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INTRODUCTION
BACKGROUND
As part of the District Plan Review Napier City Council is undertaking a review of the Napier’s current
‘amenity character’ areas. The review is a step towards achieving “Great Urban Areas” - one of the six key
outcomes adopted by the Council for the District Plan Review process.
The Operative District Plan includes three ‘amenity character’ areas - Napier Hill Character Zone, Marine
Parade Character Zone and the Northern Residential Zone. These zones and associated planning
provisions were established to recognise the different pattern of development in each zone compared to
that in the typical residential suburbs of the city (zoned “Main Residential” in the Operative District Plan).
PURPOSE OF THE REVIEW
(a)

identify and evaluate the existing built environment characteristics for each zone;

(b)

review/assess:
-

the appropriateness/effectiveness of the current development controls for each zone to
maintain/enhance the identified built environment characteristics;

-

the current zone boundaries to establish whether they are still relevant to the respective zone;

-

assess whether there continues to be a clear differentiation in character between each ‘amenity
character’ area and Napier’s Main Residential Zone.1

Urban Perspectives Ltd has been engaged to carry out the review.
This report provides a review of the Napier Hill Character Zine. The two other zones - Northern Residential
Zone and Marine Parade Character Zone are covered in separate reports. This report revises/updates the
2009 Napier Hill Urban Design/Character Assessment prepared by Urban Perspectives Ltd.
STUDY AREA BOUNDARIES
The Napier Hill Character Zone (study area) is defined by Carlyle Street/Tennyson Street to the south,
Marine Parade/Breakwater Road to the east, Battery Road and Ahuriri to the north and Hyderabad Road to
the west. The study area boundaries are identified in the Operative District Plan Maps and indicated on the
Aerial/Cadastral Map (next page).

The Council is also undertaking this exercise for the Main Residential zone, including revising the design
assessment criteria for multi-unit developments, to ensure quality design outcomes including reasonable
levels of safety, security, connectivity, daylight and sunlight access, and privacy.
1
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SCOPE OF REVIEW
Scope of character evaluation - character is typically defined as a combination of natural and built features
and characteristics which collectively determine the distinctiveness or local identity of an area, and which
contribute to its sense of place. These contributory features and characteristics include those in both the
public and private domains.
The scope of this review is focused primarily on the ‘private domain’ built characteristics. However, it also
provides an overview of key ‘public domain’ features (landscape setting, spatial structure, streetscape
patterns and building character).
The specific characteristics covered in this review include:


General ‘public domain’ characteristics and streetscape patterns



Building age/character



Lot size



Building height



Site coverage



Frontage setbacks and separation distances



Front fences and front yard planting



Access/parking/location of garages



Recent development - type and scale of recent development to identify trends and issues with an
emphasis on multi-unit and infill development.

METHODOLOGY
The review/assessment is based on a combination of the following research methods:
(a)

Streetscape appraisal - an expert’s field study of the area to identify predominant development
patterns and important streetscape features, as seen from the street;

(b)

Use/analysis of Council’s data and GIS information to determine patterns of building age, building
height, site coverage, frontage setbacks and lot size based on records/information from the
Council’s database and GIS and Land Information NZ (LINZ);

(c)

Measurements of typical separation distances from aerial maps (scale 1:1000 and 1:500) to identify
predominant patterns; and

(d)

Review of resource consents for the last 10 years (with an emphasis on multi-unit and infill
development) to identify common issues and development trends and how these might have
affected the local character of the area.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
Urban Perspectives Ltd are grateful for the assistance of Catherine Reaburn and Dean Moriarity of the
Napier City Council Policy Team who sourced information from the Council’s database, produced all the
maps and helped with obtaining background information.
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SUMMARY FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATIONS
CHARACTER OVERVIEW: GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS


Originally an island separated from the rest of Napier by the lagoon at the mouth of the Tutaekuri
River, Napier Hill is a prominent urban landscape. It is an important city landmark and an integral
part of Napier’s collective identity. The area has a strong sense of place and city-wide significance
enhanced by the large open spaces of the Botanic Garden and Bluff Hill Domain that make it a public
destination.



The expansiveness of the Napier Hill, its underlying topography and the organic relationship between
buildings and landform make it a distinctive townscape feature and a unique residential environment
long associated with the city’s history and the early stages of its development.



A relatively low-density residential area, Napier Hill is comprised of one and two-storey standalone
dwellings nestled into the greenery of the hillside. The landscape setting of the area, enhanced by
the prominent vegetation on the steeper slopes and within the valleys, and associated views and
sense of space, are essential components of its amenity value.



Topography is a major determinant of the area’s character. It has influenced its spatial structure and
development patterns creating an intricate residential environment. Organic street layout following
the contours of the land, houses sitting above or below the street, and retaining walls and garages
on the street boundary, are some of the area’s most characteristic features.



Dominated by pre-1940 buildings, the area accommodates a range of recognisable building types
and styles - cottages, villas and bungalows, as well as arts and crafts and art deco houses. These
are mixed with dwellings of later periods and include various multi-unit developments, as well as
some large institutional buildings, which together account for the diverse character of the area.



While the area is characterised by diversity, it accommodates some notable groupings of buildings
with consistent character demonstrating historical patterns of development. The age profile of the
area and the consistent character of those groupings warrant consideration being given to the
protection/management of their heritage and streetscape value. Apart from that, because of its
diversity, the area as a whole does not justify blanket character controls. Notwithstanding this,
managing the impact of multi-unit development is an on-going objective to ensure the essential
character and amenity attributes of the area are maintained.

RECENT DEVELOPMENT TRENDS


A review of recent resource consent data established that development over the past 10 years has
been slow. Recent development indicates a trend towards small-scale infill and multi-unit
development, mostly in the form of stand-alone or townhouse dwellings.



The review showed that overall the small-scale multi-unit and infill developments do not raise any
significant issues regarding breaches of the existing District Plan standards. It also showed that the
density associated with recent infill development is generally lower than the maximum density
allowed by the District Plan.



However, some of the consents for larger-scale multi-unit developments (lodged prior to Plan
Change 5) did raise significant issues. The largest, a 61-unit development (on the site of the former
Hukarere Girls School), which was subsequently withdrawn, highlighted a range of issues arising
from large-scale multi-unit development on sloping sites (e.g. vehicle access, relationship to
landform and impact on neighbourhood character and residential amenity).



The review showed that the discretionary activity status of multi-unit development in the study area
(introduced by Plan Change 5) provides an appropriate level of control for managing the effects
associated with multi-unit development.

