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DECISION ON DISTRICT PLAN CHANGE 50:
ARO VALLEY BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENTS AND PRE-1930’S
BUILDING DEMOLITION RULE

1. Purpose of Report

To report to Council the recommendations of the District Plan Hearing Committee concerning District
Plan Change 50 — Aro Valley Boundary Adjustments and pre-1930’s Building Demolition Rule.

2. Recommendation

(a) That Council approves the recommendations of the District Plan Hearing Committee in respect
of District Plan Change 50 — Aro Valley Boundary Adjustments and pre-1930’s Building
Demolition Rule.

Proposed District Plan Change 50 was publicly notified on 2 September 2006.

Proposed District Plan Change 50 is a Council initiated plan change and addresses issues of residential
character in the suburb of Aro Valley. Specifically, it deals with the removal or demolition of pre-1930
buildings in the residentially zoned areas of Aro Valley.

The plan change applies existing rule 5.3.11 to Aro Valley making the demolition of pre-1930 buildings
a Discretionary Activity (Restricted) requiring a resource consent. This rule already applies in
Thorndon, Mt Victoria and more recently has been applied to Newtown, Berhampore and Mt Cook.
The proposed plan change introduced a new clause to rule 5.3.11 to cover the removal or destruction of
architectural features and detailing on the ‘primary elevation’ of pre-1930 buildings.

The Officer’s Report on the plan change was distributed to submitters who had indicated they wished to
be heard, prior to the hearing.

The Hearing for District Plan Change 50 was held on 27 March 2007.

3. Discussion

Twenty—nine main submissions and no further submissions were received on Proposed District Plan
Change 50. The submissions covered a range of issues raised by the plan change.

Two submitters Aro Valley Community Council and Victoria University attended the hearing and spoke
to their submissions.

The Committee gave careful consideration to all the issues raised by the submitters, including those
issues elaborated on in presentations by the individuals who appeared before the Committee.



Two submissions opposed the plan change in its entirety on the grounds that the blanket application of
the demolition rule was unjustified and would make it difficult to undertake development within the
area.

Twenty-four submissions supported the plan change but requested amendments to some areas. They
considered that the plan change was a positive step in helping to protect the special character of Aro
Valley.

Two submissions neither supported nor opposed but requested changes to either the rules or assessment
criteria.

The remaining submission requested that the proposed plan change be amended to remove a number of
properties from being subject to the new provisions.

All of the above submissions are considered in detail in the Hearing Committee’s report attached as
Appendix 1.

Having considered the requirements of the RMA and the issues raised in submissions, the Hearing
Committee considered that the plan change was generally appropriate and would allow the Council to
better manage the residential character of Aro Valley. An exception to this was in Landcross Street
where the Committee was persuaded that the demolition rule was not appropriate as they considered
that Landcross Street principally formed part of Kelburn rather than Aro Valley.

The Committee recommends a number of amendments to the provisions (as notified) to improve their
clarity, application and effectiveness. These changes include:

e Add additional explanation to Policy 4.2.3.3 explaining the application of permitted
baseline.

o Amend assessment criteria 5.3.11.4.4 to provide additional clarity as to the effects that
are being managed under rule 5.3.11.

e Provide additional assessment criteria 5.3.11.4.D to recognise the link between
building demolition and the quality of the proposed replacement building(s).

e Remove Landcross Street from the Demolition Rule (Rule 5.11.3) and Appendix 9
(Appendix 1).

o Amend the Multi Unit Design Guide by including additional description for Adams
Terrace sub area and Ohiro Rd/Brooklyn Rd sub area.

Overall the Hearing Committee recommends that Council endorse DPC 50, with the above
amendments. A copy of the revised plan change is set out in Appendix 2 to this report.

Once approved by Council the decision will be publicly notified and served on the submitters.
Submitters then have the option of appealing the matter to the Environment Court within 30 working
days. If no appeals are made the plan change will become operative.

Report from: Alick Shaw
Chair of the District Plan Hearings Committee

Plan Change 50 — Aro Valley Boundary Adjustments and pre-1930’s Building Demolition Rule.



APPENDIX ONE
REPORT OF THE HEARING COMMITTEE

WELLINGTON CITY COUNCIL
REPORT OF THE HEARING COMMITTEE

SUBJECT:

PROPOSED DISTRICT PLAN CHANGE 50: ARO VALLEY BOUNDARY
ADJUSTMENTS AND PRE-1930’S BUILDING DEMOLITION RULE.

COMMITTEE MEMBERS:
CRS SHAW
WAIN
Mr IAN HUTCHINGS
DATE OF HEARING:

27 APRIL 2007

1. RECOMMENDATIONS

1) Approve District Plan Change 50 — Aro Valley Boundary Adjustments and pre-1930’s Building
Demolition Rule:

o Add additional explanation to Policy 4.2.3.3 explaining the application of permitted
baseline.

o Amend assessment criteria 5.3.11.4.A to provide additional clarity as to the effects that
are being managed under rule 5.3.11.

e Provide additional assessment criteria 5.3.11.4.D to recognise the link between
building demolition and the quality of the proposed replacement building(s).

e Remove Landcross Street from the Demolition Rule (Rule 5.3.11) and Appendix 9
(Appendix 14).

o Amend the Multi-Unit Design Guide by including additional description for Adams
Terrace sub area and Ohiro Rd/Brooklyn Rd sub area and amend guideline 5.2to
include references to the importance of mature greenery.

A copy of the revised plan change is set out in Appendix 2

2) Accept or reject all the submissions and further submissions to the extent that they accord with
recommendation (1) above. See sections 3.1 - 3.10 below for further details.

2. INTRODUCTION

This decision relates to Proposed District Plan Change 50 — Aro Valley Boundary Adjustments and pre-
1930’s Building Demolition Rule.

Proposed District Plan Change 50 was publicly notified on 2 September 2006.



Proposed District Plan Change 50 is a Council initiated plan change and addresses issues of residential
character in the suburb of Aro Valley. Specifically, it deals with the removal or demolition of pre-1930
buildings in the residentially zoned areas in Aro Valley.

The plan change applies existing rule 5.3.11 to Aro Valley making the demolition of pre-1930 buildings
a Discretionary Activity (Restricted) requiring a resource consent. This rule already applies in
Thorndon and Mt Victoria and has more recently been confirmed for Newtown, Berampore and Mt
Cook. The proposed plan change also introduces a new clause to rule 5.3.11 to cover the removal or
destruction of architectural features and detailing on the ‘primary elevation’ of pre-1930 buildings.

The Officer’s Report on the plan change was distributed to submitters who requested to be heard prior
to the hearing.

The Hearing for District Plan Change 50 was held at Council Offices on 27 April 2007.

Twenty-nine main submissions and no further submissions were received on Proposed District Plan
Change 50.

At the hearing on the 27 April 2007, Alison Newbald (Council’s planner) spoke to the officer’s report
on the plan change. Two submitters appeared at the hearing and spoke to their submissions:

e Aro Valley Community Council (represented by Roland Sapsford) (submission 22)
e Victoria University (represented by Dave Povey, Acting Director of Facilities Management at
Victoria University, Graeme McIndoe, Urban Designer and Robert Schofield, Planner).

The Committee gave careful consideration to all the issues raised by the submitters, including those
issues elaborated on in presentations by the submitters who appeared before the Committee.

The following discussion sets out the key issues and the Committee’s reasons for making its decision.

3. SUBMISSIONS AND DISCUSSION

Submissions were received from:

Submitter No. Submitter Name

1 Karan August

2 Anthony Hood

3 Angus Lonie

4 Ann Margaret Cook

5 Sian Rose Collins and Peter James MacDonald
6 Nathan Hickey

7 Andrew Walker

8 Ross Talbot Harris

9 Jaquilin Tutt

10 Barbro Harris

11 Ana Isobel Veitch

12 Clive Lyttle

13 Robert John Bennett

14 Alan Joesph Fairless

15 Jane Bennett

16 Joanna Margaret Higgins
17 Janet Dunn

18 Michael John Robertson




Submitter No. Submitter Name

19 The New Zealand Historic Places Trust
20 Victoria University

21 Stephen Sargent

22 Aro Valley Community Council
23 Diana Sugate

24 Brent Lincoln Efford

25 Julia Brooke White

26 James Donald Marchbanks

27 Barbara Jean Harrison

28 Lisa Thompson

29 Kay Larsen

No further submissions were received.

The key issues raised in submissions, and the Hearing Committee’s decisions on the submissions are
addressed in sections 3.1-3.10 below

3.1. Oppose plan change and request that it be withdrawn

Submissions 2, 21 oppose Plan Change 50 and seek that the demolition rule not be introduced and the
status quo retained. They consider that urban renewal and new innovative designs for new buildings
should be encouraged.

Consideration:
The Hearing Committee noted the concerns raised by these submitters.

The Hearing Committee accepted that the application of the proposed rule 5.3.11 to Aro Valley would
increase compliance costs for certain works. Under the plan change resource consent will be required
for full building demolition and the removal of architectural features on a building’s ‘primary
elevation’, which were previously Permitted Activities. However, the Committee noted that these costs
must be weighed against the potential benefits of the plan change, which would be an improved ability
to manage residential character and the quality of the streetscape in each of the three suburbs.

The Hearing Committee noted that the proposed rule does not prohibit demolition of pre-1930’s
buildings. If it can be demonstrated that the proposed replacement building would be as good or better
than the original building in terms of its contribution to the streetscape, noting the nature of the existing
streetscape in question, then consent would be likely to be granted. It is considered that undertaking
this assessment before the existing building is removed or demolished is an important mechanism in
ensuring that new development in these suburbs is of a suitably high standard. The Hearing Committee
emphasised that the plan change was not about preserving Aro Valley in its current state per se - rather
it was about ensuring that new development and replacement buildings are of sufficient quality as to
make a positive contribution to the wider character of the suburbs. It did however consider that the plan
change may well reduce the rate of change by preventing poor quality development and streetscape
outcomes which in the absence of the plan change would have been permitted activities.

Furthermore in considering the question of compliance costs, experience indicates that where
demolition is undertaken it is usually to make room for a new multi-unit development. The Hearing
Committee noted that resource consent is already required for the majority of multi-unit developments.
The Committee considered that in this scenario the cost of applying for resource consent to demolish
and existing pre-1930 building would not significantly increase the overall development cost.

The Hearing Committee also noted that the plan change did not hinder building maintenance. Repair
and maintenance of existing buildings remains a permitted activity, as do most renovations and



additions. The Hearing Committee noted that there is a cost associated in maintaining all property, and
that the application of rule 5.3.11 would not significantly alter maintenance costs for property owners in
Aro Valley.

On balance, the Hearing Committee considered that Plan Change 50 should be retained in all but one
area (Landcross St, discussed later in this report). The original reasoning behind the plan change in
terms of maintaining residential character was considered sound, and the plan change remained valid.

Decision:

= Reject submissions 2 and 21 that seek to have Plan Change 50 withdrawn in its entirety

3.2. Support plan change and request that it be approved

Twenty-four submissions supported the plan change as notified.

Consideration:

The Hearings Committee accepted the support of these submitters, but noted that the majority of these
submissions also request some changes to either the boundaries of Appendix 9 and/or amendments to
the Multi-Unit Design Guide. These issues are addressed separately in Section 3.3-3.6 below. The
Committee considered that the submissions which supported the plan change as notified should be
accepted to the extent that they are consistent with any amendments that are made to the plan change as
part of the Hearings Committees’ decision.

Decision:

= Accept Submissions 1, 4, 5, 6,7,8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28
and 29 insofar as they support plan change 50, subject to any amendments resulting from other
submissions, and outlined below.

3.3. Amend the extent of the areas subject to the demolition rule and provide
heritage and character protection for additional areas.

Matters raised in submissions:

Include the following areas:

= Holloway Rd, Norway, Thule and Entrance Street (Submitter 22) in the Demolition Rule and Multi
Unit Design Guide;

* Provide Heritage and character protection for Entrance St, Thule St, Norway St and Holloway Rd
(Submitters 6, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 24, 25, 26, 27 and 28);

» Provide controls to maintain the heritage, character and streetscape of the area between Aro Valley
and the bypass (Submitters 6, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 22, 24, 25, 26, 27 and 28);

= The areas zoned Suburban Centre (Submitters 1, 4, 6, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 22,
23,24, 25, 26, 27 and 28) in the Demolition Rule.

» Include the properties on the northern side of Abel Smith St as far east as the Inner City bypass,
including Inverlochy Pl (Submitter 5) in the demolition rule and Multi Unit Design Guide.

Exclude the following areas:

» Victoria University’s properties on Adams Terrace, Landcross St and Upper Aro St from the
Demolition Rule and Landcross St from the Multi Unit Design Guide (Submitter 20).

Consideration:



The Hearing Committee considered a number of requests that the 1930’s demolition rule be applied to
additional areas in and around Aro Valley.

Submitter 22 has requested that Entrance St, Thule St, Norway St and Holloway Rd be included in the
Demolition Rule and Multi Unit Design Guide and other submitters have requested that heritage and
character protection be provided for this area. This area is zoned Outer Residential and was not included
in the initial study or consultation area for the demolition rule. The analysis undertaken on the
residential character of Aro Valley did not look at these streets or the heritage value of individual or
groups of buildings on the basis that they are physically dislocated from the core Aro Valley area. The
District Plan identifies a number of historic buildings in Holloway Rd, Entrance St, Norway Rd and the
heritage provisions of the District Plan provide protection for these properties. Further research and
consultation would be required before any changes could be made to the District Plan to identify
heritage areas or precincts in this area. The issue of whether heritage issues should be included as an
assessment matter is discussed under section 3.4 below.

Submitter 5 seeks that the Appendix 9 boundary be amended to cover the properties on the northern
side of Abel Smith St as far east as the Inner City bypass, including Inverlochy Pl and bounded by the
Terrace. This area was not included in the original research area and is separated from Aro Valley by
distance and a change in topography (being situated north of the entrance to Aro Valley). The area also
has a more varied built character than Aro Valley with buildings of a wider age range and a number of
substantial apartment developments. As such the Hearings Committee considered it was not part of the
core Aro Valley area and that the character of this area is defined, in part, by a number of listed historic
buildings and trees and that this character is protected by the heritage provisions of the District Plan.
For these reasons the Hearing Committee considered that it was not appropriate to include this area in
the Demolition Rule and Multi Unit Design Guide for Aro Valley.

Submitters 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27 and 28 request that Rule
5.3.11 and the Multi-Unit Design Guide apply to the area zoned Suburban Centre. Rule 5.3.11
(demolition of pre-1930’s buildings) is an existing rule that applies to specific areas within the Inner
Residential zone. The Aro Valley Commercial Centre is zoned Suburban Centre and the Hearings
Committee considered that applying rule 5.3.11 to the Suburban Centre Zone mentioned above goes
beyond the scope of the plan change as it would require the development of objectives, policies and
rules within that chapter relating to the protection of streetscape character. However, the Hearings
Committee noted that the Suburban Centre chapter of the District Plan is scheduled for review
commencing in 2007. The submitters concerns regarding the character of the Suburban Centre area of
Aro Valley have been noted and will include as part of the Suburban Centre review process.

Submitter 22 (Aro Valley Community Council) is concerned that the zoning of the area between Aro
Valley and the Inner City Bypass (ICB) does not reflect the actual use and type of the buildings in this
area. A number of other submitters request that heritage, character and streetscape of the area between
Aro Valley and the ICB be protected. The Hearings Committee notes that this area is zoned Central
Area and contains a mix of residential and commercial uses and it has become physically separated
from the main Central Area zone by the recent construction of the ICB. However, the Hearing
Committee note that applying Rule 5.3.11 to an area zoned Central Area goes beyond the scope of this
Plan Change. The Central Area review has just been undertaken and a submission addressing the zoning
and use of this area has been made on the Central Area Plan Change. The Hearing Committee
considers that the Central Area Plan Change is the most appropriate forum in which to address this
issue.

Aro Valley consists of a central street (Aro St) running up a narrow valley with houses extending up the
steep slopes of the valley sides. The Hearings Committee consider that this topography contributes to
the unique character of Aro Valley as it is geographically separated from the remainder of the City and
has a strong sense of enclosure. While not all the valley and hillsides are visible from any one point, as
you walk up Aro St the areas visible from this central street represent the majority of the core valley



area. The Hearings Committee consider that the area proposed to be included in District Plan Change
50 is focused on Aro St and the slopes above that form its immediate context and environment.

Victoria University (Submitter 20) seeks that its properties on Landcross St, Adams Terrace and upper
Aro St be excluded from the Demolition Rule and that Landcross St be excluded from the Demolition
Rule and the Multi-Unit Design Guide. Victoria University is the principle landowner in Landcross St
owning all but 3 properties.

