goneral Asserably
of New Znsfand) in Eho 11;.11(1 nereinattar desoribod, as the sane is dolingsted hy tho plan berson bordered _ green.s hio Siio sovernt ndmeasuraments
» kibtlo mex or Jess, thak is to say : All Shiab patcef of Jend containing sinke an_(lﬁj_pgmlea;ﬂnd:‘xmI:Jm_ung_mmdmd;hs_
Jiymnmmﬂgmmwﬁmukmuijn.MlmmﬁM
ﬂMMtJMMMMA@WMM&Mi&

"A&Kn__li!j.ugl.,and_}ming_mn_pmuenunnmi_ﬂlﬂu_k_ann_;hgr‘.gx;.'llh_lin:.m&pB_..Df_thﬁ_Upp.az:_Kullm:r_ai_]lLBtLluiJ_.

Asglatant Bitric Lapd Regisirer.

- . . : mmnm,&u.u_fgming_a.mghmﬂJmmnMAggz .
..‘ﬁ@w@u.
Tranafar Uo. 44392 (reniss. &nva.e.mamenﬂ-::ppuﬂanmmtnm

Sabd;u Ufz:'}jm—*b/ 01’: jhmmmgﬂthlnﬂLhﬂlﬂﬁ—mae_anMnts
_[[bf}"/&ﬁ]b}v oA Betmacewan B stooted. wex Minmsss ih, 45, sk, 47 s $8 Flan o,z

o Or B FG-4 ‘3/" ﬂm.;alm;mpuam.ﬁsj&jmﬁm@pmwmm_
S - g Sc¥
Ca

HgaElurd SREREE SIS P (LD

L S
Pranefer Mor127657 Ulerence Jonas Hardyy to Donald lan

: e
~ MagFuerson of Tupedla Meghorts produged Sth Julb at
B 3oler o R
as” - :

P Iy B Y Ve o4

Mortasze Vo, 2uiBab mfﬁﬁdﬁ@ﬁ%@ fn to PHe Freeuent

) 5 Fon to ghe Freel®
QM;, s ced Sth 203y 1939 at 3 oa

Hertgoge Mo 105847 Donald Ir

Larty A5
WacXhersen producddriih, Aulps
(i

T Mz, ?‘,wux..n.

P son to Harels Frar
Scale F chaen” ;50 arLs inclt” overton of Dusadin Drives preduced fed Toverheor 122 ab
S - 11 o'el e e
AT Ry
(over)

7




o FIVRT]
rEgs N

sV

28

_pntgage Ho. 114662 Pi rold I' _é‘ptun %o Donald Im
1

overtm to 'I'ha Btaﬁa

ﬁuc ed Mtth

‘ " v
668762 Order vesting tho wlthin land in Phyllis Audrep E)izaleth
Ovexton of Dunedin, Beneficfary - 3.12.1986 at 9.4Zam

74

6[12459,11 Transfar te Russell Gordon Han&n of Dum.dln

g moany. | Enployee apd. Barbarg. Yvonns, ’:i._—-":en._his k751 g‘n el

28 tenants dn comonon ip oegual shaves .. 1p 7. 1087

At 0.59am e .
| —7/ 7 e

e e

. BDLR. G
) : - DISCHARGER ; !
._68245%/2 Hartgage toj%eﬁ_rﬁgz]; zabelth Qve)ton

=.10.7,1987 ab_9.594,

o
/l.'./ E
//‘y' i A.L.R. :

- b i
LT mmi by ;:j‘:‘}i‘?'%%y - 13.10.1998 at 9,43 _'?/

T13743/2 Hemorandum of Priocity ranking Mor;gaga 11214371
23 a lirsf norbgeda and. Hoctgags 68245972 an A secand. ..
mortgags — 13,10.1308 at 8,43 an 7

' P A

_B26977/3 Zzansfer to Whetu naymord 're Nivl of Dunedin
P:npezty Inuest‘.\r #nd Busan Jane Alexandra Dupn of Punedin

3.5.1983 ot 4 A0 =

R(IFI.L— A TR
PRPTEER IR I rhf\ e tm élnkmsan & Woodl Cliofts’ Seburities
_umi_t,m_}gﬂj—g 3 W hpaan

L

48603 /2 'rmns[er of the 1/2-dlarkof Susan.Jand. nﬁ:lexandrn Buda
to-Whéte Rdymond e #INE o f-pmadin :Private -Tnvéstigator --10:27192

at b.53am d_\mmﬂL

) A

b | ot 33w

R R,

iy /e iy

y BHACHARSHD

B4B603/) Hortgage ta Cmncrff‘wﬁéwayk?ﬁg diporation Limited -

R R Tt . e
fusuqoad it L
d
A.L.R.
886223/2 Transfer to Clifford Ashley Muir of Dunedia .
#rotritest—57 15 P95 at R tam— e ——— ] — ——
Ly

oo eose st s,



29

paugse Ty (DU R RIDZ FHIN OB SHSA T LLEE TR

LO g s NIganNnd . LN3IDSIYD FHOWSSYd 79 ST LHOYY
g i 1411 40 NOILYTIVLSNi NV 39VHYD 0L NOLLIAdY STATYMRNOSYIN

Ly 18 0SIL 'EV ¥ OOLIL W5 L 3T G45L TRV A QDL Ras Ly R GOLEL DY 1 QOZ1L ME2S
Y UoRIeg 58040 uelg AD0}{ puncig) led ueld 23S
i w6 6E - 0buBnod SIS
s ) seddn
1400(g L 335 g B0SK'FQ T
uogeuasag 2651
| P
[ g ssed ey
f fuppunog .
” wzm gt i P e
m_ il prveed D LRIt = By umzy | e
g a - Aew
# SR L o AN r e
] m o | s
_ i wed B3 o .
_ _ iee iz o) ol
i1 / au.éeiwzl unep wddes \\\\\\\\\\\\
| “ .
ra ibEs_muEﬁ
; N
e

o acd o WD MU
ki ™ s
) oot SRS SN N ~_Yarad //

b LA UDpR i s A ULOY
5] BN DU ORI DS

Duney
R T IDT T ALY

VCINED C(OTIE U
7 M Prren QS HADEL

LA 10 O8I "EY W Qa1 B[RaS

ug|d 100[d 184 1ied 2 g
F Ageot s s
g =
AQug 2 .m
Tt 2 , -
N i =
[Evyen 1ol o a1 m
1h
; Uyl !
A v
1% 1F 00L:L BV 30 00ZEL 9IRS !
SUORBAB|Y H
e uGIIEAS]T 158N . uoneasyy ULON