DISTRICT PLAN PROVISIONS
The character evaluation showed that the current District Plan provisions are generally aligned with the
study area’s predominant patterns with regard to yards, height and minimum lot size. The remaining
provisions regarding site coverage, landscaping, fencing and parking will require amendments to achieve
a stronger fit with the underlying character and amenity value of the area.
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The current District Plan provisions for the Napier Hill Character Zone differ from those for the Main
Residential Zone provisions in respect of: (a) minimum lot size/maximum density requirement; and (b)
front yard landscaping. The character evaluation established that there is no reason why there should be
any difference with regard to front yard landscaping and that the same provision should apply to both
zones. However, the difference relating to minimum lot size/maximum density requirement is warranted as
this reflects the different character and amenity value of Napier Hill relative to the Main Residential Zone.
The character evaluation showed that although Napier Hill Character Zone has some of the same built
environment characteristics as the Main Residential Zone, its overall character is distinctly different from
that of the Main Residential Zone.
RECOMMENDATIONS
Building character
If the historic significance of Napier Hill residential character is to be maintained:


Undertake investigations to: (a) formally identify intact groupings of pre-1940 buildings with a
consistent character that demonstrate historical patterns of development and/or notable individual
buildings that represent a particular building type or architectural style; (b) develop a heritage
inventory outlining the significance of those buildings; and (c) establish what would be the most
effective statutory method of character management for those buildings or groups of buildings.

Minimum lot size / maximum density


Retain the current provision.

Front yards and front yard landscaping


Retain the current provision for 3m front yards and 5m setbacks for garages. Consider an
assessment criterion that allows management of frontage setbacks of multi-unit development in
relation to the predominant pattern of the local street.



Introduce a front yard landscaping requirement for a minimum landscaped/permeable area within the
front yard (e.g. 40%). Consider including an additional requirement for: (a) tree planting of
appropriate type/scale (e.g. one specimen tree per unit); and (b) use of paving or other textured
surface materials for large vehicle-access areas along the street frontage of new developments.

Side & rear yards


No changes to the current provisions.

Height & height in relation to boundary


Retain the status quo but amend the height in relation to boundary provision to exclude its
application along the street boundary of new dwellings on sites with a street frontage.

Site coverage


If the existing character is to be maintained, consider reducing the site coverage to 40%;
alternatively



Retain the current site coverage provision, if infill development as well as the redevelopment of the
smaller lots is to be encouraged.

Landscaped area
(maximum change)


If the existing character is to be mainlined increase the minimum landscaped area (e.g. 35-40%) and
include an additional requirement for a minimum of one specimen tree within the open space of
each new dwelling unit.



Regarding new development on sloping sites, consider an additional landscape condition to ensure
the effects of large visible retaining structures are mitigated through appropriate landscape
treatment.
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(minimum change)


If increasing the minimum landscape area is not to be pursued, consider, as a minimum, the
recommendation for tree planting.

Open space


Retain the current provision and consider introducing an additional requirement specifying the
minimum deck area dimensions for dwellings that cannot reasonably provide at-grade usable open
space (e.g. minimum deck area 10-12m²/minimum dimension 2.5m).

Fencing


Reduce the maximum height of front fences and the visible parts of side fences (e.g. the first 3-5m
from the street boundary) to 1.2m, but allow for a potential component of taller permeable fencing in
situations where this is required for privacy (e.g. the development includes private open space within
the front yard). Apply the same fencing provision at the boundary with the street, walkways,
reserves and other public spaces.

Parking


Consider reducing the parking provision to a single parking space per unit.

Multi-unit development


Retain the discretionary activity status for multi-unit development.



Review the current assessment criteria for multi-unit development to address the full range of issues
associated with that type of development.



Consider including an Appendix to the multi-unit development assessment criteria which outlines the
area-specific character and amenity features of the Napier Hill Character Zone. This is to provide
context for and facilitate the application of the neighbourhood character assessment criteria. Similar
Appendices could be developed for the remaining character amenity areas.



Require resource consent applications for new multi-unit development to provide: (a) an appraisal of
the surrounding streetscape character and explain how the proposal has applied the assessment
criteria to respond to that character; and (b) a landscape plan showing proposed hard and soft
landscape features.
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3

CHARACTER EVALUATION

3.1

CHARACTER OVERVIEW: GENERAL PUBLIC DOMAIN & STREETSCAPE CHARACTERISTICS
This section of the report provides an overview of the general public domain characteristics and
streetscape patterns that collectively make up the physical character of the study area.
Location and Topography - originally an island separated from the rest of Napier by the lagoon at the
mouth of Tutaekuri River, Napier Hill is a prominent townscape feature and an important city landmark.
Surrounded by flat/reclaimed land and in close proximity to the shore, its intricate landform is prominent in
views from multiple points across the city and terminates the vistas along many streets.
The south facing side of the hill has a strong relationship to the CBD and is an integral part of its visual
setting, while the north facing slopes, which are closely associated with Ahuriri and the Port, form the
backdrop of many long-distance views from the north-west.

Napier Hill - an integral part of the CBD’s visual setting

The expansiveness of Napier Hill, its variable topography and the picturesque layout of houses established
harmoniously amongst the greenery of the hill, make it a distinctive and memorable urban landscape. At
the same time, it is also a unique residential environment with high amenity value, long associated with
the city’s history and the early stages of its urban development (refer to Historic Map, next page).
The residential character of the area is supported by three schools and five public reserves - the Botanic
Garden, Tiffen Park, Centennial Gardens, Strums Gully and the Bluff Hill Domain. The recreational
opportunities provided by those reserves enhance the significance of Napier Hill as a public destination.

Napier Hill - a memorable urban landscape prominent in multiple city views
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Houses arranged in a picturesque layout against the greenery of the hill

Spatial structure: street/block patterns and street character - the base of the hill on the east and south
sides is largely defined by major arterial roads. The area itself has only two principal roads running
through it - Shakespeare Road and a ‘loop’ connecting Chaucer Road south, Napier Terrace and Milton
Road south. Shakespeare Road, which is the main north-south connection - is one of the oldest streets in
the area, once accommodating a tram line. Coote Road and Milton Road - both collector roads - extend
the principal road network to Marine Parade to the east and Battery Road to the north.

Napier Hill, historic map 1865

The topography of Napier Hill is the most influential determinant of its spatial character (see contour map,
next page). The underlying landform has shaped the area’s the street network and block structure creating
a distinctive development pattern enhanced by clusters of mature vegetation.

Building footprint map showing development patterns following the contours of the land
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Main characteristics:


Organic street pattern following the topography and a main street network largely based on the
original/historic street layout;



irregular block structure including both some very large and/or long blocks, as well as some very
narrow blocks;



predominance of north-south oriented streets;



extensive system of ‘primary’ and ‘secondary’ cul-de-sacs subdividing the large blocks and
hindering cross-block links;



connectivity in terms of vehicle movement constrained by the topography;



sharp street corners and some very narrow streets hindering vehicle access and limiting on-street
parking;



series of narrow lanes and steps providing access to topographically challenging locations; and



curvilinear street layout with relatively short straight sections contributing visual interest, with many
streets providing views to the wider landscape setting.