The Hearings Committee considered that the Universities’ properties in Aro St and Adams Tce form
part of the core Aro Valley area as described above and therefore should be subject to the Demolition
Rule and the Multi Unit Design Guide as notified in Plan Change 50.

However, in relation to Landcross St, the —
Hearings Committee was persuaded by the S,
evidence provided by the University that
Landcross St was not part of the core Aro
Valley Area and that this Street is part of
Kelburn. The  Hearings  Committee
considered that while at street level
Landcross Street does have an intimate
streetscape of predominantly pre-1930’s
bungalows and villas that this streetscape
was not particularly unique or special within
Wellington. The Committee considered that
the immediate streetscape of Landcross St
was very local to that street and that the
principal views of the streetscape of
Landcross St were distant and mainly from
Kelburn. In addition, the principal physical connections between Landcross St are to Kelburn.
Therefore the Hearings Committee considered that applying the Demolition Rule and Appendix 9
would be of little benefit to the streetscape of the core Aro Valley area. On this basis the Committee
agreed the Landcross St area should be removed from the Demolition Rule and Appendix 9 (appendix
1A).

The Hearings Committee considered that
that when viewed from the valley floor,
that there are buildings on Landcross St
that because of their building form and
volume, the uniformity of building
separation and the presence of greenery
represent an important and visible
backdrop to the Valley. However, the
Hearings Committee heard that while the
University have indicated that they wish
to undertake development for student
accommodation as well as a desire to
maintain  the existing form  of
development (bulk, form and orientation
of buildings) in the Landcross Street area
there are no immediate plans for
development. Therefore the Committee
considers that the immediate risk for
redevelopment is low.




The Hearings Committee noted that Council Officers and the University had looked at a number of
options other than a Demolition Rule for it properties in Landcross St including, consideration of rules
requiring a master plan or comprehensive development plan. The Hearings Committee considered that
the high level of detail required by a Master Plan made this option unsuitable as Victoria University are
not in a position to be able to commit to a specific development proposal at this stage. The Hearings
Committee also considered the alternative approach of requiring a comprehensive development plan
through a specific rule would not be appropriate due to need to have a very specific highly detailed rule
for a small number of properties. The Hearings Committee considered that the existing multi-unit rules
along with the revised infill provisions of Plan Change 56 provide adequate opportunity for the issues
relating to Landcross St and its relationship to Aro Valley to be considered in any new development.

Decision

= Reject Submissions 1, 4, 6, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27 and 28
insofar as they request that Rule 5.3.11 (Demolition Rule) be applied to the area zoned Suburban
Centre within Aro Valley.

= Reject Submission 22 insofar as they request that Rule 5.3.11 (Demolition Rule) and the Multi Unit
Design Guide be applied to Holloway Rd, Entrance, Thule and Norway St.

= Reject Submissions 6, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 22, 24, 25, 26, 27 and 28 insofar as
they request the inclusion of controls to maintain the heritage, character and streetscape of the area
between Aro Valley and the bypass.

= Reject Submissions 6, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 24, 25, 26, 27 and 28 insofar as they
request the inclusion of heritage and character protection for Entrance St, Thule St. Norway St and
Holloway Rd.

= Reject Submission 5 insofar as the submitter requests amendments to the Appendix 9 boundary to
cover the properties on the northern side of Abel Smith St as far east as the Inner City bypass
(including Inverlochy PI) to take in buildings on both sides of Abel Smith St.

= Accept Submission 20 insofar as they request that properties in Landcross St be excluded from the
Rule 5.3.11(Demolition Rule) and Appendix 9 (Appendix 1A).

= Reject Submission 20 insofar as they request that the Victoria University’s properties in Adams
Terrace and Aro St be excluded from Rule 5.3.11(Demolition Rule) and Multi Unit Design Guide.

3.4 Amend Rule 5.3.11 which requires consent for the demolition of pre-1930
buildings, and the definition of key terms.

Matters raised in Submissions:

= Include a reference to the desirability of applicants consulting with the Aro Valley Community
Council (Submitter 1, 22).

= Make all applications under Rule 5.3.11 non-notified (Submitter 20).

= Include an additional matter “Effects on historic heritage” as a matter for discretion in Rule
5.3.11(Submitter 19).

= Amend the definition of key terms e.g. Primary Elevation (Submitter 20)

Consideration
Submitter 22 has requested that rule 5.3.11 be amended to include the desirability of applicants
consulting with the Aro Valley Community Council (AVCC) on planning matters.

The Hearings Committee note that the AVCC acknowledge that the clause currently applying to the Mt
Victoria and Thorndon’s Residents Associations (installed by the Environment Court as part of a
mediated settlement where an application need not be publicly notified if the applicant supplies written
documentation of consultation) is not ideal and has caused significant frustration for these residents
association’s due to the presumption of non-notification, even if the association has concerns regarding
the proposal.



For this reason Plan Change 50 did not apply the non-notification statement to Aro Valley preferring
instead to rely on the provisions of the RMA to decide when the effects of a consent application are
sufficient to warrant public notification. The Hearings Committee considers it inappropriate to amend
rule 5.3.11 to require or recommend consultation with local residents associations. To require
consultation would have the effect of making the association an ‘affected party’ to every consent
application, irrespective of the scale of the work or the degree of effect. The Committee are of the
opinion that decisions for an application to be non-notified should be made by Council officers in
accordance with the requirement of s94 of the RMA.

Submitter 20 requests that all applications under Rule 5.3.11 be considered as non-notified applications.
The Hearings Committee note that the decision to publicly notify an application is made under s94 of
the RMA and reflects the overall impact of the proposal on the local streetscape. Factors that would
influence the notification decision include the scale of the work, the architectural quality, visibility and
prominence of the existing building and the quality of the any proposed replacement building. For
example, consent to demolish a pre-1930’s dwelling in original condition that was highly visible from
the street is more likely to be publicly notified as there may be significant impacts on the streetscape.
However, consent to demolish a pre-1930’s dwelling that is located on a rear site that is not visible from
a surrounding street could well be granted as a non-notified application as the impact on the streetscape
would be negligible.

On this basis the Hearings Committee considers it appropriate that rule 5.3.11 be retained with no
specific notification statement, so that each notification decision can be made under s94 of the RMA
based on the potential effects of the proposal.

Submitter 19 requests that “effects on historic heritage” be added to Rule 5.3.11 as a matter over which
Council should retain discretion. The Hearings Committee note that Plan Change 50 was prepared to
address the issue of streetscape character and is not intended to be a mechanism for heritage protection.
Applications to demolish a pre-1930’s building must demonstrate that the replacement buildings
contribution to the local streetscape character will be as good as, or better than the existing building.
They are not required to consider the possible heritage value of the building as a full evaluation of a
buildings architectural, social and cultural significance goes beyond the scope of considering
streetscape character. The Hearings Committee consider that having a heritage based assessment
criteria would effectively make every property in Aro Valley a listed heritage building and would
require the applicant to undertake a heritage assessment before applying for a consent, placing a
significant additional cost on a resource consent application.

The Hearings Committee considers that if Council wishes to conserve and manage the heritage values
of buildings it has an obligation to first establish that each building or area is of sufficient heritage value
to warrant a heritage listing. To do so under the guise of streetscape character protection is considered
inappropriate. The analysis undertaken on the residential character of Aro Valley did not consider the
heritage value of individual buildings. This analysis is therefore not sufficiently robust to justify listing
individual buildings as heritage items. As such the Hearings Committee do not consider that the issue
of heritage significance can be addressed through Plan Change 50.

Submitter 20 (Victoria University) is concerned that that the definition of key terms (eg Primary
Elevation) creates an onerous level of uncertainty and that consent could be required for relatively
minor changes that may only ever be potentially visible from distant views.

The Hearings Committee note that Plan Change 50 proposes to apply rule 5.3.11 as it is presently
applied in Thorndon and Mt Victoria, with one significant amendment. In Thorndon and Mt Victoria
the control of demolition applies to the primary form of the building. The primary form is defined as:

PRIMARY FORM (FOR THE PURPOSE OF RULE 5.3.11): means the simple form
that is central to and the basis of the dwelling. It is typically the largest identifiable
form or combination of relatively equal sized geometrically simple and box-like forms.

10



The Hearings Committee consider that the focus on primary form works reasonably well in situations
where the character can be appreciated from a distance and the finer details of the fagade become harder
to distinguish. In this situation it is principally the bulk, siting and rooflines of buildings that determine
the visual character.

As a rule, the suburb of Aro Valley is not
‘experienced’ from a distance. The special
character of this suburb is more commonly
viewed from a nearby street or adjoining
public spaces. In this situation it is
considered that the architectural features
and elements on individual houses is as
important in determining streetscape and
neighbourhood character as the primary
form of the building. For this reason the
definition of demolition in Aro Valley (and
also Newtown, Berhampore and Mt Cook
under District Plan Change 38) was
extended to include the removal or
destruction of pre-1930 architectural
features and elements from a dwelling’s
‘Primary Elevation(s)’.

In most instances the ‘Primary Elevation’ will be the elevation that fronts onto the street. As this
elevation contains the majority of the detailing and architectural features, however in some instances a
building’s main detailed elevation is oriented away from the street towards a view or outlook. This is
usually due to the topography of the site, normally where the ground level slopes steeply away from the
street frontage. In this situation it is proposed to apply Rule 5.3.11 to both the street and main
elevations. A definition of ‘Primary Elevation’ is included in the proposed plan change to clarify which
elevation(s) on a building would be subject to the pre-1930’s rule. The rule is worded to allow repair
and maintenance, and the reinstatement of original architectural features, as of right.

PRIMARY ELEVATION(S) (FOR THE PURPOSE OF BUILDINGS IN ARO
VALLEY — REFER APPENDIX 9 TO CHAPTER 5 OF THE PLAN): means the
elevation(s) of a building that contribute to the historical architectural character of the
streetscape_and neighbourhood. The primary elevation is usually the dwelling’s most
prominent and detailed elevation.

The primary elevation is usually the elevation (or elevations in the case of a corner sites)
that fronts to the street. An exception to this occurs where a building’s main elevation is
oriented away from the street towards a view or outlook. This is due to the topography of
the area and normally occurs where the ground level slopes steeply away from the street
frontage. In this situation both the street elevation and the main elevation shall be
considered to be primary elevations for the purpose of Rule 5.3.11.

The primary elevation consists of all those features that contribute to the form and style of
the building, including but not limited to:

e materials

e detailin

e window/wall ratios,

e architectural features and elements such as bay windows, verandahs, porches or steps.

The Hearings Committee considers that retention of the ‘primary elevation’ rule for street elevations
within Aro Valley is appropriate. In Aro Valley the characteristic detailing on the street facade of
many pre-1930 houses is an important feature contributing to streetscape character. In addition the
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steep topography of Aro Valley is such that there will be instances where both the street and rear
(and/or side) elevations would be determined to be “Primary Elevations”. This character can be
significantly compromised through insensitive additions and alterations to the street elevation. The
explanation to rule 5.3.11 notes:

“In Aro Valley consideration will be given to the impact on streetscape and
neighbourhood character of the removal or demolition of architectural features and
elements from a building’s primary elevation(s). The special character of these
neighbourhoods is perceived, by the public at large, from the street. What can be seen
from the street is collectively referred to as streetscape. In most instances the ‘primary
elevation(s)’ will be the elevation of the building that faces the street. However on
some properties the buildings main elevation fronts to a view or outlook as a result of
the topography of the area. This generally occurs on sites where the ground level
slopes steeply away from the street frontage. In this situation the main elevation is
often still visible from surrounding streets and public spaces (albeit from an increased
distance) and contributes to the overall character of the neighbourhood”.

A secondary reason for retaining the ‘primary elevation’ rule, considered by the Hearings Committee is
to close a potential loop hole in relation to the removal or demolition of a complete pre-1930 house. If
the demolition of architectural features is permitted as of right, it is conceivable that an applicant may
remove the architectural details from a pre-1930’s building in order to lower the streetscape
contribution of the building, thus improving their chances of gaining consent to demolish the entire
structure.

The Hearings Committee note that Victoria University’s concerns about the definition of Primary Form
are in relation to Landcross St. As a result of the Committee’s decision to remove Landcross St from
the Demolition Rule and Appendix 9 (refere paragraph 3.3 above) the definition of “primary form” no
longer applies to the propertied in Landcross St.

Decision

= Reject Submissions 1 and 22 insofar as they request that Rule 5.3.11 be amended to require
consultation with the local residents group.

= Reject Submission 5 insofar as they request that all applications under Rule 5.3.11 be non-notified.

= Reject Submissions 19 insofar as they request that the effects of historic heritage be included as a
matter over which Council retains discretion.

= Reject Submission 20 insofar as it seeks changes to the definition of “Primary Elevation” (but note
that Victoria University’s concerns in relation to their properties in Landcross St have been met by
the Committees Decision to remove Landcross St from the Demolition Rule and Appendix 9 refer
Section 3.3 of this report).

3.5 Make changes to Rule 5.3.10 and the Multi-Unit Design Guide

Matters raised in Submissions:

e Apply the more sensitive bulk and location requirements that apply within Appendix 9A to single
dwellings, to multi unit developments within the broader Appendix 9 area (Submitters 6, 7, 8, 9, 10,
11,12, 13,14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 22, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, and 29).

e Include bulk and massing of buildings as a matter for discretion (Submitter 3).

o Strengthen the Design Guide to better recognise the existence of well defined sub-areas where there
is a strong clustering of similar types of buildings (Submitter 22).

e Include character protection and enhancement of Aro Valleys green areas within the Design Guide
(Submitters 6, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, and 29).

e C(Clarify whether the Aro Valley Design Guide applies to single dwellings (Submitter 22).

Consideration:
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The Hearings Committee note that in areas recognised as having a strong identifiable character, the
current District Plan bulk and location requirements generally reflect modern concepts of amenity (i.e.
sunlight access and building proximity) and not the built form that exists. Therefore if a building
complied with the current bulk and location requirements it would not be representative of the existing
built form or streetscape of the area. The tension between the “character” of an area and the amenity
concepts of bulk and location has long been recognised.

The Hearing Committee observes that a major frustration with the current Multi-Unit Design Guides
has been that the principles of the design guides are not being used to mitigate the scale and bulk of new
multi-unit development. In particular it was anticipated that the design guides would carry more weight
and could be used to lower heights below the maximum of 10m in situations where the existing
character was 1-2 storeys. The way in which case law on ‘permitted baseline’ has evolved since the
District Plan was adopted has meant that the permitted activity standards regarding height, site coverage
and parking have dominated issues of context and design.

The Hearings Committee consider that permitted baseline is a useful tool when considering the scale of
the proposed building and its relationship to neighbouring properties. If a building complies with the
District Plan standards (particularly sunlight access planes and maximum height), then it is appropriate
to apply permitted baseline when considering the impact of the building on adjoining properties.
However the Hearings Committee considers that it is not appropriate to apply permitted baseline to
address how a new multi-unit development impacts on the character of the street and local
neighbourhood. Experience shows that buildings built in accordance with the permitted standards in the
District Plan can be quite out of character with the surrounding neighbourhood. For this reason the
Hearings Committee consider that the permitted baseline scenarios should not be applied when
considering the impact of a development on streetscape character.

The Hearings Committee note that issues relating to the permissive baseline approach were highlighted
during the Plan Change 38 & 39 process (Controls on residential development in Newtown Berhampore
and Mt Cook) and the revision of the explanation to the policy relating to multi-unit developments was
suggested as a means to address this issue. Policy 4.2.3.3 seeks to “control the potential adverse effects
of multi-unit residential development” and the following wording was included in the explanation to the
policy as part of Plan Change 39:

The permitted bulk and location standards that apply within the Inner Residential Areas of
Mt Cook, Newtown and Berhampore (as shown in Appendix 9) are reflective of the area’s
predominant development type, which is one dwelling per site. A single dwelling on a site,
built in accordance with the bulk and location standards, will generally be of a scale and
mass that is consistent with the character of the surrounding area. Single dwellings, even
when built up to full site coverage, retain a significant degree of openness and greenery
on site. However, multi-unit developments designed and built in accordance with the bulk
and location controls _can _have quite different effects on neighbourhood character
because:

o The increased number of units and residents on a site can potentially adversely
impact on privacy and overlooking.

o The height and mass of buildings, being often substantially larger than is
characteristic of the surrounding neighbourhood can adversely affect the quality of
the streetscape character.

e Increased site area required for vehicle manoeuvring and parking can reduce green
space and landscaping opportunities on site.

For this reason the Council will not apply a permitted baseline assessment when

considering the effects of new multi-unit developments on streetscape character.