0 EWIAS THCRIO

I;IIH]L!IIi

LS

|

m!|dl’!ilh1l]1m;lul|u

o

E”HE\I'I}

=

Teporo

Ll

T

SRR A

A 00N - FRDE 0N CE

QT



30

SILAY (P W DT AT SIS SR TR

fabazs

1O g e NIGaINNG ° LN3DSIYD FHOINSSVd 79 SLOFLHOHY

Elumous e tojees

it 1417 40 NOILYTIVLSNI NV 39VdvD Ol NOLLIGAV STTVMENOSVIN

138 OHiL TV v QDL ORRS 1¥)0 0931 ‘EY W Q04 OIS LY 18 QoL B W 002 AIE
Y Uondag SS0. Ue|q 1004 puncip) Jed ueld aus
k J— L
A WasET [T o%B'EE - eDmeno) 1S
K i ! ﬁ.a_haooit__o—‘g FLLL
ey ey hE oL e o940 T
A iy AT PRI s uopduasag rebe]

100 SRHOR HAR WL

= ) prepuncd .
m SR T A0S AP RTA Gt .

w0 A OE/DITE L
AU HAL ot @1 kg

Aesnanud

24X oL vo vt S o
EurET A WO TLRIE R s 03
F° L oo Spsin M

Suguieq
A T PG X 04 VT

QOG0 ALTCrAE Ml
Ble k] prmed QTUALL

1M e e jo M LN
03 E{RICHL PN FATPLR I

A 00 AR 0 L pRee
o bl o D =1 QL

M J00i At requ LR 42
i ML ARG pe)

12

LY 1% DL BV 1B 00U RS

ug|4 ioold 11 Med

Ao 3o 3By
Ko g0 44Bd

flt

A.m'punog

Adepunog

wooy
Bunys

lpunoy

suonens|y
ueneAsiy YHoN

!

i

LY 2T B0LI BV 19 0T R H
i

veg BuE _

£¥ 3713 TANDRID

llmwi
1

at

\

or

i:m;uu].mtunrm,m:pm'u

o5

2

h

0t

an.

Lsrpunag

T

{
Fl_Cl

[
i3

ot

T

1=

W IO L - TTTE 1IN T



31

HI 1 S5 7R A

b | ELSE DY B

w. o m 2zoe Anr sl
_\ m 3:5_ Aspsy wAq poubisag

umeys ST BEIS

5559 Yanford

S53HDOU NI HYOM
AHVNINMZYEG

NIdINNa

o 1NIOSIYO JHOINSSYd 72

L]

NOILIdAY IDVHVD

S1O3LHOHY
STTYMETNOSYIN

(U

fvmpabie)

weodoud
SIHA, bUHAEALIC HE IR HOWA ST TAINELSS H
WAL AV UIRADDY QLI D, 10HIVD. TNADS AKL
ANME INAENO HELIM FiNL TRLSE HE VS LAI03¥ AW
“qrprd 3mmit

N MMoHT WEOUOW HLL OL ‘el 1oV MWDV
ANAWASD JTUROANY F¥L #0 W LOULOIS I WAL M
TOELGE QILTHASW AT Y WATHACY HLILLUM T AdTHYN

3w

TIHADS AL RGN

uolEADl] YINog

Me'punna

1V 30 DI BV AR GOLIE MOOS

ueld J00Jd PUnoin) lied

o009

L

Mepun-og

JONEeAdd 1S3,

LY 10 Q@LIL *CY 19 gazlL ORg

suonenaty
uoREAS[] YHON

LV T BOLIL B 0 00ZEL OPRE

ue|d s

A I 20N
17 wroig *£ 385 W EhSHA T 2460

+yoydiasa() b

f

.:Ebn__:-uw

\

—d}

Ao g0 qulny

5

\
§
]

A i 0y
5 -% \i‘E
\
Voo
|
I PR
Mepuneg

dre
mag Buyeg § W

Ao Jo Jubiy

ij.lﬂr\l

IS A NN T

1!“;.1\;!51(

3
7
3
£
r
g
d
©

Y IDE TDHC

ks

oL

el

o

[l i ol

3

<
&
¥
t



32

e | awibiTod | NIGNNQ - INZOS3HO JHOWSSVA b9« NOLLIAQY JOVHVD SATONO SN

PR ESE

310

LY 10 0SiT "BV IE QOLIL MRS W19 QDL CEY IS 002 AEIS
i ueld 00} PUnoIs) Lied ueld 3)g
(mengratyz]
Tesodotd L. i) ey vaddny
Sl RURRIALI0 W F HOMR A%T TR WD 113016 °4 225 1od €05 dT] 2401 -
et wasimo i s o 08 suoyduasag pbey ]
“Ly1d IEIML -
RO HMOME “Wrodaisd aHL GL 1ML L3V LHATIROVRNTY ﬁ.I«
o IHL 4@ 3F HOLIZLY 40 LS -
Ao JUN0TI ™ ia »F -d-“_huv_u..: ﬂvlll‘l‘l‘] m.m
b
! &
#0OINANIT0 S WITNIT \ —
UoHNDA ALY KIG3NN0 “ H... =
aiE?.unf/ E e
e o
x 2 Foo i
=) =
ES
T o e,
) | = e
% £z
=
= ;
Lesy
u @
1
i :
| -
= _ S
2 __ I =
3 H 1
- : |
2 —
N i e
I = 1 R
H-— !
fedk ey i
| o 8
_ o _
1 | 11_8 5 -
K - ES
f : |
2 < o
B
L t)
s
L4 10 QOLTL ‘DY Y0 00T BERS . — ||!‘L .
SUCREAS(Y w _ u —
N J
uopeAlld yInog UORRASET SN UoNEAS[] Yo — . .
/. ' -
.
: / _
\ _
B \ _

LT




33

Needh o be LUC

|[APPLICATION NUMBER:
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Fast Track e
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:".Is the application a_ district plag conta olled actlwtv and uge consent (and
" nothing else)? .