Irregular block structure: combination of very large and some very narrow blocks and a system of cul-de-sacs

Many streets have footpath on one side, berms are rare and street trees are uncommon
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Building character and intensity of development
The area as whole has a relatively low density based on a predominance of stand-alone dwellings with
predominant site coverage below 40% and typical lot sizes of 500m²+. The perception of low density is
accentuated by the existing large-scale vegetation found on steeper slopes and within the valleys. Most
lots have clearly defined usable open spaces developed in the form of a front garden, and/or a rear or side
yard.
One of the oldest residential areas in the city, Napier Hill is characterised by diversity and visual
complexity. This is derived from a range of building types, forms and styles and further accentuated by
variation in topography and the presence of some large non-residential buildings.
Main characteristics:


Mix of one and two-storey stand-alone dwellings, the majority of which were built prior to 1940 in
their corresponding styles, mixed with buildings of later periods. Cottages, villas and bungalows are
recurring building types. Architectural styles of later time periods are represented by arts and crafts,
art deco and modern houses. While the area is dominated by stand-alone dwellings, multi-unit
developments of variable form and scale are also found throughout the area.



The area contains a significant number of pre-1940 buildings, including some pre-1910 buildings.
Many of these buildings are grouped together and form distinctive building groupings with consistent
character with regard to building form and scale.



The majority of the dwellings are well maintained and most of the pre-1940 buildings have retained
their primary form and stylistic detail.



Non-residential buildings include schools, some of the remaining former Hospital buildings, Napier
Prison, the ‘Salvation Army’ site in the vicinity of Faraday Street, and a small commercial cluster in
the vicinity of Shakespeare Road/Coote Road intersection.

Cottages, villas and bungalows are recurring building types

Stand-alone dwellings are mixed with multi-unit development of variable scale and design appearance
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Streetscape character/street edge conditions - variation in landform has resulted in varied streetscape
patterns and accounts for differences in character between opposing sides of the same street. The main
characteristics include:


many streets do not have any defined or formal footpath, or have a footpath on one side only;



berms along street edges are rare and street trees are uncommon;



street edges are often defined by street walls of variable height, raised gardens and/or garages.
Heavily planted steep banks and mature planting (typically found within front/rear yards) provide a
green edge along most streets;



fencing patterns are diverse in terms of height and style. However, most often fences are low and
allow views to the dwelling and its front garden;



houses sited above or below the street and most often aligned with the street edge. Alignment of
dwellings on internal lots is typically determined by the contours;



buildings present a ‘public face’ to the street with bay windows, entrances and verandahs oriented
to the street. Front yard gardens with mature vegetation are a recurring feature throughout the area;



frontage setbacks are highly variable and largely determined by the topography. However, most
dwellings have generous front yards.

Variable frontage setbacks and street edge conditions with predominance of front yard planting

Local character, identity and sense of place - the area’s local identity and sense of place are derived
from:


its visual prominence, distinctive landscape and city-wide/landmark significance;



associations with the historic development of the city and a significant number of pre-1940 houses;



its green image enhanced by distinctive clusters of mature vegetation that accentuate the landform,
complemented by large public reserves;



characteristic townscape character with buildings nestled into the landform amongst the greenery of
the hill, forming an organic pattern of development;



intricate street character based on original street layout and subdivision pattern; and



expansive multiple views to the city’s wider landscape setting.

The area is characterised by its green image and expansive views to the wider landscape setting
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3.2

BUILDING AGE & BUILDING CHARACTER
Building Age Profile
Building age (date of original construction) provides information on architectural character and the stages
of development throughout different time periods. Consistency of building age can be correlated to
consistency of building type and style particularly for construction prior to 1940. This is because up until
this point the range of construction techniques, materials and building styles were limited.
Building age for the study area was recorded within twelve categories (within a 10year period, apart from
the first category which covers a longer period). The geographical distribution of buildings built within the
same time period is indicated on the ‘building year’ map (see next page).
Analysis of the building age provides information on the number and location of buildings built in the same
time period. This helps to: (a) establish whether there are predominant building types and styles
throughout the study area and, if so, what are their key features that new development might need to
consider; and (b) identify groups of buildings and stretches of streetscape with consistent character
representing historical patterns of development that might warrant protection or management.
The building age patterns of the study area is illustrated on the chart below.

Observations


Slightly less than half of the buildings were built prior 1930 with the majority of all housing stock
built prior 1940. Pre-1910 buildings comprise 18% of the building stock.



Development between 1940-2009 has been steady with a similar percentage of buildings being built
during each decade. There were slight peaks during the periods between 1950-1959 and 19701979.



Development in the last decade has been lower.
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Building Character
Building type and style - the character of the area as a whole is diverse characterised by a mix of building
ages and their corresponding styles. The majority of buildings are pre-1940 buildings constructed during
eras associated with recognisable building types and styles - cottages, villas and bungalows as well as
‘art and crafts’ houses and ‘modern’ and ‘art deco’ buildings. Development after 1970 is predominantly of
contemporary design.
While stand-alone dwellings are the predominant dwelling type, the area also accommodates a range of
multi-unit developments which adds to its diverse character. Multi-unit development appears in three
basic forms - stand-alone units; terraced townhouses; and a limited number of apartment type
developments.

Range of recognisable building types and styles

Most of the pre-1940 buildings are well mainlined and most of them have retained their primary form.
Many buildings have also retained most of their original features and stylistic detail. Modifications to
original building frontages include the addition of garages, carports, steps, decks and enclosure to
verandahs. Additions to the rear of buildings are lean-to constructions. Vertical additions are not common.

Most of the pre-1940 buildings are in good condition and have retained their primary form and stylistic detail
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Notable building groupings - buildings within the same age category tend to be located together, often
forming distinctive clusters or groupings of buildings with similar characteristics. This is particularly
evident for the buildings of the earlier periods of development. The age profile maps indicate that the
earliest development started along the periphery of the hill and along the main roads where most of the
pre-1930 buildings were built.
Some of the notable building groupings exhibit pronounced consistency of building type/age, scale, style
and frontage setback, which can be observed from the street. However, in some cases, due to changes in
topography and variation in frontage setback and/or building orientation, the visual consistency cannot be
readily appreciated in views from the street. There are localities, often along winding cul-de-sacs, where
largely intact concentrations of pre-1940 buildings are found. Enhanced by their landscape setting, such
concentrations account for an intricate and memorable local character (Elizabeth and Lighthouse Roads
and along Colman Terrace).2
Some of the notable clusters/groupings which exhibit pronounced consistency of building character (with
reference to age, scale and style) are found along Shakespeare Road, Milton Road, Simla Terrace,
Lincoln/Fitzroy, Brewster Street, Elizabeth and Lighthouse Roads, Colman Terrace and Gladstone Road.
None of the groupings have been formally identified or properly researched yet.3
Currently there are 24 items within the study area listed as heritage items in the District Plan.