The Hearings Committee consider that the above text should also be applied to Aro Valley. The
insertion of this clause maintains the core principle of flexibility within the Multi-Unit Design Guide
while ensuring that Council has discretion over the bulk and massing of any new multi-unit
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development. The Hearings Committee considers that this option avoids the need for prescriptive
requirements, that if complied with, may result in a less than desirable design solution.

Submitters 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 22, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, and 29 requested that the
more stringent bulk and location requirements of Appendix 9A also be applied to new multi-unit
developments within the wider Appendix 9 area as a means of limiting the bulk and location of Multi-
Unit developments and hence the impact on streetscape character.

The Hearings Committee noted that Plan Change 7 introduced more stringent bulk and location
requirements to the core Aro Valley Area. The new requirements included a lower maximum height
(7.5m), lower site coverage 40% and lower sunlight access planes that were based on midwinter sun
angles. These rules apply to properties within the Appendix 9A (old Appendix 10).

The Hearings Committee considered that applying these requirements to multi-unit developments could
result in a built form that was more out of character than what would result from the slightly more
permissive bulk and location requirements of the general Inner Residential Area. The Committee
considered that a more appropriate result could be achieved by inserting “bulk and massing of building
on site (Aro Valley)” into Rule 5.3.10 as a matter over which Council has reserved its discretion
(Submitter 3). This approach allows consideration of the bulk and siting of multi-unit developments, its
effect on neighbouring properties and streetscape without prescribing specific standards that may result
in buildings that are out of character with the surrounding area.

Submitter 22 also requested that the Appendix 9A be amended to include the portion of Mortimer
Terrace and Durham Crescent that are proposed to be excluded from Appendix 9A by Plan Change 50
if the requested changes to the bulk and location requirements that apply multi-unit developments are
not made. The Hearings Committee gave consideration to this request however, the Committee were of
the opinion that the boundary of Appendix 9A should remain as publicly notified (Appendix 1B).

Submitter 22 requested that the Multi-Unit Design Guide be strengthened to better recognise the
existence of well defined sub-areas where there is a strong clustering of similar types of buildings. The
submitter is concerned that the descriptions and references in the Design Guide are less focussed than is
desirable, and that greater variation exists within Aro Valley than is evident in the Design Guide. The
Hearings Committee notes that it is often difficult to achieve a balance between general groupings and
the desire to be specific and recognise all the different attributes of an area. The descriptions within the
Design Guide are intended to provide a starting point and context from which an applicant may obtain a
picture of their own site within the more general characteristics of an area. The Hearings Committee
consider that the descriptions may be more general than was anticipated and that additional wording
would help to provide clarity.

The Hearings Committee therefore consider it appropriate that section “3. Peripheral Areas” of the
Design Guide be amended to create and additional area for Adams Terrace as follows:

Adams Tce
e Variation of frontage setback and building character reflecting the changing topography, with
some distinctive groupings and clusters of buildings of similar scale, type and style.

e The two sides of the street have generally consistent but different characteristics - buildings on
the north/west side are smaller and are strongly related to the green backdrop behind,
buildings on the opposite side are larger/taller, some with deeper frontage setbacks.

And that the Ohiro Rd/Brooklyn Road description be expanded as follows:

Ohiro Road/Brooklyn Road
It comprises three distinctive parts. The area has a transitional character and as a whole is quite
diverse
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- the part west of Ohiro Road is a mixture of old and new buildings.
- the part east of OhiroRd is distinctly different including multi-storey blocks of flats
- the west side of Brooklyn Road has a more consistent character with a row old houses of

similar age

Submitters 6, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, and 29 request that the
Design Guide include the need for character protection and enhancement of Aro Valleys green areas.
The Hearings Committee notes that The Multi Unit Design Guide — Aro Valley recognises that
importance of vegetation to the setting of the valley and states “Private open space on the valley walls,
particularly steeply sloping sites, is characterised by significant concentrations of vegetation,
enhancing the garden setting of the valley” and that the Design Guide contains two specific guidelines:

Guideline 5.1 states “Maintain the predominant pattern of rear yard setbacks”; and
Guideline 5.2 states “Maintain the visual dominance of vegetation on the valley walls.”

The Hearing Committee observes that these guidelines have not been altered as a result of the Plan
Change 50. In addition, the new sub-area descriptions proposed for the Design Guide mention
vegetation as an important factor in defining the character of these areas.

The Hearing Committee notes that recent developments within the valley have demonstrated that these
guidelines have not been as effective as they could be. In particular, it is the retention of vegetation
around buildings and the definition this gives to the separation between dwellings that is important. In
order to address this issue the Committee considers it appropriate to that guideline 5.2 be amended as
follows:

Guideline 5.2 Maintain the visual dominance of vegetation on the valley walls with a particular
reference to (visually prominent) established clusters of mature greenery.

Submitter 22 asks for clarification as to whether the Multi-Unit Design Guide applies to single
dwellings. In particular they have concerns about the new wording proposed under 2.0 Intention of the
Design Guide.

The Hearing Committee notes that the following words are proposed to be deleted by the Plan Change:

“As specified in rule 5.3.4 of the District Plan, new multi-unit residential development of three or more
household units on site is a discretionary Activity. This Design Guide provides the standards or criteria
against which discretionary applications are assessed.

And replaced with:

“This Design Guide provides the standards and criteria against which resource consent applications
for new multi-units are assessed (which depending on the relevant District Plan rule can include two
units or three or more units.)”’

The Committee notes that the reason for this amendment is that since the inception of the Design Guide
the number of rules within the District Plan that refer to the Design Guide has increased. In addition,
many rules now require the Design Guide to be applied for two units instead of the three. The wording
within the Design Guide has become inconsistent with the wording in various rules of the District Plan.
The opportunity was taken in Plan Change 50 to clarify that the Design Guide can be applied to the
development of two dwellings as well as three.

The Multi-Unit Design Guide applies to the development of more than one household unit and not
specifically to single dwellings. However, where additions and alterations to a single dwelling do not
comply with the bulk and location requirements (Rule 5.3.3) and a resource consent is required,
consideration of the effects on streetscape character can be considered using the Multi-Unit Design
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Guide as a reference, under Assessment Criteria 5.3.3.7. The Committee notes that this has not changed
as a result of Plan Change 50.

The Hearings Committee note that under the provisions of Plan Change 50 any application to demolish
a pre-1930 building in Aro Valley requires consideration of the streetscape contribution of the proposed
replacement building. This would allow consideration of the design of new two unit developments, but
only in situations where an existing pre-1930 unit was to be removed or demolished. In order to
address the concerns of the Submitter, that the Design Guide apply to single dwellings where a pre-
1930 dwelling is to be demolished the Hearings Committee consider that it is appropriate to add the
following assessment criteria to Rule 5.3.11 noting that replacement building(s) will be assessed against
the content of the Multi-Unit design Guide.

“5.3.11.4.D In Aro Valley the extent to which the replacement building(s) are consistent
with the content of the Multi-Unit Design Guide

Decision

e Reject submissions 6, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 22, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, and 29 insofar
as they request that the more restrictive bulk and location requirements that apply to single dwellings
with Appendix 9A to multi-unit developments within the new Appendix 9 boundaries.

e Accept submissions 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 22, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, and 29
insofar as the proposed plan change has been amended to allow more effective management of the
effects of new multi unit developments. This has been done by adding explanatory text to Policy
4.2.3.3 to clarify the application of permitted baseline to multi unit developments.

e Accept Submission 3 insofar as the “bulk and massing of buildings” is retained as a matter over
which Council has retained discretion in Rule 5.3.10.

e Reject Submission 22 insofar as they request that the boundary of Appendix 9A be amended to
include the portion of Mortimer Tce and Durham Crescent that is proposed to be excluded.

e Accept Submission 22 to amend the Design Guide by including a new peripheral area for Adams
Terrace and additional wording for Ohiro Rd /Brooklyn Rd as outlined above.

e Accept Submissions 6, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, and 29
insofar as it provides additional recognition of the importance of greenspace to Aro Valley and
include additional wording to Guideline 5.2 as outlined above.

e Accept Submission 22 and include an additional Assessment Criteria in Rule 5.3.11 to state:
“5.3.11.4.D In Aro Valley the extent to which the replacement building(s) are consistent with the
content of the Multi-Unit Design Guide

3.6 Consequential amendments resulting from decisions on Plan Change 38
(Residential Character - Control of demolition of Pre-1930’s houses
Newtown, Berhampore and Mt Cook).

The Hearing Committee noted that a number of changes have been suggested to Rule 5.3.11 as a
result of the hearings and decisions on Plan Change 38. These changes are relatively minor and
seek to clarify the rule and assessment criteria rather than change its meaning. In the interests of
maintaining consistency the Hearings Committee consider that it is also appropriate to adopt
these changes for Aro Valley.
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5.3.11.4.A In Newtown, Berhampore, and Mt Cook and Aro Valley, the extent to
which any work will compromise or destroy any pre-1930 design
features or materials on the primary elevation(s). Whether the
demolition _and work will detract from the architectural style and
character of the existing building, and_have adverse effects on_the
special character of the streetscape and neighbourhood as a whole.

3.7 RMA considerations

The Committee noted that the proposed District Plan Change 50 could only be endorsed if they were
satisfied that the proposed demolition rule would better meet the requirements of the RMA and the
objectives of the District Plan.

The purpose of the Resource Management Act, 1991 (RMA) is to promote the sustainable management
of natural and physical resource (section 5). The Council has additional obligations under section 7 of
the Act. Section 7 requires that Council, in achieving the purposes of the RMA, have particular regard
to:

(b) the efficient use and development of natural and physical resources:

(c) the maintenance and enhancement of amenity values:

(f) maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the environment:

The Committee considered that the collective and largely coherent character of Aro Valley is a special
resource that contributes significantly to the character and sense of place of Wellington City. The
Committee considered that the existing character contributes to the amenity of local residents and
visitors alike, and it’s maintenance and enhancement is an important aspect of the quality of the local
environment.

While acknowledging that the proposed plan change would increase costs for certain works
(particularly those involving demolition of pre-1930 buildings), the Committee considered that the plan
change would not compromise land owners ability to use and develop their properties with a reasonable
degree of efficiency.

Overall, the Committee was satisfied that the proposed demolition provisions represent an appropriate
balance between promoting intensive residential development, while maintaining amenity values and
the quality of the existing environment within Aro Valley. An exception to this is Landcross St where
the Committee were not satisfied that Landcross St was part of Aro Valley and therefore should not be
subject to the Demolition Rule or be part of Appendix 9. The Committee did however consider that a
portion of Landcross St contributes to the backdrop of Aro Valley and that specific provisions should be
provided to ensure this is taken into consideration should any development in this are be undertaken.

Decision
Adopt District Plan Change 50 on the grounds that it is consistent with Part II of the RMA.

40 CONCLUSION

The suburb of Aro Valley has a distinct local character derived from the retention of a high proportion
of houses dating from the late 19" and early 20™ centuries. In recognition of this character, District
Plan Change 50 makes the removal or demolition of pre-1930’s buildings in these suburbs a
Discretionary Activity (Restricted). It is proposed to apply existing rule 5.3.11 to the Inner Residential
Areas of Aro Valley with an additional provision relating to the removal or demolition of the ‘primary
elevations(s)’ of pre-1930’s buildings
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Having given due weight to all matters raised in submissions, and the evidence of those submitters that
appeared at the hearing, the Hearing Committee considered that Plan Change 50 should be approved,
with the following amendments:

e  Add additional explanation to Policy 4.2.3.3
e  Removal of the properties in Landcross St from the Demolition Rule and Appendix 9.

e  Amend assessment criteria to provide additional clarity as to the effects that are being managed
by the demolition rule.

e Provide additional assessment criteria to recognise the link between building demolition and the
quality of the proposed replacement building(s).

e  Amend the Multi -Unit Design Guide to include additional descriptions of sub areas.

The resulting plan change will allow the Council to more effectively manage issues of character and
streetscape quality in the suburb of Aro Valley, while providing owners with a reasonable degree of
freedom to alter and develop their properties. Overall the Hearing Committee recommends that Council
endorse DPC 50, with the above amendments.

Alick Shaw

Chair, Hearing Committee —

District Plan Change 50 — Aro Valley Boundary Adjustments and Pre-1930’s Building
Demolition Rule.
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APPENDIX 9A (CHAPTER 5)
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APPENDIX 2

Plan Change Document

WELLINGTON CITY DISTRICT PLAN

PROPOSED DISTRICT PLAN CHANGE 50- ARO VALLEY
BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENTS AND PRE-1930’S DEMOLITION
RULE

ALTERATIONS TO THE WELLINGTON CITY DISTRICT PLAN

Detailed below are the alterations to the Wellington City District Plan to
incorporate changes to the Definitions and Residential Area chapters, and
the Multi Unit Development Design Guide. To assist the understanding of
the new provisions an annotated copy of the Definitions (Chapter 3.10)
Residential Areas (Chapter 4), Residential Rules (Chapter 5) in volume 1 of
the District Plan and the Multi Unit Development Design Guide in Volume 2
of the District Plan is provided as a separate document.

A. ALTERATIONS TO VOLUME ONE, DEFINITIONS

Chapter 3, ’Definitions’. Insert new provisions by making the
following amendments:

1. Add the following text to the first definition of ‘Demolition (which
refers to ‘Appendix 9 to Chapter 5’), after ‘Mt Victoria’:

“and Aro Valley.”

In addition, replace the word ‘and’ after ‘Thorndon’ (in the same
sentence) with a comma.

2. Add the following text to the first definition of Demolition (which
refers to Appendix 9 to Chapter 5), after the words ‘definition of

“additions and alterations” “:

‘In Aro Valley demolition also includes the removal, destruction or
taking down of architectural features or elements on the ‘primary
elevation(s)’ of any building, except where that is permitted as ‘repair

s n

or maintenance’.

3. Add the following text after the definition of ‘Plan or District Plan’:



‘PRIMARY ELEVATION(S) (FOR THE PURPOSE OF BUILDINGS
IN ARO VALLEY - REFER APPENDIX 9 TO CHAPTER 5 OF THE
PLAN): means the elevation(s) of a building that contribute to the
historical  architectural character of the streetscape and
neighbourhood. The primary elevation is usually the dwelling’s most
prominent and detailed elevation.

The primary elevation is usually the elevation (or elevations in the
case of a corner sites) that fronts to the street. An exception to this
occurs where a building’s main elevation is oriented away from the
street towards a view or outlook. This is due to the topography of the
area and normally occurs where the ground level slopes steeply
away from the street frontage. In this situation both the street
elevation and the main elevation shall be considered to be primary
elevations for the purpose of Rule 5.3.11.

The primary elevation consists of all those features that contribute to
the form and style of the building, including but not limited to:
materials,

detailing,

window/wall ratios,

architectural features and elements such as bay windows,
verandahs, porches or steps.”

Add the following text after the definition of ‘Recreation Activity’:

‘REPAIR OR MAINTENANCE (FOR THE PURPOSE OF PRE-1930 BUILDINGS
IN ARO VALLEY - REFER APPENDIX 9 TO CHAPTER 5 OF THE PLAN)
includes:

(i) any repair that substantially preserves or recreates the original structural
appearance and materials of the buildings primary elevation(s).

(ii) any repair (including the replacement of any element reasonably required
to maintain the building in a sound or weather proof condition or to prevent
deterioration of the building fabric) using the same materials or materials of
similar texture, form, profile and strength.

but does not include:
(iii) any demolition of any structural element.
For the purpose of this definition:

‘structural’ in relation to any building means any fagade or exterior wall.”

ALTERATIONS TO VOLUME ONE, RESIDENTIAL AREAS

Chapter 4, “Residential Areas”. Insert new provisions by making the
following amendments:

Amend the second bullet point of the section ‘Methods’ in Policy
4.2.3.2, by inserting the following text after the word ‘“Thorndon’:



“and Multi Unit Developments).”

6. Add the following text to the explanation of Policy 4.2.3.2, in the
second sentence of the second paragraph after ‘Mt Victoria’:

“and Aro Valley”.

In addition, replace the word ‘and’ after ‘Thorndon’ (in the same
sentence) with a comma.

7. Add the following text to the explanation of Policy 4.2.3.3 by adding the
following after the second paragraph:

“The permitted bulk and location standards that apply within the Inner
Residential Areas of Aro Valley (as shown in Appendix 9) are reflective of
the area’s predominant development type, which is one dwelling per site.
A single dwelling on a site, built in accordance with the bulk and location
standards, will generally be of a scale and mass that is consistent with the
character of the surrounding area. Single dwellings, even when built up
to full site coverage, retain a significant degree of openness and greenery
on_site.  However, multi-unit _developments designed and built in
accordance with the bulk and location controls can have quite different
effects on neighbourhood character because:

e The increased number of units and residents on a site can
potentially adversely impact on privacy and overlooking.

e The height and mass of buildings, being often substantially larger
than is characteristic of the surrounding neighbourhood can
adversely affect the quality of the streetscape character.

e |ncreased site area required for vehicle manoeuvring and parking
can reduce green space and landscaping opportunities on site.