Consent Typ,e:*
(refer to Iam!nated sheet; om’y complete If
a land use ora subdlvisron consent)

Major Category:*
(only complete if a fand use or a
subdivision consent)

Has an electronic address for serv]ce been provided?
(refer to faminated sheet;
Lca (LUCB, LUCC  SUB  Limited  Notified

Minor Category:*
fonly campiete If a land use or a subdivision
consent)

Controlled

Applicant has NOT opted out of the fast track process?
only complete if a land use or
@ Unrestricted  Non-Complying

Senjor Planner or
Responsible Officer:

Qther

Consent Nature:* SRR
QA ‘@ a subdjvision consent) L,L: o
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- .

Lodgement Date:* ~ [1S . % .22 | Amount paid:* | Floep—
Payment Method: Cheque EFTPOS Cash  To Be Invoiced Internal Transfer
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Payment Date: Number: Number:
(if known} (1f known)
Fee Waived: Fees Schedule  Full Waiver  Partial Walver Consequential

Size of Partial Waiver:

Fees capped at Fee waived amount

Counter
Comments:
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Nicola Petrie

From: Nicola Petrie

Sent: Monday, 23 January 2023 09:13 a.m.

To: Nicola Petrie

Subject: Appendix 1A_ LUC-2022-337 - limited notified resource consent application
Attachments: 6569-New Lift and Garage Addition-64 Passmore Crescent-Dn-RC-221208.pdf;

6569-Intall-Lift-Addition to Garage-Dn-S1-SM-221125 3.pdf; 6569-Garage Addition
and New Lift-64 Passmore Crescent-Dn-Sun-Diagram-220809.pdf

Appendix 1A

From: Ashley Muir <ash.kaye.muir@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, 9 December 2022 2:43 p.m.

To: Paula Myers <Paula.Myers@dcc.govt.nz>

Cc: Phil Petersen <Phil.Petersen@dcc.govt.nz>; Nicola Petrie <Nicola.Petrie@dcc.govt.nz>
Subject: LUC-2022-337 - limited notified resource consent application

DCC

1/ | have now read the Submission of the Neighbour, Gareth Treharne, dated 30 November, 2022 and
been prompted by his observations to
amend and clarify elements of the design for the Addition to our Garage.

2/ Mr Treharne appears to be unwilling to permit access across his property to carry out maintenance

work to the wall of the Addition.
Accordingly, 1 propose to increase the setback of the exterior wall of the Addition to the Garage to 500 mm

from the Site Boundary to provide access for this purpose.
This change is shown on the attached Drawing - Sheet RC 01.

The increased sethack also provides greater clearance at both the branches of the nearby Existing Tree

which overhangs our property and of
the roots, if any, of the Existing Hedge extending onto our property.

3/ | have also identified and corrected the representation of the Height Recession Plane at 3 places on
Sheet RC 01 from 45 degrees to 55 degrees (Rule 15.6.6.1 il Height in relation to boundary}.

Together with the increased boundary setback of the long wall of the Addition, the Roof of the Addition,
for its full length, now lies well below the Height Recession Plane.

4/ For clarity, | have also confirmed on the new Drawing - Sheet RC 01 - that the overall length of the
Addition is 5.6 metres.

This dimension is significant as it is less than the 6 m noted in Rule 15.6.13 (Setbacks) which, at (viii),
exception 4 allows the reduction of the setback for a Garage to 1 metre from the boundary.
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It is also relevant to note that the setback has the function of implementing policy 15.2.3.1 ie “Require
buildings and structures to be of a

height and setback from boundaries that ensures there are no more than minor effects on the sunlight
access of current and future residential buildings and their outdoor living spaces”.

The Shading Study Drawing submitted with the Application shows that the Addition causes only a small
area of additional shading in summer

for a very short period of time, but perhaps of greater significance having regard to the policy, given the
small dimensions of this part of the neighbour’s land adjoining the proposed Addition, it is not likely that a
residential building nor outdoor living space would in fact be constructed in that area. The definition of
“outdoor living space” in the 2GP specifically excludes carparking areas.

Refer to the attached Sketch Drawing, Sheet 07, Shading Studies.

5/ The neighbour’s submission is silent on the appearance of the Addition.
From my point-of-view as an Architect, and the Owner and Resident in the House and on the Street, 1 am
particularly concerned about this aspect.

In the planning and design of the Addition | have sought to minimise its visual effects and to expressitasa
discrete extension of the architectural forms of the Existing House applying the same building materials
and construction detailing apart from an alternative wall cladding to

express the architectural form of the Addition in a harmonious way. Itis significant that the building
materials of the House have “weathered”

and gained patina over time. Given the use of rough-sawn, cedar boarding on the walls of the Addition,
stained in the same colour as the Existing Garage Door, this will be true too for the Addition.

6/ In assessing the likely visual effects of the Addition as seen from all aspects, | have prepared Sketches
of the Addition from many angles and,
in particular, as seen from the south-west — on Passmore Crescent.

Refer to the attached Sketch Drawing, Sheet S1/03, Proposed Addition to Garage.

The neighbour is equivocal about protecting the Existing Tree on his property beside the Addition however
| consider that the tree makes a significant contribution to the amenity of this part of Passmore Crescent,
and | am keen for it to stay. | will take steps to ensure, as much as | am able, for the Tree fo remain.

{ understand that the neighbour requires that the Hedge growing along the boundary to remain. | support
that position and, again, | am taking steps to ensure that the Hedge too is protected and retained.

Visually, the House - with the Addition, the Tree and the Hedge - form a visually complex and satisfying
combination which, in my opinion,

offers considerable visual amenity to this area, to the Street and to the entrance {and exit) to the
neighbour’s property.

7/ Inthe early stages of the design of the Addition, | discovered that | could build a 2 metre high Fence
on the Boundary defining the neighbour’s property and my own, as weli as along the Street Boundary to
the Garage — all “as-of-right”.
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| did not want to do that for the reasons that | have noted, but, later, when the appearance, effects and
amenity of the Addition was being discussed by the various parties, | came to the conclusion that the
Addition is an appropriate and respectful design for the House.

Given these matters, | request that the preparation of the Section 42 report is carried out with respect to
the comments above and to the Drawings attached to this letter.