Milton Road

Lighthouse Road

Shakespeare Road

Elizabeth Road

Coleman Terrace

Gladstone Road

Lighthouse Road

2

The building groupings referred to in this report are based on high-level field work and do not provide a full record of
all the building clusters/groupings with special character and streetscape significance.
3

It is understood that Council is currently investigating some of the notable building groupings with consistent
character representative of specific building styles.
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Brewster Street

Gladstone Road

Character controls - the stylistic diversity within Napier Hill suggests that any design controls for ‘building
style’ would not be appropriate. However, introducing some form of character management with regard
to: (a) pre-1940 buildings across the area as whole (e.g. demolition controls); or (b) only in relation to
some of the clusters/groupings of buildings with a consistent character and/or notable individual dwellings
representing a particular architectural style, could be considered.
Option (a) above, which is a blanket management control for pre-1940 buildings over the entire area (e.g.
demolition control), provides a maximum protection of the predominant character. However, this option
does not recognise that not all pre-1940 buildings have the same degree of authenticity, significance
and/or maintenance. Further to this, option (a) will make redevelopment of any pre-1940 building subject
to a resource consent thus hindering new development and therefore could be hard to justify.
Option (b) provides a targeted character management while allowing for redevelopment. This option will
require further investigations to:


formally identify intact clusters/groupings of buildings with a consistent character and/or streetscape
value that demonstrate historic patterns of development, as well as any notable individual buildings
that represent a particular building type or architectural style; and



establish what would be the most effective statutory method of character management for those
buildings.

Recommendations
If the historic significance of Napier Hill residential character is to be recognised:


Undertake investigations to:

(a)

formally identify intact groupings of pre-1940 buildings with a consistent character that demonstrate
historical patterns of development and/or notable individual buildings that represent a particular
building type or architectural style;

(b)

develop a heritage inventory outlining the significance of those buildings; and

(c)

establish what would be the most effective statutory method of character management for those
buildings or groups of buildings.
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3.3

LOT PATTERN
Lot size provides information on the density and grain of development in a given area (measured as the
potential number of units per residential lot).
Information on lot size for the study area was recorded within nine lot size categories. The geographical
distribution of the lots within the individual categories is indicated on the ‘Lot Size’ map (next page).
The chart below shows the relative percentage of lots within each category.

For simplicity, the lot sizes are summarised (percentage of the total) under four broad categories:
Very small lots

up to 300m²

14.0% (most of which are 200m² or below)

Small lots

301-500m²

19.0% (most of which are in the 401-500m² bracket)

Medium lots

501-700m²

24.2% (most of which are in the 501-600m² bracket)

Large lots

701-1001m²+

42.8% (most of which are under 1000m²)

Observations


The lot pattern for the area as a whole is variable with typical lot sizes ranging between 300m² 700m² and 700m² -1000m² +. The vast majority of lots are above 500m².



There is a strong correlation between lot size and topography. For example, the larger lots are
typically associated with areas of steep topography and usually have very low site coverage.



Many of the small lots are located within the very narrow blocks.



The difficulty in redeveloping the large steep lots within the area has largely retained the character of
its landform and associated prominent vegetation.



The majority of the lots have a rectangular shape and most of them are long and narrow. Most
blocks include more than one repetitive or most common lot size. Most lots face the street with their
narrow side.



Typically, lots of identical size/proportions are grouped together and some accommodate similar in
scale, form and type buildings. In this sense, repetition of lots of consistent width tend to produce
identifiable patterns of visual unity in almost all aspects of development.

District Plan - the District Plan provides for one dwelling unit per site with a notional minimum lot size of
500m². Most lots are above 500m². This means that the notional minimum lot size is smaller than the
predominant pattern.
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3.4

SITE COVERAGE
Site coverage is an indicator of development intensity and is closely related to the amount of on-site open
space and associated sense of amenity. It also influences the ability to undertake on-site planting.
The data on site coverage has been recorded within 6 categories using a 10% interval. The percentage of
lots within the same category is indicated on the chart below and their geographic distribution plotted on
the ‘site coverage’ map (see next page).

The data shows that:


The vast majority of lots (more than two-thirds) have a site coverage below 40%, with most of those
being 30% or less.



The site coverage map shows that lots with site coverage below 40% appear evenly distributed
throughout the area. This creates an overall impression of a generally lower density area - an
impression that is enhanced by the extensive vegetation patterns in the area.



Lots with a site coverage above 40% comprise approximately 26% of all lots.



Many of the lots with site a coverage above 50% are associated with non-residential buildings.



Site coverage is an indicator of density and as such is closely related to the amount of open space
within each lot and the ability to undertake landscaping. The aerial photographs of the study area
show a predominant pattern of generally large open spaces within most of the individual lots - these
appear in the form of front and/or rear yards with mature planting.

District Plan Provisions
The District Plan allows 50% site coverage as a permitted activity. There are no specific provisions for
retaining existing significant vegetation as part of new development. Compared to the predominant pattern
of a lower site coverage (with more than half of lots below 30% and the vast majority of lots below 40%),
the current District Plan standard promotes development of a higher intensity.
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3.5

BUILDING HEIGHT
Building height measured as the number of storeys had been recorded within 3 categories corresponding
to one, two and three storeys. The percentage of buildings within each category is indicated on the chart
below and their geographic distribution plotted on the map (see page 25).

The data on building height shows:


The area is dominated by single-storey buildings which comprise more than two-thirds of all the
building stock. The single-storey dwellings are spread almost evenly throughout the area. Relatively
long sections of the same street are often comprised almost exclusively of single-storey buildings,
with a large number of those buildings being pre-1910 buildings.



Two-storey buildings comprise approximately a third of the building stock (30%).



The number of three-storey buildings is limited and these are often associated with non-residential
buildings. Four-storey buildings are extremely rare. Some of the taller buildings, due to their location,
are fairly prominent (e.g. (the remaining buildings on the former Hospital site and some multi-unit
apartment developments such as those at 19 Marine Parade and 22-24 Hospital Terrace. The latter,
due to its location, horizontal bulk and untypical ‘stepping down’ form, is highly prominent sitting at
odds with the scale and character of the area (see photo below).

A limited number of 3+storey buildings: 19 Marine Parade (right), 22-24 Hospital Terrace (left)
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The area is a mixture of one and two-storey buildings



The perception of building height is strongly influenced by the topography. As a result, height of
buildings as indicated on the ‘building height’ map is not always appreciated in views from the
street. This is because topography creates buildings with half levels with the height of many
buildings along their street frontage being different from their height at the rear. Further to this,
variation in topography creates height variation between adjacent dwellings of similar height and/or
increases the height difference between neighbouring dwellings.