For this reason the Council will not apply a permitted baseline

assessment when considering the effects of new multi-unit

developments on streetscape character.”

C. ALTERATIONS TO VOLUME ONE, RESIDENTIAL RULES

Chapter 5, “Residential Rules”. Insert new provisions by making the
following amendments:

7. Amend the ‘Schedule of Appendices’ by adding the following text
after ‘Mt Victoria’ to the description of Appendix 9:

“and Aro Valley”.

In addition, replace the word ‘and’ after ‘(except the Thorndon
Character Area)’ with a comma.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15

16.

17.

18.

Amend the “Schedule of Appendices’ by replacing the reference to
Appendix 10 Aro Valley Area to Appendix “9A Area where rules
5.1.3.3.1, 5.1.3.4.1 and 5.1.3.5.3 as they relate to Aro Valley, apply.

Replace the reference to ‘Appendix 10’ in the second bullet point of
Rule 5.1.3.3.1 with “Appendix 9A.”

Replace the reference to ‘Appendix 10’ in the third bullet point of
Rule 5.1.3.4.1 with “Appendix 9A.”

Replace the reference to ‘Appendix 10’ in the fifth bullet point of Rule
5.1.3.5.3 with “Appendix 9A.”

Add new text to Rule 5.1.4, following ‘Mt Victoria’ in the third bullet
point as follows:

“or Aro Valley’.

In addition, replace the word ‘and’ after ‘Thorndon’ with a comma.
Replace the reference to ‘Appendix 10’ in the Standards and Terms
for Rule 5.3.3 after the words ‘including the Aro Valley Area’ with
“Appendix 9A”.

Add the following text below Rule 5.3.10.3 as follows:

“6.3.10.3A  bulk and massing of buildings on site in Aro Valley.”
Add the following text to the explanation to Rule 5.3.10, at the end of
the second paragraph (ending with ‘respect the predominant

patterns.’) as follows:

“In Aro Valley, this will include ensuring that new buildings are of a
scale and bulk that is complimentary to adjoining buildings.”

Add new text to Rule 5.3.11 after ‘Mt Victoria’ as follows:
“or Aro Valley.”
In addition, replace the word ‘or’ after “Thorndon’ with a comma.

Add new text to Rule 5.3.11, at the end of the “Non-naotification”
statement as follows:

“This non-notification statement does not apply in Aro Valley.”

Add new text to Rule 5.3.11, after Assessment Criteria 5.3.11.4 as
follows:



19.

20.

21.

22.

“6.3.11.4.A In Aro Valley, the extent to which any work will
compromise or destroy any pre-1930 architectural
features or materials on the primary elevation(s).
Whether the demolition and work will detract from the
architectural style and character of the existing building,
and have the adverse effects on the special character
of the streetscape and neighbourhood as a whole.

5.3.11.4.B In Aro Valley, in relation to rear sites, the level of
visibility of the primary elevation from the street or other
public space.”

Add a new Assessment Criteria to Rule 5.3.11 as follows:

“6.11.3.4.D In Aro Valley the extent to which the replacement
buildings) are consistent with the content of the Multi Unit
Design Guide.”

Add the following text to Rule 5.3.11, in the first line of the
explanation after “Thorndon’:

“and Aro Valley.”
In addition, replace the word ‘and’ after ‘Mt Victoria’ with a comma.

Add new text to Rule 5.3.11, after the third paragraph of the
explanation as follows:

“In Aro Valley consideration will be given to the impact on
Streetscape and neighbourhood character of the removal or
demolition of architectural features and elements from a building’s
primary elevation(s). The special character of these neighbourhoods
is perceived, by the public at large, from the street. What can be
seen from the street is collectively referred to as streetscape. In
most instances the ‘primary elevation(s)’ will be the elevation of the
building that faces the street. However on some properties the
buildings main elevation fronts to a view or outlook as a result of the
topography of the area. This generally occurs on sites where the
ground level slopes steeply away from the street frontage. In this
situation the main elevation is often still visible from surrounding
streets and public spaces (albeit from an increased distance) and
contributes to the overall character of the neighbourhood.”

Add new text to Rule 5.3.11, in the second line of the fourth
paragraph of the explanation after “Thorndon’ as follows:
“and Aro Valley.”

In addition, replace the word ‘and’ after ‘Mt Victoria’ with a comma.



23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

Add new text to Rule 5.3.11, at the end of the fourth paragraph as
follows:

“The requirement to consult with the local residents association does
not apply to applications for resource consent in Aro Valley.”

Replace Map 2 of 3 of Appendix 8 to Chapter 5, with new Appendix
8, with modified boundaries as provided in Attachment A.

Replace Appendix 9 (Chapter 5) Aro Valley, with new Appendix 9,
with modified boundaries as provided in Attachment B.

Replace Appendix 10 Aro Valley Area, with new Appendix 9A, with
modified boundaries as provided in Attachment C.

ALTERATIONS TO VOLUME TWO, MULTI UNIT
DEVELOPMENTS DESIGN GUIDE

Section 2.0 “Intention of the Design Guide”. Insert new provisions by
making the following amendments:

Replace the first paragraph with the following new text:

“This Design Guide provides the standards or criteria against which
resource consent applications for new multi-unit developments are
assessed (which depending on the relevant District Plan rule can
include two units or three or more units).”

Add the following new text to the end of the fifth bullet point in the
fourth paragraph (after — Mount Victoria) as follows:

“Aro Valley”

ALTERATIONS TO VOLUME TWO, MULTI UNIT
DEVELOPMENTS DESIGN GUIDE — APPENDIX 3

Insert new provisions by making the following amendments:

Amend the Table of Contents page by adding the following bullet
points after the sixth bullet point under the ‘3.0 Sub-areas within the
Aro Valley’ (after ‘Upper Devon and Abel Smith Streets’) as follows:

Peripheral areas

Upper Durham Street/Mortimer Terrace and Adams Terrace
Palmer/Abel Smith Street and St Johns Streets

Ohiro Road/Brooklyn Road



30.

31.

32.

33.

Amend the first paragraph under the section ‘Purpose’ (‘in Section
1.0 Introduction’) by adding the following new text after the words
‘"development proposals’:

“for two or more household units in”

In addition, delete words ‘for the’ before the words ‘Aro Valley’ in the
same sentence, and add the word “to” after the words ‘Aro Valley’.

Amend the second sentence in the second paragraph under the
section ‘Building Type' (in ‘Section 2.0 Character Overview’), as
follows:

e place the words ‘particularly at a right angle to the street’ in
brackets; and

e add the words “, as well as stepped/cascading form of
development,” after the words ‘particularly at a right angle to
the street’.

Replace the map under the heading ‘3.0 Sub-areas within the Aro
Valley’ with a new map as provided in Attachment D.

Add the following new section after the sub section titled ‘Upper
Devon and Abel Smith Street’ (in section 2 Adjoining streets and
elevated areas’) as follows:

‘3 Peripheral areas

The peripheral areas are located along the east and west edges of
Aro Valley. Upper Durham Street/Mortimer Terrace and Adams
Terrace have a close relationship with the Town Belt and their overall
character is similar to that of the streets and elevated areas adjoining
Aro Street. Palmer Street/Abel Smith Street/St Johns Street and
Ohiro Road/Brooklyn Road are more diverse and have a strong
association with the central city.

Upper Durham Street/Mortimer Terrace
e Variation in building type, orientation and frontage setback,
accentuated by the changing topography
e General consistency in scale and materials
e Wide and steep berms with established vegetation and
planting on steep sites is a characteristic element.

Adams Tce
e Variation of frontage setback and building character reflecting
the  changing  topography, with  some  distinctive
groupings/clusters of buildings of similar scale, type and style.

e The two sides of the street have generally consistent but
different characteristics — buildings on the north/west side are



smaller and are strongly related to the green backdrop behind,
buildings on the opposite are larger/taller, some with deeper
frontages setbacks.

Palmer/Abel Smith and St Johns Street
e These areas, located at the interface with the central city, are
in close proximity to the Inner City Bypass. They are
characterised by variation in building type and scale and a
general consistency of siting.

Ohiro Road/Brooklyn Road
e Comprised of three distinctive parts, the area has a
transitional character and as a whole is quite diverse:

» The part west of Ohiro Rd is a mixture of old and new
buildings.

» The part east of Ohiro Rd is distinctly different including
multi-storey blocks of flats.

= The west side of Brooklyn Rd has a more consistent
character with a row of old house of similar age.

34. Amend the title of the last sub section under ‘2 Adjoining streets and
elevated areas’ by including the text “and peripheral areas” to the
end (after ‘elevated areas’).

35. Amend Guideline 5.2 by adding “with particular reference to (visually
prominent) established clusters of mature greenery” after “...valley
walls”.



PROPOSED DISTRICT PLAN CHANGE 50- ARO VALLEY
BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENTS AND PRE-1930’S DEMOLITION
RULE

The Following pages make up the formal part of Proposed District Plan Change 50.

Key to annotated Text

The way in which the changes are to be read is outlined in the key below. This describes how
you can see what text is being deleted and what text is being added to the current Operative
District Plan.

Key to Changes:
Abodefahiikl

Abedefahiikl
Abcdefghijklmnop

Existing text (Operative District Plan) to be deleted.

Proposed new text.
Abcdefghijklmnop

Abcdefghijklmnop

Text included by Committees Decision.
Abcdefghijkimnop

A Bodetahiik
Abedatahild

Text deleted by Committees Decision.




Volume One: Alterations and Amendments
to Definitions, Policies, and Rules.

A ALTERATIONS TO VOLUME ONE, 3.10 DEFINITONS

Amendments to Definitions

DEMOLITION (FOR THE PURPOSE OF BUILDINGS IN THORNDON, AND MT
VICTORIA AND ARO VALLEY - REFER APPENDIX 9 TO CHAPTER 5 OF THE
PLAN): means the removal, destruction or taking down of the “primary form” of any
building, except, where that is permitted as “repair and maintenance”, or where it is within
the definition of “additions and alterations”. In Aro Valley, demolition also includes the
removal, destruction or taking down of architectural features or elements on the ‘primary
elevation(s)’ of any building, except where that is permitted as ‘repair or maintenance’.

PRIMARY ELEVATION(S) (FOR THE PURPOSE OF BUILDINGS
IN ARO VALLEY — REFER APPENDIX 9 TO CHAPTER 5 OF THE

PLAN): means the elevation(s) of a building that contribute to the historical architectural
character of the streetscape and neighbourhood. The primary elevation is usually the
dwelling’s most prominent and detailed elevation.

The primary elevation is usually the elevation (or elevations in the case of a corner sites)
that fronts to the street. An exception to this occurs where a building’s main elevation is
oriented away from the street towards a view or outlook. This is due to the topography of
the area and normally occurs where the ground level slopes steeply away from the street

frontage. In this situation both the street elevation and the main elevation shall be
considered to be primary elevations for the purpose of Rule 5.3.11.

The primary elevation consists of all those features that contribute to the form and style of
the building, including but not limited to:
e  materials
e  window/wall ratios,
e architectural features and elements such as bay windows,
verandahs, porches or steps.

REPAIR OR MAINTENANCE (FOR THE PURPOSE OF
PRE-1930 BUILDINGS IN ARO VALLEY — REFER
APPENDIX 9 TO CHAPTER 5 OF THE PLAN) includes:

(iv) any repair that substantially preserves or recreates the original structural
appearance and materials of the buildings main elevation(s).

W) any repair (including the replacement of any element reasonably required to
maintain the building in a sound or weather proof condition or to prevent
deterioration of the building fabric) using the same materials or materials of similar
texture, form, profile and strength.

but does not include:

(vi) any demolition of any structural element.

For the purpose of this definition:

‘structural’ in relation to any building means any facade or
exterior wall.
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B ALTERATIONS TO VOLUME ONE - CHAPTER 4
RESIDENTIAL AREAS

Amendments to Policy 4.2.3.2

4.2.3.2 Maintain the special character of identified residential character areas.

METHODS

¢ Rules
* Design Guides (Mt Victoria North, Thorndon and Multi Unit Developments)

Within Residential Areas particular neighbourhoods have an identifiable or distinct
character. Wellington examples include Thorndon, Mount Victoria and Aro Valley
Thorndon, Mt Victoria, and Aro Valley, also contain large numbers of older buildings
which collectively are important to the identity of Wellington City as a whole. A number of
these buildings are listed heritage buildings. Council considers the collective character of
these areas is important and they should be more fully protected from inappropriate or
unsympathetic development.

Therefore, Council has incorporated, as part of this Plan, Design Guides for some
residential neighbourhoods (eg Thorndon Character Area Design Guide) and placed extra
controls on multi-unit housing for others (eg Thorndon, Mt Victoria and Aro Valley). The
Council has also included rules restricting the demolition of pre-1930 buildings in
Thorndon, end-Mt Victoria_and Aro Valley. In those places significant concentrations of
older buildings create particularly distinctive streetscape character.

The benefits of protecting the special character of these areas, which contribute much to the
qualities of the city, outweigh the costs of administering and complying with such rules.

The environmental result will be the ongoing development of identified areas in a manner
that will maintain their character.

Amendments to Policy 4.2.3.3

4.2.3.3 Control the potential adverse effects of multi-unit residential development.

METHODS

* Rules

» National standard access design criteria
* Advocacy

* Design Guide (Multi-Unit Housing)

To allow effective use of land in the developed parts of the city, the Plan provides for multi-
unit residential developments. Multi-unit housing can significantly alter neighbourhood
amenities, particularly where smaller sites are amalgamated and established development
patterns are changed. Council seeks to promote excellence in the design of multi-unit
residential developments. To ensure that all multi-unit developments are designed to be
compatible with existing residential development and to maintain local amenities,
proposals will be assessed against the appropriate Design Guide. The Design Guide
identifies various design principles to be followed but does not seek to impose aesthetic
control. The benefits of achieving high standards of development and more efficiency in the
city are expected to be greater than the costs of promoting good development in this way.

The accessibility of multi-unit dwellings is an important design issue, as it affects the
amenity values and the sustainability of the resource over the long term. Council will
promote the accessibility of multi-unit development to ensure that a high proportion of new

11



dwelling units are designed to be accessible and usable by older people and all others with
mobility restrictions.

The permitted bulk and location standards that apply within the Inner Residential Areas of
Aro Valley (as shown in Appendix 9) are reflective of the area’s predominant development
type, which is one dwelling per site. A single dwelling on a site, built in accordance with
the bulk and location standards, will generally be of a scale and mass that is consistent
with the character of the surrounding area. Single dwellings, even when built up to full site
coverage, retain a significant degree of openness and greenery on site. However, multi-
unit developments designed and built in accordance with the bulk and location controls can
have quite different effects on neighbourhood character because:

° The increased number of units and residents on a site can potentially
adversely impact on privacy and overlooking.
° The height and mass of buildings, being often substantially larger than is

characteristic of the surrounding neighbourhood can adversely affect the
quality of the streetscape character.
° Increased site area required for vehicle manoeuvring and parking can
reduce green space and landscaping opportunities on site.
For this reason the Council will not apply a permitted baseline assessment when
considering the effects of new multi-unit developments on streetscape character.

The environmental result will be new multi-unit residential developments with better design
standards.

C ALTERATIONS TO VOLUME ONE - CHAPTER 5
RESIDENTIAL RULES

Amendments to Rule 5.1.3

5.1.3.3.1 In the Inner Residential Area the maximum coverage is 50 percent except for
the following:

* in the Oriental Bay Height Area (as shown in Appendix 4) there is no
maximum coverage

* in the Aro Valley Area (as shown in Appendix 9A) the maximum coverage
is 40 percent.

5.1.3.4.1 In the Inner Residential Area the maximum height for buildings and structures,
including fences and walls, is 10 metres, except for the following:

+ for fences or walls within 1 metre of a boundary or in a front yard (refer to
rule 5.1.3.6)

+ for maximum heights in the Thorndon Character Area refer to the design
guide Volume 2

* in the Aro Valley Area (as shown in Appendix 9A) the maximum height is
7.5 metres

* in the Oriental Bay Height Area the maximum height is as shown in
Appendix 4

* in the North Kelburn/Bolton St Area the maximum height is as shown in
Appendix 6.