Regards

Ashley Muir

From: Paula Myers <Paula.Myers@dcc.govt.nz>

Sent: Thursday, 1 December 2022 8:47 a.m.

To: ash.laye. muir@gmaijl.com

Cc: Phil Petersen <Phil.Petersen@dcc.govt.nz>

Subject: LUC-2022-337 - limited notified resource consent application

Please find attached a letter regarding a submission received, also attached.

Regards

Paula Myers

TEAM LEADER ADMINISTRATION

CITY PLANNING

P 034774000 | E paula.myers@dcc.govt.nz
Dunedin City Council, 50 The Octagon, Dunedin
PO Box 5045, Dunedin 9054

New Zeakand

www.dunedin.govt.nz

o Please consider the environment before printing this e-mait

<5 DUNEDIN [ e
w1t CITY COUNCIL | Otepoti

If this message is not intended for you please delete it and notify us immediately; you are warned that any furiher use, dissemination, distribution or
repreduction of this material by you is prohibited..
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Additional Shading cast
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MASON&WALES
ARCHITECTS

INSTALLATION OF LIFT AND ADDITION TO GARAGE

64 PASSMORE CRESCENT

DUNEDIN

Project 6569
Designed by: Ashisy Muir

09 December 2022

o

© Msson & Wales Architects Limited 2019, all moral rights neserted
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g DUNEDIN"‘%‘““‘““"’ SUBMISSION FORM 13
R Cha 312‘,’,’2,‘3? Submission concerning resource consent on limited notified application under

“@” CITYCOUNCIL
section 95B, Resource Management Act 1991

To: Dunedin City Council, PO Box 5045, Moray Place, Dunedin 9058

Resource Consent Number: LUC-2022-337 Applicant: C A Muir
Site Address: 64 Passmore Crescent, Dunedin
Description of Proposak: To construct an addition to an existing garage attached to a dwelling, which will contravene the

side and front boundary setbacks, and which will exceed the helght to boundary recession plane.

I/We wish to lodge a submission on the above resource consent application (please read privacy
statement):
Your Full Name: Gareth Treharne

Postal Address:
e Post Code: 9010
TE__ Email Address: 64apassm0recrescent@gmail.com

I wish the following to be used as the address for service (choose one): email PG nanmeGERARR

I would like my contact details to be withheld:  Yes No D (tick one)

I Amy Am Not (delete one) a trade competitor for the purposes of section 3088 of the Resource Management Act
1991,

Trade competitors only:

I Am/Am Not (delete one) directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that—

(a) adversely affects the environment; and
(b} does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition.

Note: If you are a trade competitor, your right to make a submission may be iimited by the trade competition provisions in Part 11A
of the Resource Management Act 1991,

I: Buppore/Rentrety Oppose this Application (choose one)

The specific parts of the appllcation that this submission relates to are [give detalls):

Our submission refers to the proposed addition ~ an extension to the existing double garage at 64 Passmore Crescent.

We oppose this extension.

Please attach other pages as requlred

My submission is {include the reasons for your views]:

Please see attached pages providing our submission.

PLEASE TURN OVER
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Please attach other pages as required

1 seek the following decision from the Council [glve precise detalls, Including the parts of the application you wish to have amended
and the general nature of any conditlons sought]:

Please see attached pages detailing the decision we seek.

Please attach other pages as required

Note: If you have a right of appeal under section 120 of the Resource Management Act 1991, you may appeal only respect of a matter
raised in your submission (excluding any part of the submission that is struck out).

I: B/ Do Not wish to be heard in support of this submission at a hearing (delete one)

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing

Yes D No [X] (tick one)

I request, pursuant to section 100A of the Resource Management Act 1991, that you delegate your functions,
powers, and duties required to hear and decide the application to 1 or mare hearings commissioners who are not
members of the Council

ves [] no [XI (tick one)

Note: If you make a request under section 100A of the Resource Management Act 1991, you must do so in writing no later than 5
working days after the close of submisslons and you may be llable to meet or contribute to the costs of the hearings commissioner
or cornmissioners.

Signature of submitter: L/G W Date: 30 Nov 2022

(or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter)
Notes to Submitler:
Closing Date: The closing date for serving submissions on the Dunedin City Councll Is Wednesday, 30 November 2022 at midnlaht.
A copy of your submission must be served on the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable after the service of your submission
on the Dunedin City Councll. The applicant’s address for service is 64 Passmore Crescent, Dunedin 9016, emalllng to
ash.kaye.mulr@gmail.com

Elegironle Submissions: A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means. Submissions can be sent
by emall to resconsent.submission@dcc.qovt.nz

Privacy; Please note that submissions are public. Your name, contact detalls and submission will be included in papers that are
available to the media and the public, including publication on the Council website. You may request your contact details be
withheld. Your submission will only be used for the purpose of the limited notifled resource consent process.

Strike Qui: Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the Council Is satisfled that at least
1 of the following applies to the submission (or part of the submission):

o It is frivolous or vexatious.

e It discloses no reasonable or relevant case.
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s It would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the part) to be taken further.

o It contains offensive language.
« It js supported only by material that purports to be independent expert evidence, but has been prepared by a person who Is not

independent or who does not have sufficient specialised knowledge or skilf to glve expert advice on the matter.



Submission on the resource consent application LUC-2022-337
RE: Effects on 64a Passmore Crescent, Dunedin 9010
of the proposed addition to 64 Passmore Crescent, Dunedin 9010
Date of submission: 30 Nov 2022

This document provides our responses to the fields within Submission Form 13 for the limited
notified application LUC-2022-337 referring to 64 Passmore Crescent.

We, the owners of 64a Passmore Crescent, oppose this application.
The specific parts of the application that this submission relates to are:

Our submission refers to the proposed addition — an extension to the existing double garage at
64 Passmore Crescent. We oppose this extension.

Our submission is;

We have three concerns about the application, as detailed in this submission and previously
communicated to the owners of 64 Passmore Crescent in extensive email communication on
this matter. These emails are appended to this application along with documents that were
received as attachments to emails from the owners of 64 Passmore Crescent and attachments
to emails from the Dunedin City Council.

1. Contravention of the side sethack and height-to-boundary recession plane

The plans for the proposed extension contravene the side setback and height-to-boundary
recession plane between the site of the application at 64 Passmore Crescent and our property
at G4a Passmore Crescent. We oppose this contravention.