Variation in topography creates height variation and influences the perception of building height

District Plan - the District Plan provides for 8m high buildings measured above natural ground level,
which equates to 2 storeys on flat sites. On steeper sites, the apparent building height (using the rolling
height method) could be greater, if some excavations are involved. The current height limit is slightly
greater than the predominant patterns but recognises the mixture of one and two-storey buildings
throughout the area.

Napier Hill Character Zone, District Plan Review |Urban Design Report|
Prepared by Urban Perspectives Ltd | August 2019

24

Napier Hill Character Zone, District Plan Review |Urban Design Report|
Prepared by Urban Perspectives Ltd | August 2019

25

3.6

STREET EDGE CONDITIONS (FRONTAGE SETBACKS, FRONT YARD PLANTING AND FENCING)
Street edge conditions are defined by frontage setbacks, fencing and front yard planting, as well as any
parking areas or garages within the front yards. Street edge conditions are important as they influence
streetscape character and quality.
Frontage setbacks (front yards) and front yard planting


There is no consistent pattern of front yard dimensions. Frontage setbacks are influenced by the
topography and vary throughout the area from as shallow as 1m or less to more than 10m deep.
However, for the majority of the lots (two-thirds of all lots) front yards are 4m or above (refer to
boundary distance map, next page).



The boundary distance map records the setbacks of all buildings, including those on internal/rear
lots, as well as outbuildings. This might explain the large number of lots with frontage setbacks
deeper than 5m. Frontage setback patterns for internal lots are difficult to determine and not critical in
‘character’ terms.



The number of lots with minimal front yards is limited. Dwellings built very close to or at the street
boundary are typically associated with smaller lots and/or steeper lots.



Variation in frontage setbacks occurs between streets as well as between the two sides of the same
street. Houses on sites that slope steeply up from the street often have deeper frontage setbacks
than those on downward-sloping sites located on the opposite side of the same street. Buildings on
corner sites tend not to follow the pattern of their local street.



The pattern of front yard planting varies depending on street orientation and topography. However,
front gardens, some of which have mature vegetation, are a recurring feature throughout the area.

Variable frontage setbacks influenced by the topography
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Location of garages and parking arrangements


Garages, whether free-standing, built into the landform or integrated into the dwelling, are recurring
features throughout the area. Garages built into the landform are less obvious compared the larger
free-standing garages, especially when built on or close to the street boundary.



Many properties have a paved front courtyard used as a parking space or simply devoted to vehicle
access to the dwelling.



Many of the old dwellings and/or those built on small and/or steep sites do not have on-site parking
spaces, while others use their side yard for parking.

Parking within the front yard and garages along the street edge are common throughout the area

District Plan - the District Plan requires 1m front yard, which increases to 5m in relation to garages. There
is no requirement for front yard landscaping. The predominant pattern is of front yards (4m or deeper) is
greater than that required by the District Plan (minimum 3m). The lack of a front yard landscape
requirement does not reflect or help to maintain the current front yard planting patterns. In the context of
the varying topography, the requirement for 2 on-site parking space per unit places further constraints on
the ability to undertake front yard landscaping.

Front and side yard fencing


Street boundaries throughout the area are defined in a variety of ways depending on topography.
Street walls (of varying height), raised terraces/gardens, or steep planted banks are typical along the
steeper streets. In some cases, fencing sits on top of the wall. Low fences are typical along streets
with gentler topography and flatter sites.



Fencing patterns are diverse including in terms of height and style. However, in most cases fences
are low and allow views to the dwelling and its front garden. However, there are also fences of
significant height preventing a direct visual connection with the street.



Tall side boundary fences are not a prominent feature in views from the street, with many properties
having no side boundary fencing. Topography often provides level separation between adjacent
dwellings which in many cases eliminates the need for side fencing.

Variable fencing patterns

District Plan - the District Plan allows 2m high fences along all site boundaries. This provision does not
reflect the fencing pattern typical for the study area and does not promote a safe and attractive
streetscape.
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3.7

SEPARATION DISTANCES
Side and rear yards determine the separation distances between adjacent buildings. Side yards can
influence the perception of density as seen from the street, while rear yards affect open space
arrangements and the opportunity to undertake landscaping.


Separation distances throughout the area are variable but typically vary within the range of 3m to
4m+. Similar to frontage setbacks, separation distances also are influenced by the topography.
Rear yards for most properties are deep and some accommodate extensive vegetation.



Minimal separation distances (less than 2.5m) are not typical, while larger separation distances
usually occur adjacent to rights-of-way or between buildings of different type and scale.



The separation distances between buildings in the study area are accentuated by variation in
topography and the pattern of vegetation within side and rear yards.



Consistency of separation distances is more apparent for blocks with a smaller lot size where
adjacent buildings have similar frontage setbacks. Conversely, consistency of separation distances
is hard to appreciate between buildings with variable setbacks.

District Plan - The District Plan requires a minimum of 1m side and rear yards (and 6m relative to
watercourse or drain). The predominant pattern of side and rear yards across the area is not aligned with
this provision, but is standard across all the residential areas in the city and works in tandem with other
provisions to ensure residential amenity is not compromised.

Separation distances between adjacent buildings allow views from the street to the wider setting

Mature vegetation within private lots is an important ‘character’ attribute which enhances the separation distances
between neighbouring dwellings
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3.8

RECENT DEVELOPMENT TRENDS
This section of the report provides a review of the resource consents issued in the last 10 years (period
between 2009-2019). The purpose of this review is to identify development trends occurring in the study
area to help determine whether the existing District Plan provisions are still appropriate and/or how they
might need to change. The review of the recent consents is focused on infill and multi-unit development,
as those have the greatest influence on density, character and amenity.
The data records the number of consents reviewed; land use activity, scale and intensity of development;
and District Plan standards not complied with (refer to table prepared by Napier City Council, Appendix 1).
Overview
Overall, development for the last 10 years has been slow with only 10 resource consents for multi-unit
development and 8 infill subdivision developments.
Multi-unit development
Type and scale


4 developments for 1 additional stand-alone unit on sites with an existing dwelling/s



2 developments for 2 additional units (townhouses)



1 development for 61 units (notified consent subsequently withdrawn)



1 development for 6 units/ 2 blocks of terraced housing (withdrawn)



1 development for 7 units (stand-alone and townhouses)



1 development of 8? apartment units.

Standards breached relate to:


height and height in relation to boundary infringements (2 developments)



5m frontage setback for garages (1 development)



vehicle access/on-site manoeuvring (2 developments)



maximum density (1 development)



open space provision (2 developments)



earthworks (1 development)



multiple breaches of standards (1 development)

Observations
The recent multi-unit development proposals are of variable scale. Two of the larger developments,
(involving 6 and 61 units) have been withdrawn. It is noted that these developments were submitted prior
to District Plan Change 54 being made operative. The other two larger developments involving (7 and 8
units, have not been implemented to date.
Most of the small-scale developments were compliant with the relevant District Plan provisions (four of
the consents). The remaining proposals have relatively small breaches of the existing standards. Some of
the small-scale developments have not been implemented to date.