5.1.3.5.3 Determination of the angle of inclination of the sunlight access
control line.

12



The inclination of the sunlight access control line to the horizontal
shall be based upon the direction in which the boundary faces which
is ascertained by the bearing of a line drawn outwards from the site
at 90° to that boundary line, so that:

e for a boundary that faces between 330° and 30°, the angle of
inclination shall be 3 vertical to 1 horizontal (71° 30'
approximately)

* for a boundary that faces between 270° and 330° or between 30°
and 90°, the angle of inclination shall be 2 vertical to 1 horizontal
(63° 30" approximately)

das mow

* for a boundary that faces between 90° and 150° or between 210°
and 270°, the angle of inclination shall be 1.5 vertical to 1
horizontal (56° 20' approximately)

e for a boundary that faces between 150° and 210°, the angle of

inclination shall be 1 vertical to 1 horizontal (45°) ¥

* in the Aro Valley Area (as shown in Appendix 9A) for a
boundary that faces between 150° and 210°, the angle of
inclination shall be 0.5 vertical to 1 horizontal (26° 34'
approximately). For boundaries that face between 30° and 150°
and 210° and 330°, the angle of inclination shall be 0.85 vertical to
1 horizontal (40° 21' approximately). For a boundary that faces
between 330° and 30° the angle of inclination shall be 3 vertical to
1 horizontal (71° 30' approximately)

* where a bearing lies exactly on a boundary between two of the above
sectors, the owner of the site may use either of the two sector
inclinations

* no account shall be taken of aerials, chimneys or decorative features that do
not exceed 1 metre in any horizontal direction

+ gable end roofs may penetrate the sunlight access plane by no more than one
third of the gable height.

13



Amendments to Rule 5.1.4

5.1.4

The total or partial demolition or removal of buildings and
structures are Permitted Activities except:

For schedule of listed
heritage items, refer to
Chapter 21

* those listed in the District Plan as heritage items

¢ all buildings constructed before 1930 in the Thorndon

Character Area See Thorndon Character

Area Design Guide,

» any demolition of any building in Thorndon, er Mt Volume 2

Victoria or Aro Valley that is restricted by rule 5.3.11.

Amendments to Rule 5.3.3

5.3.3

5.3.3.1

53.3.2

5.3.3.3

53.34

5.3.3.4A

The construction, alteration of, and addition to residential
buildings, accessory buildings and residential structures,
which do not comply with any one or more of the following
conditions for Permitted Activities in rule 5.1.3:

yards

site coverage
maximum height
sunlight access

maximum fence height

are Discretionary Activities (Restricted) in respect of the
condition(s) that are not met.

Standards and Terms

Rule 5.1.3.3 relating to site coverage may only be exceeded by a maximum of
20% in:

- the Inner Residential Area including the Aro Valley Area (Appendix
9A)

- the Mitchelltown Area (Appendix 5)
- the Roseneath Area (Appendix 7)

In the remainder of the Outer Residential Area, the maximum site
coverage including decks shall not exceed 42%.

Rule 5.1.3.4 relating to maximum height may only be exceeded by a
maximum of 20%. In the Oriental Bay Height Area rule 5.1.3.4 relating to
maximum height may only be exceeded by 20% for the property at 20A
Oriental Terrace. For other properties in the Oriental Bay Height Area
(Appendix 4) the height limited specified in Appendix 4 shall not be
exceeded.



Rule 5.1.3.5 relating to sunlight access may only be exceeded by a maximum
of 3 metres (the maximum of 3 metres cannot be increased by the gable end
roof allowance).

Assessment Criteria

In determining whether to grant consent and what conditions, if any, to
impose, Council will have regard to the following criteria:

5335 Whether a better standard of development can be achieved by varying the
specified conditions.

533.6 Whether the topography of the site or the location of any built feature(s) on
the site or other requirements such as easements or rights-of-way impose
constraints that make compliance impracticable.

533.7 Whether the form, scale and character of the new building or structure is
compatible with that of buildings and structures in the immediate vicinity of
the site, and streetscape amenities can be maintained. For multi-unit
residential development Council will have regard to the Design Guide for
Multi-unit Housing. For all development subject to this rule in Thorndon, Mt
Victoria and Aro Valley, Council will have regard to the relevant area related
appendix to the Multi-unit Design Guide.

5338 Whether new building work will cause significant loss of sunlight, daylight or
privacy to adjoining sites.

5.3.3.9 The extent to which it can be demonstrated that buildings [or structures]’
adjoining Conservation Sites will have no adverse effects on the ecological
values of the Conservation Site.

The conditions for permitted dwellinghouse activities and accessory buildings, including
fences and walls, are designed to ensure that the visual amenities of both the Inner and
Outer Residential Areas are generally maintained. However, because residential building
development in the City is very diverse and Wellington’s topography is rugged, conditions
will need to be varied on occasion. Variations to the extent specified are flexible enough to
allow the establishment of new residential development while maintaining general amenity
standards.

In the Oriental Bay Height Area, building heights have been set to maximise potential for
residential development, while at the same time offering protection for the amenity of
properties to the rear, the public amenity along Oriental Parade, and views of St Gerard’s
Monastery and the escarpment below the monastery from along Oriental Parade and
further a field. Because permitted building heights in the Oriental Bay Height Area have
been assessed and set on a site by site basis, the flexibility provided by discretionary
height increases is not required. The exception to this is the property at 204 Oriental
Terrace, where provision for a discretionary height increase has been provided in
recognition of the constraints placed on developing the property by its inclusion in the
Oriental Bay Height Area (rather than the Inner Residential Area) combined with the site
topography and elevation above the mean sea level.
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Amendments to Rule 5.3.10

5.3.10 In the area shown in Appendix 9 (Thorndon, Mt Victoria and
Aro Valley), and in the Thorndon Character Area, the
construction, alteration of, and addition to residential
buildings, accessory buildings and residential structures,
where the result will be two or more household units on any
site is a Discretionary Activity (Restricted), except in the
circumstances where Rule 5.4.8 applies in a Hazard (Fauli
Line) Area, in respect of:

5.3.10.1 design, external appearance and siting
5.3.10.2 site landscaping
5.3.10.3 parking and site access.

5.3.10.3A bulk and massing of buildings on site (in Aro Valley)

Non-notification

The written approval of affected persons will not be necessary in respect of
items 5.3.10.1 — 5.3.10.3. Notice of applications need not be served on affected
persons and applications need not be notified except where the Rules 5.1.3.2,
5.1.3.3, 5.1.3.4 and 5.1.3.5 are not met. Where this occurs the presumption
towards non-notification will not apply.

Standards and Terms

All the conditions in rules 5.1.1.2, 5.1.1.3 and rule 5.1.3.6 must be
met unless consent is concurrently sought and granted under rule
5.3.1 and/or rule 5.3.3 in respect of any non-compliance. For the
avoidance of doubt conditions 5.1.3.2, 5.1.3.3, 5.1.3.4 and 5.1.3.5
of the Permitted Activity rule 5.1.3 do not apply and proposals
that do not meet these conditions will be assessed under this rule
(rule 5.3.10).

Assessment Criteria

In determining whether to grant consent and what conditions, if any, to
impose, Council will have regard to the following criteria:

5.3.10.4  The Design Guide for Multi-unit Development (particular attention will be paid
to area specific Appendices).

5.3.10.5  The relevant character area design guide.

In respect of development in the Mt Victoria North Character Area the Multi-
unit Design Guide shall be the predominant document. In respect of
development in the Thorndon Character Area the Thorndon Character Area
Design Guide shall be the predominant document.

5.3.10.6  Where rules 5.1.3 for yards, site coverage, building height and sunlight access
are not met and the written approval of any affected person has not been
obtained, whether new building work will cause significant loss of sunlight,
daylight or privacy to adjoining sites.



Thorndon, Mt Victoria and Aro Valley have a distinctive character which makes a
significant contribution to the identity of the City.

While not precluding renewal and redevelopment the Council is concerned to ensure that
new multi-unit residential buildings in Thorndon, Mt Victoria and Aro Valley are well
designed and respect the predominant patterns. In Aro Valley, this will include ensuring
that new buildings are of a scale and bulk that is complimentary to adjoining buildings.

For this reason multi-unit development has been made a Discretionary Activity (Restricted)
and no specific building standards and terms apply to multi-unit development in these
areas. This is to enable proposals to be assessed against design guidance tailored
specifically for each area and to ensure that common development patterns are maintained.
The purpose of the design guides is not to impose specific design solutions but to identify
design principles that will promote better development and enhance Mt Victoria, Thorndon
and Aro Valley. The presumption towards non-notification will not apply for proposals
which exceed the permitted rules (Rule 5.1.3) such as building height, site coverage,
sunlight access and yards. Such proposals will only be non-notified if they meet the
conditions of section 94(2) of the Resource Management Act.
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Amendments to Rule 5.3.11

5.3.11

5.3.11.1

53.11.2

53.11.3

53.114

53.114.A

The demolition of any building in Thorndon, er-Mt Victoria
or Aro Valley (shown in Appendix 9), excluding accessory
buildings, constructed before 1930, or for which approval
for construction was granted before 1930, is a Discretionary
Activity (Restricted) in respect of:

the contribution of the building to the streetscape character of the
neighbourhood.

Non-notification

Where an application contains details on the outcome of consultation with the
local residents’ association about the possible demolition of the building, and
the Council is able to verify (in writing) that such consultation has occurred and
the outcome of such consultation, then the approval of affected persons will not
be necessary and applications need not be notified.

If no information on the outcome of the consultation is provided, or the Council
is unable to verify that consultation has occurred and the outcome of that

consultation, then this non-notification clause will not apply.

This non-notification statement does not apply in Aro Valley.

Assessment Criteria

In determining whether to grant consent and what conditions, if any, to impose,
Council will have regard to the following criteria:

Whether the building is consistent in form and style with surrounding buildings
and is consistent with a strong local pattern. In particular, whether the building
is an integral part of a row of buildings that are consistent in form, scale and
siting.

Whether the building is within a sub-area as identified in the Mt Victoria
appendix to the Multi-unit Design Guide.

The extent to which the building retains its original design features relating to
form, materials and detailing and the extent to which the form, style and
important details have been modified to the extent that restoration is not
reasonably practicable.

In Aro Valley, the extent to which any work will compromise or destroy any

53.114B

pre-1930 design features or materials on the primary elevation(s). Whether the
demolition and work will detract from the architectural style and character of
the existing building, and have adverse effects on the special character of the
streetscape and neighbourhood as a whole.

In Aro Valley, in relation to rear sites, the level of visibility of the primary

53.114.D

elevation from the street or other public space.

In Aro Valley the extent to which the replacement building(s) are consistent

53.11.5

with the content of the Multi-Unit Design Guide.

The degree of the economic effects on the owner and occupier through the
retention of the building.



53.11.6  The effectiveness of other statutory and non-statutory methods available to
ensure retention of the streetscape character, including the extent to which the
design of new building on the site will ensure that particular streetscape values
of the neighbourhood will be maintained.

53.11.7  Whether the building is important to the context of a building listed in the
Schedule of Listed Heritage Items.

5.3.11.8  Whether the building poses a risk to life in the event of an earthquake.

Mt Victoria, and-Thorndon _and Aro Valley contain large numbers of older buildings which
collectively are important to the identity of Wellington City as a whole. To help protect the
value of these buildings to the streetscape the demolition or removal of pre 1930 buildings
has been made a Discretionary (Restricted) Activity. The focus of this rule is the
contribution of the buildings to the streetscape. This rule does not restrict the addition to or
alteration of existing building.

The date of 1930 has been chosen as buildings older than that date tend to match the
characteristic building types of the area. The Council holds information on the ages of
buildings which is available on request. It is recognised that different parts of the same
building might be different ages. The age of the primary form of the building will be taken
as the relevant date. Primary form means the simple form that is central to and the basis of
the dwelling. It is typically the largest identifiable form or combination of relatively equal
sized geometrically simple and box-like forms.

There are many variations of primary form. However, the primary form of the Victorian and
Edwardian villa is typically square or rectangular in plan, one or two stories in height with
a hip roof. The primary form of the cottage is typically single storey, rectangular in plan,
with a gable roof.

In Aro Valley consideration will be given to the impact on streetscape and neighbourhood
character of the removal or demolition of architectural features and elements from a
building’s primary elevation(s). The special character of these neighbourhoods is
perceived, by the public at large, from the street. What can be seen from the street is
collectively referred to as streetscape. In most instances the ‘primary elevation(s)’ will be
the elevation of the building that faces the street. However on some properties the buildings
main_elevation fronts to a view or outlook as a result of the topography of the area. This
generally occurs on_sites where the ground level slopes steeply away from the street
frontage. In this situation the main elevation is often still visible from surrounding streets
and _public _spaces (albeit from an increased distance) and contributes to the overall
character of the neighbourhood.

Council archives and the building consent database contain records as to the date of many
of the buildings in Mount Victoria, and Thorndon and Aro Valley. These should be used in
the first instance to establish the date of construction or approval for construction. Where
Council records are inadequate to determine the date of construction, or approval for
construction, a report from a suitably qualified conservation architect may be required. It is
also a requirement that information be provided as part of any application for resource
consent on the outcome of discussions with the local residents’ association about the
possible demolition of the building. (See Section 3.2 — Information Requirements). The
requirement to_consult with the local residents association does not apply to applications
for resource consent in Aro Valley.

Individual buildings or groups of buildings with particular heritage significance have been
identified in the Council’s Schedule of Listed Heritage Items and are subject to the
provisions of Chapters 20 and 21.



Amendments to Appendix 8
Refer to Attachment A
Amendments to Appendix 9
Refer to Attachment B
Amendments to Appendix 10

Refer to Attachment C
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ATTACHMENT A

APPEMDIX 8 (CHAPTER 5): INMER RESIDENTIAL AREA WHERE RULE 5.2 .4 APPLIES
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ATTACHMENT B
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ATTACHMENT C
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Volume Two: Alterations and Amendments to
Design Guides.

D ALTERATIONS TO VOLUME TWO - MULTI UNIT
DEVELOPMENTS DESIGN GUIDE

Amendments to Section 2.0 Intention of the Design Guide

2.0 Intention of
the Design Guide

This Design Guide provides the standards or criteria against which resource consent applications for
new multi-units are assessed (which depending on the relevant District Plan rule can include two units

or three or more units).

Applicants will be required to demonstrate through the detailed design of new development a
commitment to improving design standards. Beyond this intention and in general accordance with the
design guidelines a significant degree of flexibility is given to designers in the preparation of
development proposals.

No precise formula exists for ensuring the skilful and innovative design of buildings. However, the
provisions of this Design Guide require that some clear design principles be observed. Applicants will
have to demonstrate that the provisions of this design guide have been acknowledged and interpreted
and the objectives satisfied. This will provide the basis for assessment.

More specifically this Design Guide aims to:
* encourage responsiveness to the character of each particular site, including

consideration of the physical and visual qualities of the street and the immediate area

+ ensure that new multi-unit development fits into an existing neighbourhood in a way
that maintains reasonable standards of privacy and daylight for residents and
neighbours

+ encourage the design of multi-unit housing to respond to known and typical user needs
+ encourage good-quality, cost-effective design
» Provide specific guidelines for identified residential areas:

- Thorndon

- Mount Victoria

- Aro Valley.

(Note the specific guidelines for identified residential areas shall be read in conjunction with the main
Design Guide provisions. However, where there is any variation between the two the specific
guidelines relating to the identified residential area shall prevail unless otherwise stated.)
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It recognises that a higher density of residential development demands consideration of a wider range
of factors, and more careful design than is perhaps necessary to achieve an acceptable standard of
amenity in a lower-density environment.

The illustrations in the Guide are intended to support the text by explaining principles. They are not
intended to represent actual design solutions.

E ALTERATIONS TO VOLUME TWO - MULTI UNIT
DEVELOPMENTS DESIGN GUIDE - APPENDIX 3

Amendment to Section 1.0 Introduction

Purpose

This document aims to help those involved in development proposals for two or more
household units in fer-the Aro Valley to apply the “Character” guidelines contained
in the Design Guide for Multi-Unit Housing.

This guide first identifies the patterns of development that determine the character of
the Aro Valley (sections 2 and 3). Guidelines are then listed which aim to ensure the
Aro Valley’s distinctive character will be maintained and enhanced (section 4).

The intention is that the design of new multi-unit and infill housing is informed by the
patterns of siting, relationship to the street, building bulk, form, scale and typical
materials that give the area its character.

This document should be read in conjunction with the Design Guide for Multi-Unit Housing. Where
there is any variation on issues of character between the two documents, the specific guidelines
outlined in this appendix should take precedence.

Amendment to Section 2.0 Character Overview

Building type Consistency and variation of building
height

Limited range of building types. Most residential co-exist

buildings are either villas or cottages, with around
equal proportions of both. Close to half the villas are
single storey. This relatively narrow range of
consistently sized building blocks establishes the
character of the Aro Valley.