The proposed extension would affect the residential amenity of our property at 64a Passmore
Crescent by creating additional shading, as indicated on the shading studies drawn up by the
owner of 64 Passmore Crescent (appended). This shading would fall on the off-street parking
at 64a Passmore Crescent that runs immediately parallel to the proposed extension at 64
Passmore Crescent. The result shading would increase the likelihood of ice on cars parked on
this off-street property. We object to this impact on our residential amenity.

In addition, the increased shading and the physical impact of the building work would likely
lead to the death of the established hedge and large tree beside the boundary. The base of this
hedge and the base of the tree are located primarily within our property at (4a Passmore
Crescent, as confirmed in a survey conducted in 2016 (appended). It is implausible to suggest
that major building work 30cm from the tree and hedge would have no effect. We object to
this impact on our hedge and tree.

The proposed extension would also ercate a physically inaccessible area of the property at 64
Passmore Crescent between the existing terrace and the proposed extension to the garage.
This area contains guttering and downspouts from the existing house. At present, the layout of
the building at 64 Passmore Crescent allows access for essential maintenance of the existing
guttering and drainage within the arca in question, If the extension is allowed to be built then
this area of 64 Passmore Crescent would only be accessible via our property at 64a Passmore
Crescent.

Page 1 of 3: Submission on the resource consent application LUC-2022-337
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Allowing the extension to be built would therefore create substantive new requirements for
access from our property at 64a Passmore Crescent for a range of reasons, including to clean
the guttering on the proposed extension, to maintain the new wooden walls of the proposed
extension, to clean the current windows and proposed new window, to maintain the blocked
area of the garden, or to access the drains for any required servicing. We also note that the
proposed building would be made of wooden battens that would likely need regular
decoration to preserve the building. Some of these activities within the inaccessible area may
require emergency access, and our primary concern is that blocked drains would reguire
access without our permission and to an extent that causes damage to the well-established
vegetation at the point in question. This existing vegetation provides both parties with a level
of privacy and is therefore part of the residential amenity of our property at 64a Passmore
Crescent.

The proposed extension would create an undue burden on the current and future owners of
both 64a and 64 Passmore Crescent and perpetual legal concerns about access to 64 Passmore
Crescent via 64a Passmore Crescent. The requirements within the Resource Management Act
for setback from boundaries serve to allow owners of a property to conduct maintenance of
their house without needing to enter a neighbour’s property. We strongly object to the owners
of 64 Passmore Crescent accessing their property via our property at 64a Passmore Crescent.

A number of alternative solutions were proposed to the owners of 64 Passmore Crescent in
the appended email communications with them, including the viable solution of building a
similar sized extension on the other side of the existing garage that would not contravene the
side setback and height-to-boundary recession plane of any neighbouring property. This
demonstrates that declining the proposed plans would impact on their residential amenity as
alternative are equally possible.

2, Contravention of the front setback

The proposed plans also contravene the front setback between the site of the application at 64
Passmore Crescent and the street adjacent to our property at 64a Passmore Crescent. We
oppose this contravention.

We note that the proposed extension to the garage would increase the arca of 64 Passmore
Crescent that is in contravention to the front setback to the boundary with Passmore Crescent.
We object to this because it would impact the streetscape amenity in proximity to our
property at 64a Passmore Crescent,

3. Multiple copies of plans and poor legibility

The application documentation provided to us as part of the limited notified application
includes more than one copy of plans for the proposed addition. The copies of plans have
different dates on bottom right of landscape pages (15 July 2022 and 15 Aug 2022) and differ
in a mimber of ways.

It is unclear which version of plans would be the version of record if any aspects of the
application are approved. This creates uncertainty for any future legal proceedings or planning
applications for the owners of 64 Passmore Crescent or 64a Passmore Crescent.

Many patts of the plans provided in the application lack proposed measurements. In addition,

some parts of the plans provided in the application have poor legibility. These issue add to the
uncertainty about what would the approval that is being sought.

Page 2 of 3: Submission on the resource consent application LUC-2022-337
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In addition, the current owners have subsequently served us with a different copy of plans
dated 9 Sep 2022 and again on 13 Oct 2022 (appended), and this creates further uncertainty as
to which version is proposed and what the records reflect as the definitive version.

We seek the following decision from the Council:
We request that the Council declines all aspects of the plans referring to the proposed

extension to the garage at 64 Passmore Crescent,

If the decision of the Council is to approve the plans for the proposed extension despite it
contravening the side setback and height-to-boundary recession plane and front setback, we
request the following stipulations prior to any approval being finalised:

1. That the owners of 64 Passmore Crescent be required to submit a legible single version of
plans with all dimensions specified prior to any approval being finalised.

2. That the owners of 64 Passmore Crescent be requited to submit a boundary survey prior to
any approval being finalised so as to ensure up-to-date awareness of the boundary and to
protect the interests of all parties. And that the survey be at the expense of the owners of 64
Passmore Crescent because they are the party requesting the approval.

3. That the owners of 64 Passmore Crescent be required to arrange a legal covenant about the
limitations to their rights to access 64 Passmore Crescent via 64a Passmore Crescent prior to
any approval being given. And that all legal fees be at the expense of the owners of 64
Passmore Crescent because they are the party requesting the approval.

Page 3 of 3; Submission on the resource consent application LUC-2022-337
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Gareth Treharne

From: Phil Petersen <Phil.Petersen@dcc.govt.nz>

Sent: Monday, 28 November 2022 9:50 AM

To: 64a Passmore Crescent

Subject: Shading diagram for 64 Passmore Cr garage extension
Attachments: 6569-Shading Study-64 Passmore Crescent-Dn-220812.pdf

Kia Ora Gareth and Samuel,

As per our discussion this morning — the attached diagram was provided by the applicant to the DCC after the
DCC letter was sent to them informing them that you were considered to be an affected party, and that they would
need to acquire your written approval to proceed without limited notification.