4

District Plan Change 5: Building, Subdivision and Multi-Unit Development in the Napier Hill Character Zone, made
operative September 2013.
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Most of the small-scale developments relate to 1-2 additional dwellings on sites with existing buildings,
with the new units usually located at the rear of the respective lot. This reduces their direct impact on the
adjacent streetscape although some of them will be visible in wider views from within the surrounding
area. Proposals which involve new stand-alone dwellings do not appear as multi-unit development in
views form the street and generally fit in with the existing character.

Multi-unit development 160A Battery Rd (1 additional unit) Multi unit development 10 Kowhai Rd (1 additional unit)

Subdivision/infill development


There were 8 infill subdivision consents with four of those for 1 additional unit and four for 2 units.



Six of the consents were compliant, one created a lot smaller than 500m² and one breached the 5m
parking setback.



Except one, all of the newly created lots were above 500m² with most of them well above 600m²,
therefore exceeding the minimum lot size standard.

Observations


Development in the last 10 years has been slow. Demand reasons aside, difficulty in redeveloping
sloping sites and/or acquiring multiple sites for larger-scale redevelopment are likely to be the main
reasons for that.



Recent development indicates a trend towards small-scale infill and multi-unit development mostly
in the form of stand-alone or townhouse dwellings. The review of recent consent applications
showed that small scale multi-unit and infill developments do not raise any significant issues
regarding breaches of the current standards. It also showed that the density associated with recent
infill development is generally lower than the maximum density requirement under the current
District Plan provisions.



However, some of the consents for larger-scale multi-unit developments have raised significant
issues and have subsequently been withdrawn. The largest 61-unit development (on the site of the
former Hukarere Maori Girls School) which was lodged prior Plan Change 5, highlighted the range of
issues arising from large-scale multi-unit development on sloping sites (e.g. vehicle access,
relationship to landform and impact on neighbourhood character and residential amenity).



The review showed that the discretionary activity status of multi-unit development in the study area
(introduced by Plan Change 5) provides an appropriate level of control for managing the effects
associated with multi-unit development.
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4

DISTRICT PLAN PROVISIONS ASSESSMENT
This section of the report assesses the appropriateness of the current District Plan ‘bulk and location’
provisions (Chapter 6/Condition Table) against the findings of the ‘character evaluation’ with reference to
the identified built characteristics of the Napier Hill Character Zone.

4.1

MINIMUM LOT SIZE / MAXIMUM DENSITY
District Plan Condition 6.20 (a) allows for one dwelling unit per site. The minimum lot size is not specified
but Condition 6.20 (b), which requires a concept plan to show how a single dwelling is able to fully
comply with the conditions if the net site area is less than 500m², indirectly implies that the minimum
notional lot size is 500m². This is confirmed by the maximum density provision under the code of
practice for land subdivision and development for the Napier Hill Character Zone (Chapter 66 of the District
Plan).
Discussion
Most lots are above 500m² within a predominant pattern of lot size varying between 500 -1000m². The
predominant lot sizes are generally larger and not strictly aligned with the current District Plan provisions.
Nevertheless, retaining the current density provision can be justified as it encourages small-scale infill
development on the larger sites, while recognising the variation in lot size throughout the area. Recent
development trends as well as older developments, show that small-scale infill development does not
raise significant character or amenity issues and is an appropriate form of intensification for the character
of the study area.
Recommendations


4.2

Retain the current provision.

FRONT YARDS AND FRONT YARD LANDSCAPING
District Plan Condition 6.21/a requires a 3m front yard, which increases to 5m in relation to garages to
provide a vehicle standing bay and reduce impact on the streetscape. There is no requirement for front
yard landscaping. The 3m front yard standard is the same as per the Main Residential Zone. However, the
Main Residential Zone includes also front yard landscaping requirement (for 40% of the front yard to
comprise landscaped permeable surface).
Discussion
The predominant pattern is of relatively generous front yards of 4m or more. This is deeper than that
required by the District Plan minimum front yard of 3m. In many cases, deeper front yards have been
largely used for parking/vehicle access.
While the front yard provision is not strictly aligned with the predominant pattern, it is not unreasonable to
retain it given the diverse range of frontage setbacks throughout the area. However, introducing
mechanisms that allow altering this provision in response to the local context could be considered to
recognise the frontage setbacks variations typical for the area. This is particularly relevant to multi-unit
development.
The lack of a front yard landscape requirement does not reflect the current front yard planting patterns and
associated sense of amenity. The lack of front yard landscape requirement seems to encourage hard
surfaced/impermeable front yard treatment, rather than promote an attractive streetscape. This is
particularly relevant for multi-unit developments where the absence of front yard landscape requirement
can result in extensive hard surfaced vehicle-dominated front yards with little contribution to streetscape
character. This also raises a potential issue regarding the need for surface permeability for storm water
management reasons.
The green character of Napier Hill reflects the front yard landscaping provision applicable to the Main
Residential Zone. Therefore, there is no valid reason why it should not apply to the study area. It is
recognised that a front yard landscape requirement might not be easily achievable for all multi-unit or infill
developments. However, a requirement for a minimum front yard landscaped/permeable area including
tree planting of appropriate type and scale is justifiable from a ‘streetscape character’ perspective, along
with a requirement for the use of textured surface materials for any large vehicle-dominated front yards.
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The requirement for a 5m setback for garages, which is standard across all residential zones, and is
aimed at providing an on-site a vehicle standing bay and avoiding garages at the street edge. This is
appropriate from a streetscape character perspective.
Recommendations:

4.3



Retain the current provision for 3m front yards and 5m setbacks for garages. (Consider an
assessment criterion that allows management of frontage setbacks of multi-unit development in
relation to the predominant pattern of the local street).



Introduce a front yard landscaping requirement for a minimum landscaped/permeable area within the
front yard (e.g. 40%). Consider including an additional requirement for: (a) tree planting of
appropriate type/scale (e.g. one specimen tree per unit); and (b) use of paving or other textured
surface materials for large vehicle-access areas along the street frontage of new developments.

SIDE & REAR YARDS
The District Plan (condition 6.21/b) requires a minimum of 1m side and rear yards and 6m relative to a
watercourse or drain.
Discussion
The side yard provision is slightly lower than, but generally comparable with the existing patterns of
separation distances typical for the study area, but is lower than the typical rear yard patterns. The area as
a whole is characterised by a pronounced pattern of generous rear yards. In most cases the aggregation
of rear yards between adjacent properties form the distinctive green clusters that are a highly valued
amenity feature and an integral part of the area’s landscape character.
The side/rear provisions are standard across all residential areas in the city and work in tandem with the
other provisions to ensure amenity between adjacent dwellings is appropriately managed. This suggests,
that, provided an appropriate landscape area requirement is put into place, the current provisions can be
retained (see also recommendations under 4.6).
Recommendations


4.4

No changes to the current provisions.