Row house or apartment development is not common.
Row housing (particularly at a right angle to the
street), as well as stepped/cascading form of
development would contrast and be uncharacteristic.
However, the concentration and orthogonal alignment
of individual dwellings on separate small lots located
very closely to each other on the flatter parts of the
area suggests a form of cluster development.

Cluster development roofscape
suggested
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Amendments to Section 3.0 Sub — areas within Aro Valley

Replace the existing map at the beginning of the section with the new map in
Attachment D.

Upper Devon;-Landeress-St-and Abel
Smith Streets

e Characterised by very steep topography in
combination with highly variable and generally
large frontage setbacks.

e Planting on steep sites is an important character
element.

Dominance of planting on steep sites

3 Peripheral areas

The peripheral areas are located along the east and west edges of Aro Valley.
Upper Durham__Street/Mortimer Terrace and Adams Terrace have a close
relationship with the Town Belt and their overall character is similar to that of the
streets and elevated areas adjoining Aro Street. Palmer Street/Abel Smith Street/St
Johns Street and Ohiro Road/Brooklyn Road are more diverse and have a strong
association with the central city.

Upper Durham Street/Mortimer Terrace and-Adams TFerraee

e Variation in building type, orientation and frontage setback, accentuated by the
changing topography

¢ General consistency in scale and materials

e Wide and steep berms with established vegetation and planting on steep sites is a
characteristic element

Adams Tce

e Variation of frontage setback an building character reflecting the changing
topography, with some distinctive groupings/clusters of buildings of similar
scale, type and style.

e The two sides of the street have generally consistent but different characteristics
— buildings on the north/west side are smaller and are strongly related to the
green backdrop behind, buildings on the opposite aide are larger/taller, some
with deeper frontages setbacks.

Palmer/Abel Smith and St Johns Street

e These areas, located at the interface with the central city, are in close proximity
to the Inner City Bypass. They are characterised by variation in building type
and scale and a general consistency of siting.

Ohiro Road/Brooklyn Road

. h shlx-div

26



e Comprised of three distinctive parts, the area has a transitional character and as
a whole is quite diverse:
- the part west of Ohiro Rd is a mixture of old and new buildings.
- The part east of OhiroRd is distinctly different including multi-storey
blocks of flats
- The west side of Brooklyn Rd has a more consistent character with a row
of old houses of similar age.

Implication for design specific to adjoining streets and elevated areas and

peripheral areas:

e There is greater opportunity for diversity in the siting and mix of building forms
here than on the central parts of Aro Street.

4.0 Guidelines

The purpose of these guidelines is to inform
the design and assessment of development
applications, so that the character of the Aro
Valley is maintained and enhanced.

Predominant visual characteristics of

the Aro Valley Guidelines

5 Private open space and rear 5.1 Maintain the predominant pattern of
yards rear yard setbacks.
Private rear yards on the intensively 5.2 Maintain the visual dominance of
developed wvalley floor areas are vegetation on the valley walls with a
typically small. Private open space on particular _reference to  (visually
the valley walls, particularly steeply prominent) established clusters if
sloping sites, 1is characterised by mature greenery.
significant concentrations of
vegetation, enhancing the garden 4 U

setting of the valley.
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ATTACHMENT D

T

3.0 - Sub Areas Within the Aro Valley

[ esisting Sub-area Boundaries

Areas 1o be Added 10 Ao Valley Sub-Areas Map on page 75 of the Mulli Unit Development Design Guide
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Appendix 3

Section 32 Report

WELLINGTON CITY DISTRICT PLAN

PROPOSED DISTRICT PLAN CHANGE 50 - RESIDENTIAL
BOUNDARIES AND BUILDING CONTROLS IN ARO VALLEY

1 Introduction

Before a proposed District Plan change is publicly notified the Council is required under section
32 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (the Act) to carry out an evaluation of the proposed
change and prepare a report. As prescribed in section 32 of the Act:

An evaluation must examine:

(a) the extent to which each objective is the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of
the Act; and

(b) whether, having regard to their efficiency and effectiveness, the policies, rules, or other
methods are the most appropriate for achieving the objectives.

An evaluation must also take into account:

(a) the benefits and costs of policies, rules, or other methods, and
(b) the risk of acting or not acting if there is uncertain or insufficient information about the
subject matter of the policies, rules or other methods.

Benefits and costs are defined as including benefits and costs of any kind, whether monetary or
non-monetary.

A report must be prepared summarising the evaluation and giving reasons for the evaluation. The
report must be available for public inspection at the time the proposed change is publicly

notified.

This Section 32 reports deals with possible changes to the residential building controls in the Aro
Valley area, and the boundaries within which the residential building controls will be applied.

2. Background

The key drivers for the initiation of a review of several of the residential building controls that
apply within Aro Valley, and of the boundaries in the District Plan which determine the extent of
the areas within which the various rules are applied, are outlined below:

Issues relating to the boundaries of Aro Valley
There are currently three Appendix areas in Chapter 5 (Residential Area) of the District Plan that
apply various residential building controls in Aro Valley. They include:



Appendix 8 — this appendix identifies areas within Aro Valley, and other Inner Residential areas,
where the construction of two or more household units requires resource consent as a Controlled
Activity under Rule 5.2.4. In order to retain Controlled Activity status, a development must
comply with all the permitted bulk and location standards for the zone. The generic “character’
section of the Multi Unit Development Design Guide is the key reference point for assessing
these developments.

Appendix 9 — identifies an area where multi unit developments of two or more units in the Aro
Valley area require resource consent for a Discretionary Activity (Restricted) under Rule 5.3.10.
Proposals are assessed against the general Multi Unit Development Design Guide, as well as the
specific “special character” guidelines for Aro Valley in Appendix 3 to the Guide.

Appendix 10 — identifies an area where more stringent provisions relating to site coverage,
maximum height and sunlight access planes apply. These provisions have been carried over from
the previous District Plan.

Issues relating to the consistency of the boundaries of Appendices 9 and 10 for the Aro Valley
area were identified through decision making process for Plan Change 7 — Aro Valley Character
Controls in 2002. Specifically, the Hearings Committee recommended in the decision that:

3. That further consideration be given to the inclusion of houses in Durham Crescent and Mortimer
Terrace within the boundary of the Aro Valley Area shown in Appendix 10 to the residential
provisions in the Operative District Plan.

The recommendation was made in response to concerns by the Committee regarding the
inclusion of the more modern houses in Durham Street and Mortimer Terrace within Appendix
10 (in which more stringent provisions relating to site coverage, maximum height controls, and
sunlight access planes apply).

In addition, the Aro Valley Community Board lodged an appeal to decision Plan Change 7. As
part of the Environment Court settlement the Council agreed that:

Before the end of June 2004 prepare a report on the Plan boundary issues pertaining to the Aro Valley for
discussion and consultation with the referrer and the wider community, ...”

Specifically, the need for consideration of the boundaries of Aro Valley with respect to the
Environment Court settlement arose from confusion arising from significantly different
boundaries for the application of the Multi Unit Design Guide (as identified in Appendix 9 of the
District Plan), and the boundaries within which more stringent building controls with respect to
site coverage, maximum building height and sunlight access planes apply to single household
dwellings (identified in Appendix 10).

Another issue identified with the boundaries of Aro Valley (through the preparation of this
proposed Plan Change is an overlap and inconsistency between Appendix 8 (which requires
consideration of two or more household units as a Controlled Activity under Rule 5.2.4), with
Appendix 9 which requires a resource consent for a Discretionary Activity (Restricted) for two or
more household units under Rule 5.3.10.

Protection of Character
The District Plan uses various mechanisms to protect character. This includes by ensuring that
new buildings and developments recognise and enhance the character of the suburbs, as well as



protecting those buildings, spaces and other features that contribute to the character in each
suburb.

Several controls are already in place in Aro Valley to ensure that new buildings and
developments recognise and maintain the character of the suburb. This includes (through the
adoption of Plan Change 7) the application of the Multi Unit Development Design Guide to two
or more new household units, with specific guidance on the character of Aro Valley contained in
Appendix 3 to the Design Guide. In addition, area specific bulk and location rules apply to the
construction of a dwelling within the core area of the Aro Valley area (as defined by Appendix
10), which are more stringent than in other Inner Residential Areas.

The primary mechanisms used to protect the character of existing buildings include the
identification of specific heritage buildings (with different rules applying), and through the Multi
Unit Development Design Guide against which development proposals for two or more units are
assessed.

An additional layer of protection in relation to the character of existing buildings applies to the
suburbs of Mt Victoria and Thorndon, with a significant proportion of older housing stock (like
Aro Valley) through Rule 5.3.11. This rule makes the demolition of pre-1930’s houses a
Discretionary Activity, requiring resource consent from the Council, with the primary purpose
being to protect streetscape (i.e. ‘the look and feel’ of an area). Applications for resource consent
to demolish are required to demonstrate that either the existing building does not make a
significant contribution to the streetscape character, or that the streetscape contribution made by
the proposed replacement building will be as good, if not better, than the original dwelling.
Proposed Plan Change 38 has since been publicly notified (on 9 July 2005), which seeks to also
apply Rule 5.3.11 (with some modifications) to pre-1930’s dwellings in Newtown, Berhampore,
and Mt Cook to provide additional protection for streetscape character.

The overall aim of the work leading up to the preparation of this Proposed Plan Change has been
to investigate and resolve all issues relating the various boundaries under which various rules are
applied in Aro Valley, while at the same time investigating the need for addition streetscape
character protection. In summary, this work has focussed on:

e reviewing the boundary of Appendix 9 (Aro Valley) to Chapter 5 (in which the Multi
Unit Development Design Guide applies to two or more household units — under Rule
5.3.10 as a discretionary Activity (Restricted)), to determine whether any additional areas
should be included or existing areas excluded;

e reviewing the boundary of Appendix 10 to Chapter 5 (in which the more stringent bulk
and location rules apply — under Rule 5.1.3), to determine whether there is a need to either
exclude areas currently covered by this appendix or to include areas outside the boundary;

e assessing the relevance of Rule 5.2.4 and Appendix 8 (which provides for two household
units as a Controlled Activity) to Aro Valley;

e in relation to the consideration of the three appendices above, identifying what might be
an appropriate boundary for the wider Aro Valley area;

e consideration of the need for additional streetscape character protection in terms of the
existing building stock (for example, application of the existing pre 1930’s demolition
rule);

e identifying the need for any subsequent changes to the Aro Valley section of the Multi
Unit Development Design Guide; and



e the identification of any other consequential changes arising from the above, in particular
to make the appendices more concise and easier to apply.

A range of options have been canvassed in the preparation of this proposed District Plan change
to address the issues identified above.

3. RMA Context

The purpose of the RMA is to promote the sustainable management of natural and physical
resources. Sustainable management includes managing the use and development of natural and
physical resources to enable people to provide for their health and safety. The Act also contains
an explicit obligation for Territorial Authorities to maintain and enhance amenity values and the
quality of the environment. Local authorities are also required to protect historic heritage from
inappropriate subdivision, use and development.

4. Policy Analysis

The process which led to the development of this proposed District Plan change has been lengthy,
beginning in 1995 when an urban design evaluation of the Inner City Areas was undertaken.
Other relevant policy documents that have informed the review include a Sense of Place Strategy
and the Built Heritage Policy (2005) for Wellington City - both of which make reference to
protection of the character of inner city suburban areas.

An urban design assessment of the issues identified with the boundaries of Appendices 8, 9 and
10 and the associated rules (as they relate to Aro Valley) was commissioned as a key input into
this Proposed Plan Change. In addition, reference has been made to previous work undertaken in
the preparation of District Plan Change 7 — Aro Valley Character Controls, and more recently the
preparation of Proposed Plan Change 38 — Residential Character, Newtown, Berhampore and Mt
Cook. Other inputs have included information from the Council’s monitoring of the level of
development activity occurring in the city.

These key pieces of work are summarised below to provide the reasoning for proposing this
District Plan change. Copies of the reports referred to are available on request.

Urban Design Evaluation — Wellington Inner City Residential Areas

In 1995, Graeme Mclndoe (Architect and Urban Designer), Chris McDonald (School of
Architecture) and Christina van Bohemen were commissioned by Wellington City Council to
undertake an urban design evaluation of the residential character of Wellington’s inner city
residential areas. Their report was finalised in December 1995. Their key findings included:

e there are areas of identifiable local character within the inner city suburbs.
e within these areas the substantial retention of original, very old buildings, and their
aesthetic coherence and unique streetscape quality warrant area specific development

control.

Proportion of residential buildings built before 1919

Mt Victoria Thorndon The Terrace Aro Valley
Up to 1919 81% 74% 61% 68%

e multi-unit housing is the predominant new development type in the Inner City Residential
Areas, and also the form of development with the greatest potential to impact on the



visual character of the surrounding neighbourhood.  This is because multi-unit
developments are generally larger (both height and width) than existing buildings, make
use of different design forms and materials, and have different site layouts especially in
the pattern of vehicular access and parking provision.

The report concluded that in order to maintain and enhance local identity, special provisions
relating to contextual design of new buildings and restrictions on the demolition of character
buildings should be applied in Mount Victoria, Thorndon, central and southern parts of the
Terrace and Aro Valley.

Wellington City Council Sense of Place Document (2005)

Recognising and acknowledging the importance of the past also contributes to the community’s
understanding and awareness of a sense of place. This has been acknowledged in the Wellington
City Council Sense of Place Document. In this paper the Council’s goal for Wellington is quality
of life, growth and prosperity. In striving for this goal, the Council wants to ensure that what
makes Wellington special is preserved.

In preparing the Sense of Place Strategy, research was undertaken to determine what
Wellingtonian’s treasure about their city, and what gives the city its unique character or essence.
From the range of factors identified, the following are relevant to proposed District Plan change:

e the compact and integrated urban layout

e the distinct character of communities, neighbourhoods, urban quarters and suburban
centres — people and buildings — and the city’s confident, unpretentious personality, and

e the symbols, images, places and buildings that identify the people of Te Whanganui-a-
Tara and Wellington city, and tell their history.

The Council is committed to work to ensure that all new growth respects these values and, if
possible, enhances them.

Draft Urban Development Strategy

The Councils Draft Urban Development Strategy signals a growth management strategy that directs
growth to where the benefits are greatest and where adverse effects are minimised, the long term direction
for urban development is intensification along a growth spine from Johnsonville to Kilbirnie. Aro Valley
is not located on the growth spine and the additional controls proposed will have little or no impact on
Council’s ability to realise the growth spine concept.

The Plan Change will contribute to the outcomes of a “stronger sense of place” and “a more compact
city” within the Draft Urban Development Strategy by providing a balance between retaining and
enhancing the existing character of Aro Valley and the provision for multi unit development.

Built Heritage Policy — Adopted by Council 28 June 2005

The Council’s built heritage policy includes a number of objectives that, together, aim to achieve
the vision that “Wellington is a creative and memorable city that celebrates its past through the
recognition, protection, conservation and use of its built heritage for the benefit of the community
and visitors, now and for future generations.”

One objective of the Policy is to protect the city’s built heritage from adverse effects that may
compromise the heritage values of a place, including physical deterioration and inappropriate
subdivision, development and use. This is relevant to this plan change because one action



identified in the Policy is to “extend the protection of heritage values to suburban areas through
identifying more heritage areas and other mechanisms”.

Aro Valley: Boundary Adjustment Review Urban Design Report — June 2006
Deyana Popova (Urban Perspectives Ltd) was commissioned by Wellington City Council to
undertake an urban design evaluation of:
e the appropriateness of the boundaries of Appendices 8, 9 and 10 (to Chapter 5) as they
apply Aro Valley;
e the appropriateness of the application of a rule requiring a resource consent for demolition
of pre 1930 buildings; and
e the need for any changes to the Design Guide for Multi Unit Developments as it applies to
Aro Valley.

The recommendations of the report of particular relevance to this plan change include:

e The revision of the boundaries of Appendix 9 (i.e. the area in which the Multi Unit
Development Design Guide applies to two or more household units) to include the
additional areas in the following streets:

- Upper Durham Street

- Mortimer Terrace

- Adams Terrace and Landcross Street

- Palmer Street/Abel Smith Street/Johns Street
- Ohiro Road/Brooklyn Road.

The main reason for including these areas is due to their visual proximity to the ‘core’ Aro
Valley area. In addition, the report recommends the inclusion of Landcross Street as part
of the Devon Street sub area, as it has similar character to that area. Landcross Street was
formerly part of the Victoria University Institutional Precinct, and for this reason it would
not have been included in Appendix 9 which relates to areas zoned Inner Residential.

e That Upper Durham Street and the Council housing area to the east of Ohiro Road be
removed from Appendix 10 (i.e. the areas where more stringent site coverage, maximum
height and sunlight access provisions apply) as the existing building in these areas are not
of the scale provided for by the Appendix 10 rules.

e That the demolition rule be applied to the area within Appendix 9 (that is to the
recommended new boundaries) with a number of buildings constructed in this area prior
or around the 1930’s.

e Various changes are recommended to the Multi Unit Developments Design Guide to
reflect the changes made to the extended boundary of Appendix 9.