Kind regards,
Phil

Phil Petersen

PLANNER/KAIMAHERE

RESOURCE CONSENTS/ TOHU WHAKAMAHI RAWA

P 03 477 4000 DD 03 474 3492 | phil.petersen@dcc.govt.nz
Dunedin City Council, 50 The Octagon, Dunedin

PO Box 5045, Dunedin 9054

New Zealand

www.dunedin.govt.nz

kaunihera
a-rohe o

Otepoti

25 DUNEDIN

"3 CITYCOUNCIL

If this message is not intended for you please delete it and notify us immediately; you are warned that any further use, dissemination, distribution or
reproduction of this material by you is prohibited..
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Gareth Treharne

f

From: Steve Copson <steve@tlsurvey.co.nz>

Sent: Tuesday, 21 June 2016 5:04 PM

To: Gareth Treharne

Cc: Scott Martin

Subject: RE: 64A Passmore Cres Proposal

Attachments: 64A PASSMORE CRESCENT-01.pdf; Dumpy pegs on boundary.docx
Hi Gareth

Please find attached a plan and photos showing the boundary marks placed on the legal boundary as requested.
A total of 4 dumpy pegs were placed (flush with the ground) on the boundary, with the old survey peg on the road
boundary being confirmed as accurate and reliable.

An existing nail on the fence nearest your house was also perfectly placed to indicate the boundary.

If required | could call past and visit you to show the marks placed, just let me know when would suit you.

Please call me if you have any questions.

Kind regards

TL Survey Services Ltd
Steve Copson

Principal
0274 367885

Survey
Services

www.tlsurvey.co.nz

This message and any accompanying data may contain information that is confidential
and subject to legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient you are notified
that any use, dissemination or copying of this message or data is prohibited. If you
have received this message in error, please notify us immediately and erase all copies
of this message and attachments.
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Gareth Treharne

From: 64a Passmore Crescent

Sent: Sunday, 14 August 2022 9:12 PM
To: Ashley Muir

Subject: Affected persons request

Kia ora Ashley and Kaye,

Thank you for sharing the preliminary plans for the proposed extension to your garage and the paperwork for the
affected persons request. We are sympathetic to the disability you are experiencing due to your knees, Ashley. We
understand your desire to install a lift so that you can continue to live in your house if your disability worsens.

We have sought advice on the legalities and the council processes around affected persons requests and we have
some questions about your request based on this advice:

1. Can you please share the documentation that forms the basis for the ‘right of way’ noted on the plans in
reference to our property?

2. Thank you for mentioning that you plan to remove some branches of the large ash tree on our property if you
proceed with an extension. We note that you have the legal right to remove any branches that extend into your
property as long as this does not reduce the overall height of the tree or shrub. We also note that this tree-trimming
would be at your expense.

3. Have you had the boundary resurveyed in preparation for accurate tree-trimming and the proposed extension?
We note the existing exterior wall to your house that starts approximately 8m down our pathway is built right up to
the boundary according to a survey we alone paid to have conducted in 2016. The survey also indicated that the
hedge running down our path and the base of the large ash tree are entirely within our boundary. We would need
to be supplied with full details of an up-to-date boundary survey before providing any approval so as to be sure
there is clear awareness of the boundary and to protect the interests of both parties. This survey would be at your
expense because you are the party requesting the approval.

4, Have you considered building a smaller extension that meets current or pending requirements regarding
boundaries? We note that current regulations only allow building up to 2m from the boundary and therefore your
proposed plan to build up to 0.25m from our boundary involves us approving for you to build on 1.75m of land that
should be kept clear of new building currently. We also note that this parameter will soon be changing to allow
buitding up to 1m from the boundary, and when those regulations come into effect your request would still involve
us approving for you to build on 0.75m of land that should be kept clear of new building. We have been advised that
one of the main aims of these regulations is to ensure that owners of a property can conduct maintenance of their
house without needing to enter a neighbour’s property. We note that the proposed extension would create a new
area of your house that is only accessible via our property. Moreover, the drainage duct by your basement window
and surrounding area of garden would no longer be accessible from your property. This would therefore create
substantive new requirements for access from our property, for example to clean the guttering on the proposed
extension, to maintain the new wooden walls of the proposed extension, to clean your windows and proposed
skylight, to maintain the blocked area of your garden, or to access your drains. We would therefore require an
agreement about access to be confirmed in a legally binding document at your expense before providing any
approval for building so as to protect our interests.

5. One possibility that was suggested to us is that you could apply to purchase a strip of land from us that would
allow you to build the proposed extension whilst then meeting regulations regarding boundaries. This would be
subject to you seeking any required approvals at your cost as the party requesting the variation to titles. The price
we would accept for such a strip of land would be based on the market value of our land and would also factor in
legal costs and the costs to relocate the path to our house and to install an agreed fence on the revised boundary to
provide privacy to both parties. Having a fence between our properties would help avoid embarrassing situations

1
Email sent to owners of 64 Passmore Crescent Sunday, 14 August 2022 9:12 PM
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such as it being evident when someone is using your ground-floor toilet, which has a window directly facing our
path. Unfortunately there is no way to access our property without going past the window and our hedge is not high
enough to provide privacy. Having the privacy of a fence would increase the value of your property if you decide to
sell it, as would buying the strip of land. That said, we are content with the status quo and we are not making a
Fencing Notice at this time, although we reserve the right to do so in the future,

6. As an alternative to the proposed extension, have you considered building the extension on the other side of your
garage by the entrance to your house? We note that there is ample space that side for a similar extension and this
would avoid any need for an affected persons approval from us. This would provide a solution if you feelitis
essential to install a lift and also maintain room in your garage for your two cars, bikes, and bins and you do not wish
to address the above issues.

We are sure you can understand that we have to be mindful of any impact an extension to your garage next to our
property would have on the value of our property. We have been advised that your request as it stands would have
a direct impact on the amount future buyers would be willing to pay for our property due in part to the additional
shading that would be caused but also due to the perpetual burden of additional access via our property. In
addition, the proposed extension would affect what is referred to as our enjoyment of our property because there is
a likelihood the current hedge and the ash tree would not survive if building work immediately next to them disrupts
their roots or they are affected by shading, thus causing us the expense of removing them were this to occur. The
ash tree and hedge were already well-established when the property was purchased from you 10 years ago. The
reality for us is that if the hedge or tree do not survive then we would be out of pocket to ameliorate the situation in
a way that would not be necessary if you do not build up to the boundary.

if you wish to continue with a request for an extension that does not meet regulations regarding boundaries at this
time or in the future, you are welcome to email us a copy of amended plans and we would consider those new plans
in tandem with any further details about the above issues you wish to supply. If sending any amended plans, please
can you ensure the dimension of the extension itself are specified so it is clear what is being requested. Please note
that it may take some time for us to reply to any such proposal as we would likely need to seek further advice.