HEIGHT & HEIGHT IN RELATION TO BOUNDARY
The District Plan Condition 6.22 provides for 8m high buildings (or up to the streetscape height of
adjacent buildings as determined in accordance with Appendix 8). The maximum height of 8m promotes
2- storey dwellings.
The height in relation to boundary provision (Condition 6.23) is based on a building envelope constructed
by drawing planes along all parts of all site boundaries. The planes commence 3m above ground level at
the site boundary and must be inclined to the horizontal at a 45 degrees angle. These provisions are the
same as for the Main Residential Zone.
Discussion
The study area is a mixture of 1, 2 and a limited number of 3-storey dwellings with single-storey buildings
being the largest in number. The current height provision is appropriate in relation to the predominant
patterns of the zone.
The review of recent developments (last 10 years) does not indicate any significant issues relating to
either the height or the height in relation to boundary provisions. Therefore, there is no reason to change
the current provisions, except for reviewing the need for height in relation to boundary provision along the
street frontage, where it is considered unnecessary. Street width, together with the 3m front yard, provide
a good level of separation from the street without creating visual dominance issues or excessive shading
effects over the street.
Recommendations


Retain the status quo but amend the height in relation to boundary provision to exclude its
application along the street boundary of new dwellings on sites with a street frontage.
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4.5

SITE COVERAGE
The permitted site coverage in the District Plan is 50% (Condition 6.24). There is specific provision for
retaining existing on-site vegetation.
Discussion
The current site coverage provision is higher than the predominant site coverage pattern, which is below
40% for the more than two-thirds of the lots (with most of those being under 30%).
Site coverage is an indicator of density and as such is closely related to the amount of open space within
each lot and the ability to undertake landscaping. The aerial photographs of the study area show that the
existing site coverage allows for generally large open spaces within most of the individual lots - these
appear in the form of front and/or rear yards with mature planting.
If the existing character is to be retained, reducing the site coverage to 40% could be considered to more
closely align with the predominant pattern. Alternatively, the current site coverage provision can be
retained if promoting infill development and encouraging the redevelopment of the smaller lots is more the
priority.
Recommendations

4.6



If the existing character is to be maintained, consider reducing the site coverage to 40%;
alternatively



Retain the current site coverage provision, if infill development as well as the redevelopment of the
smaller lots is to be encouraged.

LANDSCAPED AREA
The District Plan Condition 6.25 requires all new development to provide a landscaped area of not less
than 30% of the net site area. There is no indication of the type/scale of landscaping required. The
landscaped area provision is the same as per the Main Residential Zone.
Based on field work and analysis of aerial maps, the current provision seems to be on the lower side for
most sites, especially given that there is no requirement for front yard planting (see comment under point
4.2 above). The existing pattern of vegetated private green open spaces is one of the main character
attributes of the area that contribute to its prominent green image and high amenity value.
Large scale vegetation and trees in particular are effective in reducing the perception of density associated
with infill and multi-unit development. They help to enhance the separation between adjacent houses, aid
the integration of buildings to the landscape and contribute to the amenity of their wider setting.
New development on sloping sites raises potential issues associated with the extent and treatment of
visible retaining structures. Appropriate landscape treatment can be effective in mitigating the visual
impact of such structures.
Recommendations
(maximum change)


If the existing character is to be mainlined increase the minimum landscaped area (e.g.35-40%) and
include an additional requirement for a minimum of one specimen tree within the open space of
each new dwelling unit.



Regarding new development on sloping sites, consider an additional landscape condition to ensure
the effects of large visible retaining structures are mitigated through appropriate landscape
treatment.

(minimum change)


4.7

If increasing the minimum landscape area is not to be pursued, consider, as a minimum, the
recommendation for tree planting.

OPEN SPACE
The District Plan Condition 6.26 requires each dwelling to have an amount of open space of not less than
50% of the gross floor area of all buildings on the site, except that a minimum of 50m² per dwelling
unit must be provided. Any open space should be able to accommodate a 6m diameter circle and have a
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minimum dimension of 3m (measured at right angles to the perimeter of the area). Open space can
comprise more than one area and must be directly accessible from the unit to which it relates.
Discussion
Condition 6.26 aims to ensure that the size of open space is commensurate to the size of the dwelling
unit. It also implies that the anticipated outcome re ‘usable open space area’ required for each dwelling
unit is approximately 30m² (area of a 6m diameter circle).
The current open space provision generally reflects the existing patterns and is appropriate for the study
area’s character. For multi-unit development on sloping sites usable open space is likely to be in the form
of an upper level deck/s as at grade open space might be difficult to provide due to topography.
Introducing a requirement for a minimum deck area dimensions would be helpful.
Recommendations


4.8

Retain the current provision and consider an additional requirement specifying the minimum deck
area dimensions for dwellings that cannot reasonably provide at grade usable open space (e.g.
minimum deck area 10-12m²/minimum dimension 2.5m).

FENCING
The District Plan (condition 6.30) allows for 2m high fences along all site boundaries. The condition does
not include requirements for the type of fencing.
Discussion
The current provision does not reflect the general patterns throughout the area. It will result in poor
streetscape outcomes and is not appropriate for the character of the study area. High fences, particularly
along street frontages and open spaces, do not support informal surveillance (do not allow visual
connections from within the dwelling to the street/open space) and create undesirable street enclosure
that is detrimental to streetscape amenity/quality.
Recommendations


4.9

Reduce the maximum height of front fences and the visible parts of side fences (e.g. the first 3-5m
from the street boundary) to 1.2m but allow for a potential component of taller permeable fencing in
situations where this is required for privacy (e.g. the development includes private open space within
the front yard). Apply the same fencing provision at the boundary with the street, walkways,
reserves and other public spaces.

PARKING
Chapter 61/Transportation (61.14.A/vehicle parking space) requires 1 vehicle parking space per unit, plus
one additional vehicle parking space clear of the road between the entrance to any notional garage or
carport and the road frontage. These provisions are applied consistently across all residential zones in the
city.
The requirement for two on-site parking spaces creates vehicle dominated street frontages with double
garages facing the street - an issue particularly relevant for multi-unit development. To address this, an
amendment to the parking requirement to a single on-site parking space would be helpful.
Recommendation


4.10

Consider reducing the parking provision to a single parking space per unit.