The report also recommends that the more stringent bulk and location provisions in Appendix 10
provisions be applied to multi-unit development of two or more units within Appendix 9, as an
additional tool to manage the impact of multi unit development on existing character and
amenity. Consideration has subsequently been given to this specific approach, however, due to
issues identified with its workability and consistency with the existing provisions for similar
older character suburbs. Accordingly, other means of providing additional protection have been
considered through the changes to the rules and the Multi Unit Development Design Guide.



Consultation process — late 2004 to present

Planning for the protection and enhancement of the Aro Valley neighbourhood now spans a
period of some 30 years. In the early 1970’s studies were undertaken in response to the decay of
many houses and other buildings and the desire of the Council to promote the renewal of the area.
This work led eventually to the adoption of the Aro Valley Comprehensive Urban Renewal Area
Zone or CURA Zone in the former District Scheme. In essence, this zone sought to limit
unnecessary demolition of existing houses and ensured that any new buildings reflected the
existing architectural character and took full account of their neighbours. To achieve the latter,
very strict bulk and location provisions were introduced with height limits for different housing
types between 6m and 9m and sunlight access controls based on mid-winter calculations. In
addition, the Council also sought to promote more accommodation in the area and apartment
houses up to a maximum of 12 m were provided for.

The preparation of the new District Plan under the Resource Management Act in the mid 1990’s
sought to streamline the residential provisions and promote a more effects based approach to the
management or control of residential development. This was achieved by creating an inner
residential area, including the Aro Valley and controlling multi-unit development through the
application of the Multi-Unit Design Guide. The existing CURA provisions were not carried over
into the new plan because these were highly prescriptive use-based controls related to a range of
individual building types and as such they did not accord with the new approach.

Between 1994 when the Proposed District Plan was publicly notified and the year 2000 when the
Plan was approved there was a concentrated focus on inner residential issues. A range of
submissions had been lodged to the proposed inner residential plan provisions seeking more
targeted and specific controls to protect and enhance the character of the various neighbourhoods
or suburbs. Many of the submissions from the Aro Valley sought the reinstatement of the former
CURA provisions. Around the same time the Council initiated an urban design evaluation of the
inner city residential suburbs as the basis for further work and conducted a comprehensive
consultation exercise.

The decisions on the District Plan submissions in 1996 made no major change to the inner
residential rules at that time except for the Aro Valley where some of the key bulk and location
provisions from the CURA zone, namely building height, site coverage and sunlight access were
reinstated. This was seen as a holding measure until more work could be undertaken. In respect of
all inner residential submissions the Council had agreed to initiate further work on the
introduction of appropriate character controls. However, Environment Court Appeals were
lodged by the Thorndon Society and the Mt Victoria Residents Association. The mediation of
these appeals led to the notification of District Plan Variation 14 that included new multi-unit
design guide provisions and controls on the demolition of pre 1930’s buildings in Thorndon and
Mt Victoria. Variation 14 was adopted and incorporated into the District Plan prior to its approval
in 2000.

The Aro Valley was not considered for inclusion as part of Variation 14 because no appeals had
been lodged by parties in the Valley and the local Community Council was keen to work with the
City Council to develop separate provisions for the area. In March 2001 the Council formally
confirmed that the general policy direction for character control in the inner residential suburbs
should be applied to the Aro Valley and the officers were requested to proceed with the
development of options for implementing the policy with the Aro Valley community.



In August 2001 a consultation programme for the Aro Valley was undertaken involving the
circulation of a discussion paper on the issues and options for District Plan character controls in
the Aro Valley and a series of public meetings. The discussion paper sought feedback on the
desirable level of District Plan intervention and the methods for protecting character including the
adoption of a demolition rule akin to Thorndon and Mt Victoria. The summary of the resident’s
comments is available if required.

The debate on the issues that followed was vigorous and at times acrimonious. At one extreme
were those who supported a high level of intervention and design control down to the level of
individual houses and the adoption of a demolition rule. At the other extreme were those who
favoured less intervention and no additional District Plan controls. The polarisation of the
community at that time was reflected in the responses to the discussion paper. From the 83
responses received there was a fairly even split between the supporters of high regulation and low
regulation and on the specific issue of introducing a demolition control rule 27.5% were in
support, 52.5% opposed and 20% were unspecified.

As a result of the divisions within the community a ‘middle of the road’ plan change was
proposed that provided additional design guide control for multi unit housing in the Aro Valley,
the adoption of the sunlight access controls applying to other inner residential areas and a
lowering of the permitted building height in the suburban centre to 9m. These proposals were
publicly notified (on 29 May 2002) as District Plan Change 7.

Plan Change 7 attracted a total of 69 main submissions and 2 further submissions. The
submissions addressed a wide range of issues relating to the greater protection of the Aro Valley
character. Of these some 34 requested the adoption of a demolition rule. Following the hearing of
submissions the Council decided to adopt the plan change generally as notified except that the
multi unit design control was extended to cover two unit developments and the more restrictive
mid winter sunlight access provisions were retained. The submissions on the other issues raised
were deemed to be beyond the scope of the change and were not accepted.

The Council’s decision on Plan Change 7 was appealed by the Aro Valley Community Council
but the appeal subsequently withdrawn following an Environment Court settlement. Of relevance
to this proposed Plan Change is that among other matters the settlement required the Council to
initiate a review of boundary issues for discussion and consultation with the Aro Valley
Community Board and the wider community.

Work in relation to consideration of the boundaries of Aro Valley, as required by the
Environment Court settlement on Plan Change 7, commenced in early 2006. Around the same
time, the Council surveyed residents (both owners and occupiers) within the boundaries of the
existing Appendix 9 and Appendix 10 areas to determine the communities’ current views on the
introduction of a rule in the District Plan that controls the demolition of pre-1930 buildings
within these areas. The survey was later extended to include the peripheral areas being
considered for inclusion into the boundaries of Appendix 9 area (including areas within Upper
Durham Street, Mortimer Terrace, Adams Terrace and Landcross Street, Palmer Street/Abel
Smith Street/Johns Street, and the bottom of Ohiro Road/Brooklyn Road). The findings of the
survey are set out in Figure 1 below, and demonstrate a significant degree of support for greater
protection of the early housing stock through a demolition rule. Specifically, there was 76% in
support from within the existing Appendix 9 and 10 areas in support, and 68% in support within
the peripheral areas being considered for inclusion into Appendix 9.



Area currently within Additional areas
Appendix 9 and 10 potentially to be included
into Appendix 9
Response Rate 30.1% 25%
Percentage Yes’s | 76% 68%
Owner Occupier 51% Owner Occupier 55%
Absentee Owner 27% Absentee Owner 28%
Occupier 22% Occupier 17%
Percentage No’s | 24% 32%
Owner Occupier 49% Owner Occupier 35%
Absentee Owner 43% Absentee Owner 65%
Occupier 8% Occupier 0%

Figure 1: Response to survey question: Do you want a rule in the District Plan that controls the
demolition of pre-1930’s buildings within the Aro Valley Area?

Note: In total 1040 questionnaires were sent out, with 307 responses ie a 30% approx. response
rate.

Development Activity in Aro Valley
The Council’s District Plan Monitoring Programme includes a number of indicators relating to
urban form and growth, and related residential activities.

Figure 2 (next page) shows the number of approved residential units in each suburb between
2004 - 2005. Aro Valley is ranked 46th out of 58 suburbs, with only six new dwellings approved
between 2000 and 2004. A review of the resource consents granted since that time shows that
there has been an increase in the number of dwellings, with 11 new dwellings created through
three multi unit developments alone'. However, regardless of this, in comparison with other
suburbs the rate of activity remains relatively low.

To complement these findings, an analysis of the Council’s demolition building consents was
carried out for a ten year study period (1995 — 2005) to see if any trends emerged relating to the
rate of demolition in the Inner Residential Areas. A total of 666 demolition consents were in the
sample size. After removing all consents not within the study areas and any consents for
demolition of accessory buildings (which are not subject to the 1930s rule), the following results
occurred:

e 21 demolition consents were approved in the Mt Victoria and Thorndon areas in the study
period (e.g. Chapter 5, Appendix 9 of the District Plan). This equates to 3.1% of all
demolition consents from the sample.

e 45 demolition consents were approved for Newtown, Berhampore and Mt Cook within
the study period. This equates to 6.7% of all demolition consents in the study period.

e 3 buildings were demolished in the Aro Valley area within the study period, with all of
these being prior to the introduction of the stricter residential building controls under Plan
Change 7 (operative 2004).

The results for Mt Victoria and Thorndon show that the rate of demolition in these suburbs has
declined significantly since 1998, and that it is almost certainly a direct result of the 1930s
demolition rule being introduced. Demolition in Newtown, Berhampore and Mt Cook continued

! Note that this figure does not include any new dwellings that were able to be constructed without a resource consent
(i.e. as a Permitted Activity).



at a high rate. It is possible that when the demolition rules were applied in Mt Victoria and
Thorndon, that some of the pressure for redevelopment shifted to Newtown, Berhampore and
particularly Mt Cook (given the high rate of multi-unit dwellings approvals in that area).

These indicators show that there is has been a relatively slow rate of growth in Aro Valley
compared with other Inner Residential suburbs. In addition, demolition in Aro Valley is very low
in comparison with the other suburbs, but it is acknowledged that Aro Valley area is the smallest
of the five suburbs.
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Figure 1: New Dwelling Location 2000 - 2004
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Key documents

e Mclndoe, G, McDonald, C and van Bohemen, C (1995) Wellington Inner City Residential
Areas Urban Design Evaluation.

e Aro Valley Character and Development Issues — Discussion paper for residents (2001)

e Aro Valley Character and Development Issues Discussion Paper - Summary of responses
(2001)

e District Plan Change 7 — Aro Valley Character Controls (operative 25 June 2004)

e Council Report to Strategy and Policy Committee (June 2005) Monitoring the Efficiency
and effectiveness of the District Plan.

e Urban Perspectives Limited, (2006) Aro Valley: Boundary Adjustment Review Urban
Design Report.

Key discussions/briefings

Consultation has been undertaken with members of the Aro Valley Community Board on three
separate occasions (18 May 2006, 25 May 2006 and 22 June 2006) to discuss the issues and the
findings of the urban design assessment.

Consultation, in accordance with the First Schedule of the RMA 1991

The Ministry for the Environment, The Wellington Tenths Trust and Ngati Toa have been
informed. The section 32 report will be updated if feedback is received.

4. Options

Objectives

Section 32 requires the Council to be satisfied that the objectives in the district plan are the most
appropriate means of achieving the purpose of the RMA. Proposed District Plan Change 50 does
not change any of the objectives in the District Plan, so this evaluation is not relevant in this case.

Policies, rules and other methods

Section 32 requires the Council to consider whether the policies, rules and other methods used in
the District Plan are the most appropriate method of achieving the plan’s objective. In terms of
managing the effects of activities in the Aro Valley area (and other residential areas within the
city), the District Plan has adopted a rule based regime, based on a limited range of activities, and
utilising the Multi Development Design Guide as a tool for assessing the character and
streetscape effects of development comprising two or more household units. This approach has
been thoroughly considered though the plan preparation, submission and hearing process when
the District Plan was originally notified. It is therefore not considered necessary to revisit this
approach in its entirety in terms of this report. Rather the options considered below focus on
means of addressing the specific issues identified in section 2 of this report (i.e. boundary issues,
further streetscape character protection).

12



el

‘pooyanoqysiou o

Jo 101081EYD 913 UO JUIp[INg JY} JO SSO[ Y} JO JordWI I} SSISSE
0} [1oUN0)) J0J AJI[Iqe OU 9q P[NOM 1Y) ‘TUI[[OMP I9)ORIRYD
3unsixa ue ysijowdp 03 apew st uonedrdde jey) JuoAd a3 uy

'sqInqns 9soy) Jo 10jorIeyd Y} osruoIduiod pinod a5eIuol) 109ns
oy uo syuswdo[oAdp JUN-[AW JO UONONISU0D juonbasqns

oy} pue ‘sqINQns S} Ul SSWOY I9J0BILYD JO UOHI[OWSP YT,
T3108Iey0 od8dS19a1)s JO U01309301d JO SUWIId) U]

sjuowdo[9ASp MOU [[E JBY} 2INSUD 0} SHIOM [IIYMm
opm3 uSisop yuswdojora( un ny ayp 03 xrpuadde
K9[[eA oIy au) Ajremonued ‘1910e1eyd 2dBIS1921S 10]
uor109)01d Jo 92139p ® opraoid A9[e A ory ur SurAjdde
suorsiaold Suruueld Sunsrxd oy jey) SOSPI[MOUNIR I]

'/, 93uey)) ue[d 10MISIJ

KQ PassaIppe Sem anssI A1} JO)L UOOS 0S AJ[[BA OIY
ur 1930e1eyd 9dBoSIo0ns JO anssI oy} SUNISIAII SPIOAY
I910ereyd o0dedsioan)s JO Uo1309301d JO SWId) U]

‘aap A2]Iv 4 04

oYy uryim sajnd Jua.affip fo uonponddp ayj 10f
123814) v apraoad yorym () puv ¢ ‘9 saotpuaddy
JO saruppunoq ayy 42jp 0} 40 SSUIP)ING ()6 [
-a.4d Jo uoy1joudp ayj 4240 J04JUOD [PUOHIPPD
ap1ao.d 0] mou Sutyjou op pub (U01IPI0] pub
ynq -a1) uoypN3a. fo sja42] Su1psIXa UIDIUIDH]

onp snjejs - z uoido

‘uondo siy)

Jopun urewal [[im sao1pudddy Surdde[ioro pue sarou)sIsuooul
o 03 anp suoneorjdde Jussuod 201nosax Jurssaooid

Ul SOIOUQIONJOUI 9JOJOIY) PUB ‘UOISNJUOD Y[, WISl

o[ni uelq 3o1sI 2y} Jo 1red a1e Aoy se ‘Aoed0ApE SNOIy) [Im
J[eap 3q jouued saorpuaddy 9y} JO SALIBPUNOG 9Y) YIIM SINSS]
SONSST ATepunoq d} JO SWId} U]

‘Teuonippe

9q 1M onsst ot uo dyoxd erpawr e Sururejqo sdeyrod

pue [erojewt oy} Surdo[oAap Jo 109 9y, “JUNOWe SIY} Uey]) SSI|
K[qeIapIsuod 9q pynom A A OIy 0} JnO [Iew Jo3Ie) € JO 1S09
UL PIsN 901413 AIAI[SP [rew uo Surpuadap 000 0€S -000°07$
u29M19q 1509 UBDd S109Aedajel 01 Ino [rewr pImAIID "3 "18K U0
ur 00001$ I9A0 1509 P[NOd AnssT sy} uo udredured pajosie; y

“Suping oy

199101d 03 AJoYyI[UN 2JB SUOTE SPOYIAW AOBIOAPE U} IS J1AY]
uo sonrunyioddo juswdojorop astuarxewr o) SUIyeas sIoumopue|
10j .uondo A[uo, oy} se paA1oo1ad SI SIy} 219yM Jnq ‘SuI[[omp
119} ysijowap 03 A[ayIjun axe soumo Aj1adoid jo Ayofew oy,

“9)1s J1I9Y)
uo renudtod juswdopaasp Jo asuadxa oy 38 A[qissod ‘Ayrunwuod
IopIm 9y} AQ Pan[eA sI Jet]) sO1ISLIoBIRYD 309)01d 0] SIOUMO
Kadoid yo Afiqe pue AIIqeuswe oy) Uo SAI[AI )] "SOA[ISWAY)
£Qq 9A1}03JJ9 9q [[IM SPOYIdW KOBIOAPE JBY} 9JUIPIAD ON
TojoeIet]d odedsIdans JO UO0N302301d JO SWId) U]

“BaIR JY) UI SULLINOOO

Sjuowdo[oAp UT SOIOIUT QAIIOL QIOUI B dE) [[1M
SOA[ISWIAY] S,JUSPISAI A} “I9JOBIRYD [e102dS € dABY
sqIngns urepad jeyy SurAynuapt £q yeys A[o1] S I

‘suoneIdye
pue suonppe surop 10 A11odoid e Surdojoaspax

uoyM I9jorIRyd 0deosIoons o3 onayjedwAs

o10W 9q ABW SIQUMOPUER] SWIOS ‘OFPI[MOUY SIY) [P

'SqINQNS 9SOy} UI ST I9JOBIEYD
[BIUOPISAL, O} JeyM JO SSOUATeME [eIoudT 9SIel [[I
191581e7d 2dedS)231S JO U0NI9)0Id JO SIS U]