We are sympathetic to your situation and we hope you can find a solution that either does not impact the value of
our property and addresses the above issues. If we don’t hear from you, we will conclude that you do not wish to
proceed with an extension requiring affected persons approval.

Wishing you all the best.

Nga mihi,

Gareth and Samuel

[redacted email address]

2
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Gareth Treharne

From: Ashley Muir

Sent: Thursday, 13 October 2022 12:11 PM

To: 64a Passmore Crescent

Subject: Re: MUIR - Garage Addition

Attachments: 6569-Garage Addition and New Lift-64 Passmore Crescent-Dn-220809.pdf
Gareth

You may have noticed that we have been away from our House since mid-September - we are not back until 21
QOctober.

As before, we are keen to proceed with the construction work at our House and would prefer to receive your
approval for the addition to our Garage before that.

If the latest description of the work meets with your approval, please sign the Approval Form
and drop it into our letter slot.

If there are matters that you would like to discuss, please let me know.

Many thanks
Ashley Muir

Sent from my iPhone

On 8/09/2022, at 2:58 PM, Ashley Muir [redacted email address] wrote:

Gareth

| am keen to address and resolve the points that you raised regarding the Addition to our
House to allow the construction of the work to go ahead.

| have attached a Drawing showing the amended Roof Design with Notes added to record
remedies to your observations.

Like you, | want to retain the Tree at the Boundary, overhanging our Garage roof as it does
now.

The lower Roofline ensures that it will be separate from the tree trunk/branch and | have
added a note calling for protection of the roots

during construction.

| suggest, and have added ancther note, calling for the application of obscure film to the
window to the Existing WC
and the new Window to the Addition to provide privacy on your propetrty.
1
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The last point is your suggestion of a formal agreement for us to access the garden area
between the Addition and Terrace which we will arrange.

If these modifications are acceptable to you, | ask you to sign the Affected Persons Form
and a copy of this Drawing.

I have found your phone number in my phone — [redacted telephone number] ?
| will call you during weekend to see if we can arrange a time to meet.
Thanks

Ashley Muir

2
Email from the owners of 64 Passmore Crescent Thursday, 13 October 2022 12:11 PM
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Gareth Treharne

From: 64a Passmore Crescent

Sent: Monday, 24 October 2022 10:34 AM

To: Ashley Muir

Ca Phil.Petersen@dcc.govt.nz

Subject: Re: 64 Passmore Crescent

Attachments: 6569-Garage Addition and New Lift-64 Passmore Crescent-Dn-220809.pdf

Kia ora Ashley and Kaye (CC Phil Petersen at DCC),

We do not approve these plans due to the concerns set out in our previous email, which are not addressed by the
minor revisions you have made.

We were contacted by Phil Petersen at the DCC after you previously submitted an application without gaining our
approval. We were surprised to hear that this previous application was submitted a day after we emailed outlining
the concerns we have. Phil explained that an affected party approval would be necessary unless you decide to
change the plans substantively to meet legally required parameters. We note that you still propose building within
1m of our boundary and within the height plane restrictions. We do not approve this.

We consider this matter closed unless you proceed with a limited notified application. We would submit our
objections if you proceed with that pathway.

As we noted before, we are sympathetic to your disability but your plans would have a significant effect on our
property and therefore do not have our approval.

Nga mihi,
Gareth and Samuel

Prof Gareth Treharne and Mr Samuel Carrington

[redacted email address]

On 13/10/2022, at 12:10 PM, Ashley Muir [redacted email address] wrote:
Gareth

You may have noticed that we have been away from our House since mid-September - we are not back until 21
October.

As before, we are keen to proceed with the construction work at our House and would prefer to receive your
approval for the addition to our Garage before that.

If the latest description of the work meets with your approval, please sign the Approval Form
and drop it into our letter slot.

If there are matters that you would like to discuss, please let me know.

Many thanks
1
Email sent to owners of 64 Passmore Crescent Monday, 24 October 2022 10:34 AM
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Ashley Muir

Sent from my iPhone

On 8/09/2022, at 2:58 PM, Ashley Muir [redacted email address] wrote:

Gareth

| am keen to address and resolve the points that you raised regarding the Addition to our
House to allow the construction of the work to go ahead.

| have attached a Drawing showing the amended Roof Design with Notes added to record
remedies to your observations.

Like you, | want to retain the Tree at the Boundary, overhanging our Garage roof as it does
Nnow.

The lower Roofline ensures that it will be separate from the tree trunk/branch and | have
added a note calling for protection of the roots

during construction.

| suggest, and have added another note, calling for the application of obscure film to the
Window to the Existing WC

and the new Window to the Addition to provide privacy on your property.

The last point is your suggestion of a formal agreement for us to access the garden area
between the Addition and Terrace which we will arrange.

If these modifications are acceptable to you, | ask you to sign the Affected Persons Form
and a copy of this Drawing.

I have found your phone number in my phone — [redacted telephone numbers] ?
I will call you during weekend to see if we can arrange a time to meet.
Thanks

Ashley Muir

2
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Gareth Treharne

From: 64a Passmore Crescent

Sent: Sunday, 30 October 2022 10:40 AM
To: Ashley Muir

Cc: Phil.Petersen@dcc.govt.nz

Subject: Re: 64 Passmore Crescent - Dunedin

Kia ora and Ashley and Kaye {CC Phil Petersen at DCC),
We have made our objections to your proposed plans clear to you and the DCC when they contacted us about the
application you submitted without approval from us, Please note that we have to seek advice every time you share

plans so we cannot reply promptly.

You have not addressed our concerns because the footprint or your proposed extension remains the same and this
extension would have direct impact on our property as we have explained previously.

If you require any clarification about your options given our objections, please contact the DCC.

As we noted before, we are sympathetic to your disability but your plans would have a significant effect on our
property and therefore do not have our approval.