MULTI-UNIT DEVELOPMENT
The District Plan defines multi-unit residential development as development comprised of two or more
household units regardless of the building typology. Under Condition 6.17 multi-unit development in the
Napier Hill Character Zone is a discretionary activity (unrestricted). Condition 6.17 states that the Council
discretion is unrestricted and that in assessing applications Council will have regard to the objectives and
policies of the District Plan and the assessment criteria in Chapter 12.
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Chapter 12 (Residential Environment assessment criteria) includes assessment criteria for multi-unit
development (section 3). These criteria cover some of the key matters associated with multi-unit
development. However, the criteria are quite general and do not provide a clear guidance on the expected
outcomes. Reviewing the criteria to address the full range of issues associated with multi-unit
development is recommended. It is understood that such a review has already been considered by the
Council and is underway as part of the District Plan review. It is also understood that along with other
amendments the updated criteria will cover effects on neighbourhood character.
The review of recent resource consents showed that small-scale multi-unit development in the study area
did not involve any significant breaches of the current standards and/or created any serious
neighbourhood character issues. However, this was not the case with some of the larger-scale
developments, which highlighted the range of issues arising from large-scale multi-unit development on
sloping sites (e.g. vehicle access, relationship to landform and impact on neighbourhood character and
residential amenity concerns). It is noted that these larger developments (subsequently withdrawn) were
assessed as a controlled activity as they were lodged prior to District Plan Change 5 being made
operative.5
The current discretionary activity status of multi-unit development, along with the reviewed/updated
assessment criteria, would provide a robust framework for the assessment of multi-unit development in
the study area.
Recommendations


Retain the discretionary activity status for multi-unit development.



Review the current assessment criteria for multi-unit development to address the full range of issues
associated with that type of development.



Consider including an Appendix to the multi-unit development assessment criteria which outlines the
area-specific character and amenity features of the Napier Hill Character Zone. This is to provide
context for and facilitate the application of the neighbourhood character assessment criteria. Similar
Appendices could be developed for the remaining character amenity areas6.



Require resource consent applications for new multi-unit development to provide: (a) an appraisal of
the surrounding streetscape character and explain how the proposal has applied the assessment
criteria to respond to that character; and (b) a landscape plan showing proposed hard and soft
landscape features.

5

One of the outcomes of Plan Change 5 was changing the status of multi-unit development from a controlled to a
discretionary activity, along with increasing the minimum lot size to 500m².
6

A good example of using area-specific descriptions of local character (in the form of appendices) to supplement
design guidelines for multi-unit development is the Residential Design Guide in the Wellington District Plan.
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5

APPENDICES

5.1

APPENDIX 1: RECENT RESOURCE CONSENT APPLICATIONS: SUMMARY TABLE
The following table has been prepared by Napier City Council.
Multi-Unit Development
Address

160A
Road

Date
consent
Battery

of

January 2009

Number
units

of

2
(one
additional)

General characteristics

Provisions
breached

New two storey house by
the road with double garage

Height in relation
to boundary
Maximum height

46
Terrace

Napier

Withdrawn

61

55 units have access onto
Napier Terrace, whilst 6
access via Hooker Avenue.
Notified in early 2008 with a
total of 84 opposing
submissions. Issues include
impacts
on
roading
network, visual amenity,
etc.

Subdivision
does not comply
with
relevant
conditions in the
zone

10 Kowhai Road

August 2010

2
(one
additional, one
existing)

Additional dwelling will be
situated within one of the
lots created by the recent
boundary adjustment. Will
be three storeys high, will
be facilitated by excavating
existing
ground
to
accommodate
the
construction of a basement
garage.

None

185
Shakespeare
Road

February 2012

2 townhouses

2 townhouses

Open space

83 Milton Road

June 2011

4
(one
additional, three
existing)

The new dwelling is a
traditional villa style, three
storeys high with a steep
pitched roof consistent with
the
nature
of
the
architecture

None

32 Coote Road

May 2012

6

A block of three will be
located along the boundary
of 30 Coote Road, with
another block of three along
the frontage of Priestley
Road.

Open space

Parking
access

Withdrawn

and

Car parking
Onsite
manoeuvring
Earthworks
greater
than
100m3
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28 Milton Road

August 2011

3
(one
additional, two
existing)

New dwelling at the rear of
the existing two units
(located within a single
building). Total site area
1062m². Site steep with
trees and long grass. 3 car
garage built into the hill.

Front
yard
(notional garage
only)
Width of parking
space
for
notional garages
only.
All
else
compliant.

11
Road

Paradise

March 2012

7 total (4 units
on 11 Paradise
Road and 3
units at 12
Chaucer Road)

Each
unit
has
2
bedrooms/bathrooms/dining
living areas, in theory
providing a unit for two
single
people
living
separately
except
for
kitchen facilities.

Compliant

12
Street

George

March 2012

2
(remove
existing house
to
construct
two
new
buildings)

New buildings consist of
one 3 story building with 2
units as well as another
single-story subterranean
dwelling.

None

11
Hospital
Terrace

December
2014

Infill Subdivisions
Address

Date

Proposed lot size

Number of
units

General
characteristics

Provisions
breached

56 Simla
Road

November
2014

Lot 1 - 610m²

2

Compliant

Compliant

2

Compliant. Lot 2
has
frontage
onto Thompson
Road (Lot 1 onto
Coote Road)

Compliant

2

Compliant

Compliant

2

Compliant

NES
(contaminated
soil) only but
fully remediated

Lot 2 - 860m²
(vacant site)
22 Coote
Road

July 2014

Lot 1 - 500m²
Lot 2 –-590m²

11 Randall
Place

February
2015

Lot 1 - 730m²
Lot 2 - 626m²
(vacant/vegetation)

46 Napier
Terrace

November
2015

12
Chaucer
Road
South

November
2016

Lot 1 - 527m²
Lot 2 –-555m²
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Address

Date

Proposed lot size

Number of
units

General
characteristics

Provisions
breached

28 Burns
Road

June 2017

Lot 1 - 643m²

2
(one
additional)

Compliant. Lot 1
is a steep and
vegetated site, a
preliminary
geotech report
was provided.

Compliant

2
(one
additional)

Lot 1 is a small
site
but
demonstrated
sufficient
offstreet
carparking
(3
vehicles)
and
open space for
the
existing
dwelling.
Sufficient room
on Lot 2 for
dwelling
and
parking.

Lot 1 less than
500m²

3
(one
additional)

Existing 1930s
dwelling is within
the 3m front
yard.

Modifications
proposed to the
existing welling
on Lot 1 to
enable off-street
parking that will
not comply with
5m setback.

Lot 2 - 1510m²
(existing dwelling)

24 Roslyn
Road

February
2018

Lot 1 - 431m²
(330m² net)
Lot 2 - 734m²

3 Terrace
Lane

September
2018

Lot 1 - 504m²
(existing dwelling)
Lot 2 - 630m²
(554m² net)
Lot 3 - 928m²
(existing dwelling)

16 Burke
Street

July 2015

Lot 1 - 501m²
Lot 2 –-1192m²
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Boundary
adjustment will
rectify
an
existing historical
infringement
where the eaves
of the dwelling
encroach into the
neighbouring
property.
2
(one
additional)

Steep
rear
section.
Front
house
two
bedroom
and
built in 2017.

Compliant
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