"§2]N.1 SHOLIDA
Jo uoypoyddp ayj 10f 4233143 D 2.4 Yo1YM

pup ‘uvjg 10143817 ayp ut Aa7ip 4 o4y ui Ajddp
DY) SI1IDPUNOG SNOLIDA Y] YIIN PaLfijudp!
SONSS1 Y} YIIN [DAP JoU UPD LOVI0APD IDY) dJON

“A21ODADYD 2dDISID24IS JO U01)0]04d
Jo suria) ui saoumo Ajaadoad 0y £ov20app "S5

SPOYIIIAl A10)B[N3Y-uoN — | uondQ

S)SIy pue s}so)

sabejueApy

uondo




14!

nq ‘00°0z6$ 1e suISeq 99J JUASUOD 9OINOSAT JUN-N[ AW PILFIIOU
-UOU Y/ "JUASUOD 90INOSAI € Ule}qo 03 juswalinbal oy 03 onp
Juatdo[3AaPAI JO 1S00 I} SB [[9M SB 9SBAIOUI [[IM AJUTRIIS0U)

‘Kanoe paprured e se y3i jey) 9sof [[im (Surjjomp sgge1-o1d
& Surystjowap £q) 9318 1193 dO[OAIPAI 0} SUIPUIUI SISUMOPUERT]

‘Ko[[e A 01y Jo sonjeA adeosyoons oy 309301d 03 Jj10M

Apeai[e S9[NI UONBIO] PUR Y[Nq PuR ‘OpIno) udIsa HuN-NnA
K[ A 01y SUIISIXd I} JBY) USAIS ‘ONSSI JUSWSBURW 20IN0SAI
B SSQIppe 0} AJessadou s1 o3ueyo ue(d oy jeyy AJnsnl 03 3noIdiq
“Io10eTed odedSIda1]S JO SWId) U]

osnoy "9'1) JuIp[Inqg oy} JO UOHI[OWP IO [BAOWOL
oy} JO pealsur suonn[os o[qedadoe 1oy)0 AJIIuapl
Aew SIY) pUB SIALIRUID)[E JOPISU0D 0} JodO[aAdp
soxnbal JUasU0d 30IN0saI FUIUIRIQO JO $S3001J

*ssa001d juasuod

90IN0SAI O} BIA PAIOPISUOD 9q 0} pooyrnoqu3iou

® JO 19)0BIBYD ) UO UONI[OWIP JO S}OJJO

o 10} Ayrunyzoddo ue opraoid pinom 3y ‘s3urping
I910u1RYd (€6 [-21d Aq opew uonnqruod adess}oans
a1 03 uoNv301d JO [9A9] [eUOHIPPE UR dpIA0Id pInoy
“Io10eIed 2dedSI1d9]S JO SWId) U]

Buipjing Luv ysijousap o} JUaSU0d 22.410Sa.4
D Sa41nbad aJn4 Y] UOPULOY] PUD D110JO1/
JW 01 sanddp Ajpua.iino apna uony1jouap SOS6] v

(8¢ 23upy) uvjd
pasodosq ui svaun a10dunyadg UMOIMIN]

‘400D 1| 2y} 10f pasodo.d sv awuvs ayy)
A2pp 4 04y u1 (Sarawpunoq mau) ¢ xipuaddy
01 (I[°€°S 2In4) ot SPEGI, pastaa4 v sanddy

oyg 23uvyo upyd b AfijoN

uone|nbay - ¢ uondo

‘urewal s saorpuaddy Surddeioao

pUE SI10U)SISU0OUI 3y} 0} onp suonedrjdde JUISUOI 90IN0SAI
3ur1sso001d UI SOTOUSIONIJOUT OI0JIOY) PUB ‘UOISNJUOD Y],
SONSST ATepunoq oy} JO SULo) U]

"K9[[e A OIV S UONS SBAIE 0} IOJSULI) P[Nod

300D 1A pue s1oydweylog ‘UMO0JMIN SB INS ‘SBaIe I0JORIRYD
K315 J0UUI IOYI0 Ul FULLINOO0 Uddq Sty jey) aInssaxd juowrdo[oasp
oy} 0’1 A9[[B A OV JOU JNg ‘Seale [e)UIPISAI Jouul IS0

0 parjdde st uonrowap (¢ 1-21d oy J1 93ueyo Aew SIy) ‘eaIe
oy ur Juowrdo[oAdP MU J0F dInssaxd JiwuI] 03 pud) pynom Ka[[eA
oxy 03 SurA[dde sa[ni uoneoo] pue ynq SunsIxa oy YA

‘suorsstuqns a[qissod

JO swId) ul Ajrunuruiod A9[[e A OIY U} pPue [Iouno))
oY) yyoq 103 93ueyd ueld e JO SIS00 Y} SPIOAY
SONSST ATepunoq oy} JO SWId} U]

‘6 xipuaddy ur papnjour jou sem
010J0I101) pue A9[[BA OIY UBY} WINq[oy 03 A[YS1y a1ow
Soje[al ) SSoIopue T Jo JojoeIeyd adeosioans oy,

"T00T ATnf Ul paynou sem / d3uey) Ue[d JoLSIq
oours s3uipying ysijowop 03 suonesrjdde ou useq aaey
a1y} AppueojiusiS ‘(Se6[ 9OUlS 9a1y) JO [B10) B) MO
SI A9[[EA OV UI UOnI[OWap SUIp[Ing [BIIUIPISII JO
9)el 93 JeY) SOJEdIPUI SULIOJIUOJA] "OnssI dU} JO 9[eds
pue axjeu oy} udAIS asuodsar jeuidordde ue s1 3y

"SAYIS JO

[enuajod yuswdoorep Sunwi] Aq 1930vIRYd 9AI0SAId
0 JIom os[e Ao} ‘Ajtuawre SurAIsaId U0 pasnooy

o1k SuoIsIA0Id 9531} S[IYA\ BTV [BIIUSPISAY Jouu]
o Jo sopurewar oY) ur Jurkdde asoyy uey) 10J0Lns I
Ka[[eA oIy ul uoisiaoxd uoneoo| pue ynq Junsixyg

‘BaJE UIPUNOLINS
o} JO 19)0BIBYD ) 9OUBYUD pue 0) puodsar




Sl

Je) Syun pjoyosnoy omj 1oy parnbal oq mou 9q [[IM JUISUOD
00IN0S3I Jey) UBdW [[1M ¢ xIpuaddy ojur uoIsnjour ‘peoy]
u£kjoolg/peoy oIy JO Pus UISYHIOU o) pue ‘peoy suyor

1S JO 1ed UISYUIOU 9y} 4991 IWS [9qY/ 99anS Jowed Jo
OpIS WIAYINOS ) ‘1931ng Jowyed ur sanadord ay) Jo sIoUMO 10,]
“SONSST ATepunoq Jo suia) uf

-o1qnd Te1ousd oy pue ‘rouno)) oy}
I0J yroq ssaoo01d oFueyo ueJ IOMISI Y} YA POJBIOOSSE SIS0

‘paroxdde pue paygnou Ajorqnd oq [1m Juasuod

o) IOUIOyYM 9T SUIIOUOD 159331q oY) 9JeIdUSST 0} pojoadxa
st uorjeorjdde o Jo Surssaoord oy Yim pajeroosse sAe[op
pue Ajurepooun  Judsuod paygnou Kporqnd e 103 00°009°9
PUE JUOSUOD PAIJIIOU PAYWI] B 10J )0°OSHES 03 9SLI p[Nod

“BoIe JeL[) SSOIO. SO[NI JO AOUISISUOD [PIM
K9[[e A 01y 0} AIepunoq 9[qeuljop AIOW & SOPIAOI]
“SONSST ATepunoq Jo suiio) uf

‘seare o}
JO I0)oBIRYD PUE 1XJU0 UNSIX A} J09[Ja1 A[oJeINddk
a1oW [[IM () pue ¢ seorpuaddy 03 saSueyd oy,

*¢ xipuaddy

Surpnjour ‘opimo uFisa(q yuswdo[oad( un NN
o yo uoneordde oy pue ‘smye)s AJIAIOR (PAIOLISTY)
K1AnoY A1euonarosi(q y3SnoIy) peoy ukpoolg/peoy
OJIY) JO PUS UWISY}IOU Y} pue “peoy Suyof

1S 70 1ed wISYIIOU O} 9R9INS PIWS [9qY/ 1991S
Joured JO 9pIs WIRYINOS A} ‘1991S Iowed Q0B ],
swepy Jo 1red 0oe11o T, JoWnIoA Jo Jed 1omof

oy 9eang weyn(g roddn ur soniadoid 03 uorjosjoxd
1910e1Yd 9dBIS)99I)S JO [9AI] 10)8AIT B SIPIAOI]

'$52001d JUASUOD 92IN0SAI
JUQIOIJ 210W FUNNSAL B YIIM ‘UR[J JOLISI S} WOJJ
suorsiaoid Surdde[10A0 pue SOIOUSISISUOIUT SOAOWY

‘suotstao1d ued 10LIsIq
Sumnsixa oy Jo Juswouryal e sjudsaidar ¢ uondp

‘sassaoo01d jeadde

pue uoneredaid uerd ayj y3noiy) pauLIFuod pue
P19} UIQ SBY AININNS SIY], "2IMONys ue[d 101IsIq
Funsixa ayj Jo sijowered ay) urgm syIom ¢ uondQo

"SeaIe 9SOy) Ul SUIP[INg JO UONI[OWP [£}0) SULMO[S
ul [nJsso0ons A[qeuoseal 9q 0} J1 UMOYS Sey UOpuIoy ],
PUE BLIOJIOIA JJA UI 9[0T S,0€6 ] Y3 JO SULIOJUOIA

‘(01 puryaq
3[INQ SASNOYUMO) PUR “9)IS UO PIeMIO] JOULINJ PIAOW

a4p Jpy) svaLv asoy) § xipuaddy woif a1a]0q

‘Ajddp

su01s140.4d UOIDD0] pUD YNG JUISULLS 210U DY)
242YM DD dY) OJUl PaPPD 240 Spa.ap oN “Ajddp
§2]N.1 §S200D JYSIUNS pup Jy312Y WNuIXoul
‘23D.12400 2]15 JUISULLS 240U DY 2UDYM - ()
xipuaddy wioaf paaowa. aq JlIn (]I udpjoodg
Jo wio10q ayj 1) ppoy o41y() Jo 102 dy) 0] PaID
uisnoy J1ouno)) ayy pup 122§ wy.in(J 1addp)

‘A1A110Y pajjo.puo)) v Sb SIUN Pjoyasnoy

O0M] L10f 20.41053.1 2.41nb2.L pup 200113 ]

SUDPY pup 12241 ADUILIOP L2MOT ‘12245
wyin( 42ddn)) 9 xipuaddy urypm gjuaaino
a.4p Spa.p 253Yj JO 2ul0S JpYy] pajou St IT (I
udpyoo.g Jo wio330q ayj 1p)ppoy uljyoog/ppoy
o41y() pup ‘ppoy suyor 1§ fo jand

UAYJA0U Y] 1241 YIS [2qGF/ 19241 oUDT
Jo apis uioynos ayj 102.41S JoUDJ ‘DID.4ID ]
subpy fo 1avd ‘200442 ] 42uitjA0p JO 140d 1aMmO]
oy ‘122435 wivyn(J Loddn apnjoul jjim svaap
asay ] -aping udisa( juouidojana(J jun By
aYj JSUID3D passassy aq JIN pup (pajorisay])
AJ1a11o} L1DUOUISI(T D AOf JUISUOD 2DANOSDA

D 2.41nha.4 [J1M SJIUN 210Ul A0 T YILYM Ul — G
xtpuaddy ogu1 papnjout 2q Jjim Spaap [PUOIPPT
SaSunyd ayy 1oapfa.4

01 aping usisa(q yudwudojaad(q ) By

ayy spuawp puv ‘(1S ssopung 10f 1daoxa) pr7
saanoads.iag unq.in) Aq pasndoad yusuissassn
USISIP UGN Y Ul PIPUIUUIOIIL S

01 puv g xipuaddy fo sarivpunoq ayy spuay

Buipjing sOs6 [-24d v fo  uiiof Lavuirid,
2y SV J]om S uoypadja Livuirid, ayj ysijourap
0} JUISUOD 2.411D2.4 PINOM 1A PISIADL JY ]

0E61 210f2q pajon4isuod




91

‘sAefop

pue s1500 ‘Kjurelrdoun 193ea1s Afenuaiod yum (paoinsay)
ANAIOY A1RUONRIOSI(] 0} (PASNJAI 9 JOUURD JUISUOD IIINOSAT
QI9UM) AJIATIOY PA[[ONUO)) WOIJ Sne)s ANIATJOR Ul YIS & UBdW
[I14 6 xipuaddy ojur uotsnjout “(4°'g o[y pue g Xipueddy

01 300[qns Apeaife o1e yoIym) 9JBLId [, SWEPY pue 1291
JoWNIOA Jomo] ‘poang weyan(g Joddn ur sonzedoid oy 104

"ssao01d

JUSSUOD 92IN0SAI A} YIIM SOnUIRIIdOUN pue sAe[op o[qissod
‘51500 TeuUOnIppe Ul Jnsal1 A[fenuajod [[Im SIy], (Syun pjoyasnoy
9I0W 10 991y} 10J pPaIInbar AUo ST JUISUOD 99In0SAI Jussaxd

‘(pajoraisay) Aj1a110y Lapuo112.1951(J 01 AJ141Jo
pajjo4uo)y wodf a1) ¢ xipuaddy mau ojui
PaIiys Spa.p ayj Ul Spun 0mj o Uo1INAISUOd
Y} 4240 JO4JUOD JO [2A2] 2]D2AS D S1 242}
DY) UDIUL OSID ]I J] “ISIUN PJOYISNOY OM] O}
3uijddp sajn. ayy ui uoypordnp ayj saaouidy
‘Sarmpunoq

6 Xipuaddy papuawp ayy urypm dpvaagn




5.0 The Risk of Acting or Not Acting

The evaluation under section 32 must consider the risk of acting or not acting if there is uncertain
or insufficient information about the subject matter of the proposed District Plan approach. In this
case, it is considered that there is sufficient information available to analyse the issues and to
evaluate the benefits and costs of the policies, rules and methods considered. As it consequence it
is also considered that there is a very low risk of any untoward outcomes resulting from the
implementation and application of the provisions proposed to address the identified issues.

6.0 Conclusion

The suburb of Aro Valley has a distinctive local character derived from its early settlement and
the retention of a high proportion of dwellings dating from the early decades of the 20th century -
with 68% of the dwellings constructed before 1919. While the level of development in Aro
Valley between 2000 to present has been relatively low (in comparison with other inner city
suburbs) and there have been few dwellings demolished in this period, it is considered that a
precautionary approach is warranted to ensure that that the character of the area is maintained for
the future. This particularly as there is a risk that with the existing control over the demolition in
Thorndon and Mt Victoria, and the recently introduced Plan Change 38 and 39 which applies
greater controls on residential building in Newtown, Mt Cook and Berhamphore, that some
development pressure could subsequently shift to Aro Valley with its close proximity to the city
centre.

Through the consideration of Plan Change 7 several issues were identified with the various
boundaries, with the main issues being the confusion resulting from three different appendices
with overlapping boundaries, with different rules applied to each appendix.

Three options have been identified to address these resource management issues, including
Advocacy (Option 1), the retention of the Status Quo (Option 2) and changes to the existing
regulation regime (Option 3).

Of these options, it is recommended that Option 3 be adopted. This option strengthens the
existing rules with regard to the protection of streetscape character in Aro Valley, with the
application of a demolition rule that has been found to be work successfully in similar older
character suburbs. In addition, enhanced protection is provided through the inclusion of some
peripheral areas with similar characteristics and a visual relationship with the ‘core’ Aro Valley
area, into the Appendix 9 area (where resource consent is required for two household units as a
Discretionary Activity (Restricted)). The amendments to provide greater streetscape protection
are supported by an urban design evaluation of the area.

Option 1 (advocacy) is not favoured, as there is a greater risk that it would not successfully
achieve enhanced streetscape protection than Option 3. Option 2 (status quo) is not favoured on
the grounds that the streetscape character of the area warrants a precautionary approach,
particularly as there is a risk that development pressures could arise in the Aro Valley area with
the greater control through Plan Changes 38 and 39 in Newtown, Mt Cook and Berhampore. In
addition, neither of these options enables the existing issues with the boundaries and associated
rules that apply to Aro Valley to be tidied up.
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On balance, it is considered that Option 3 best meets the requirements of section 32 of the
Resource Management Act as it represents the most appropriate means of achieving the
residential objectives of the District Plan.
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