Nga mihi,
Gareth and Samuel

Prof Gareth Treharne and Mr Samuel Carrington

[redacted email address

On 24/10/2022, at 7:49 PM, Ashley Muir [redacted email address] wrote:

Thank you for your message, Gareth

Your reference to the lodging of the Application for Resource Consent is potentially mis-
leading.

As you know, our need is to extend the Garage to provide space for a Laundry and
Storage on the middle/Living Rooms floor of the House for ease of access.

Kaye and | consider that the proposal will not create any negative effects on your property
and, in fact, we think that, from your point of view, it will look and function better than the
existing.

We sought to inform you of the proposal as a courtesy and to receive your agreement.

1
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We met with you at our House on 24 July to present and discuss the proposal with you.

Kaye spoke with you again on 9 August seeking your comments.

On 15 August — 3 weeks after presenting the proposal to you, and not having heard from
you — the Application was lodged with Council.
Subsequently, we found your emailed response and comments.

We addressed those comments in an email to you on 22 August which, again, we
considered, would satisfy your observations.

We welcome a meeting and discussion with you on the ways in which your concerns can be
satisfied.

Please contact us to arrange a convenient time to meet.

Kind regards
Ashley and Kaye Muir

[redacted telephone number]

From: 64a Passmore Crescent

Sent: Monday, 24 October 2022 10:34 a.m.
To: Ashley Muir

Cc: Phil.Petersen@dcc.govt.nz

Subject: Re: 64 Passmore Crescent

Kia ora Ashley and Kaye (CC Phil Petersen at DCC),

We do not approve these plans due to the concerns set out in our previous email, which are not
addressed by the minor revisions you have made.

We were contacted by Phil Petersen at the DCC after you previously submitted an application
without gaining our approval. We were surprised to hear that this previous application was
submitted a day after we emailed outlining the concerns we have. Phil explained that an affected
party approval would be necessary unless you decide to change the plans substantively to meet
legally required parameters. We note that you still propose building within 1m of our boundary and
within the height plane restrictions. We do not approve this.

We consider this matter closed unless you proceed with a limited notified application. We would
submit our objections if you proceed with that pathway.

As we noted before, we are sympathetic to your disability but your plans would have a significant
effect on our property and therefore do not have our approval.

Nga mihi,

2
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Gareth and Samuel

Prof Gareth Treharne and Mr Samuel Carrington

On 13/10/2022, at 12:10 PM, Ashley Muir {redacted email address] wrote:

Gareth

You may have noticed that we have been away from our House since mid-September - we are not
back until 21 October.

As before, we are keen to proceed with the construction work at our House and would prefer to
receive your approval for the addition to our Garage before that.

If the latest description of the work meets with your approval, please sign the Approval Form
and drop it into our letter slot.

If there are matters that you would like to discuss, please let me know.

Many thanks

Ashley Muir

Sent from my iPhone

On 8/09/2022, at 2:58 PM, Ashley Muir [redacted email addressjwrote:

Gareth

{ am keen to address and resolve the points that you raised regarding the
Addition to our House to allow the construction of the work to go ahead.

| have attached a Drawing showing the amended Roof Design with Notes
added to record remedies to your ohservations.

Like you, | want to retain the Tree at the Boundary, overhanging our Garage
roof as it does now.

The lower Roofline ensures that it will be separate from the tree
trunk/branch and | have added a note calling for protection of the roots
during construction.

I suggest, and have added another note, calling for the application of ohscure

film to the Window to the Existing WC
and the new Window to the Addition to provide privacy on your property.

3
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The last point is your suggestion of a formal agreement for us to access the
garden area between the Addition and Terrace which we will arrange.

if these modifications are acceptable to you, | ask you to sign the Affected
Persons Form and a copy of this Drawing.

| have found your phone number in my phone — [redacted telephone
numbers] ?
| will call you during weekend to see if we can arrange a time to meet.

Thanks

Ashley Muir

4
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Memorandum

TO: Nicola Petrie, planner

FROM: Marla Callau, Urban Designer

DATE: 23 January 2023

SUBIJECT: LE)C-2022-337 - 64 PASSMORE CRESCENT, DUNEDIN
Dear Nicola,

Please find my Urban Design comments for application LUC-2022-337 for the extension to the garage
of the property at 64 Passmore Crescent, as follows.

The application documents have been reviewed.

The Site & Context

e Thesite includes an existing house located in the middle of the site and double garage attached
to the house built in the front yard facing the street.

e There are driveways to access back sections at either side of the site.
The streetscape includes permeable fences, low walls with vegetation and/or hedges at the
front boundary. A few houses have garages in the front yard.

The Proposal

» The proposal includes extending the garage toward the northwest to include a laundry.
s The extension is approximately 1.8m wide by 5.6m long.

‘The volume will run paraliel to the NW boundary with a 500mm setback.

The extension will be set back from the face of the garage wall by approx, 1000mm.

The roof of the existing garage will be extended following the existing garage roof pitch.

The northwest side of the site will result in reduced area for vegetation. The west corner of

the site, facing the neighbaur’s driveway and the street will maintain an area of approx. 2.8m
x 2.3m of open space available for vegetation. In addition, a strip of 500mm between the edge
of the huilding and the boundary will also be available for planting.

e Materials and colours proposed are similar to the ones found in the existing house and garage.

Commentary

1. The proposal reflects the character of the neighbourhood. The form, height and setback of the
extension are appropriate. Following the existing roof pitch resuit in the lowest point of the
roof lower than the garage at the other side of the driveway, minimizing its negative effect on
the neighbour’s property. Materlals and colours proposed for the extension are intended to
blend with the existing house (not contrast) reducing the visual impact of the proposal.
(15.2.4.1.c) (15.11.3.1.a.iv.1}
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2. The extension is setback from the face of the garage external front wall, minimising negative
effects on neighbour's properties and allowing for enough space for landscape.

(15.11.3.1.a.iil) (15.11.3.1.a.iv.2)

Summary

1. In my view the proposal would have no significant adverse effects regarding matters related
to streetscape character and amenity.
The following advice notes are provided as a way to potentially enhance the proposed

development in relation to streetscape character and amenity.
Provide and/or maintain vegetation in the west corner of the site and along area

L
between the extension and the northeast boundary.

Yours sincerely,

& allowt

Maria Callad
Urban Designer
City Development
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