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INTRODUCTION  

 

1. My name is Melanie Karen Foote. I am a Consultant Planner with 

Resource Management Group Ltd (RMG), an urban and 

environmental planning consultancy, based in Christchurch. I hold 

the qualifications of a Bachelor of Resource Studies and a Post 

Graduate Diploma in Resource Studies from Lincoln University. I am 

a Full Member of the New Zealand Planning Institute.  

2. I have over 14 years’ experience as a planner working in local 

authority and private consultancies within New Zealand and in the 

United Kingdom. Over this time I have prepared and processed a 

variety of resource consents, plan changes, notice of requirements, 

as well as preparation of, and submissions on Plan Changes. This 

has included the associated preparation and presentation of 

evidence  hearings.  

3. I have read the Expert Witness Code of Conduct set out in the 

Environment Court’s Practice Note 2014 and I agree to comply with 

it. My experience as an expert is set out above. I confirm that the 

issues addressed in this statement of evidence are within my area of 

expertise. I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me 

that might alter or detract from the opinions expressed. 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

 

4. Avoca Valley Limited (AVL) seeks to rezone 5.9 hectares of land, 

(Site), to residential suburban as shown on the attached Aerial photo 

in Appendix One. The technical investigations undertaken to date 

and submitted in support of this rezoning proposal have determined 

that the site is suitable for residential purposes and that any adverse 

effects can adequately be mitigated. 
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SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

 

5. My evidence principally relates to the merits  of the rezoning. I have 

given consideration to the higher level policy issues contained in the 

Landuse Recovery Plan (LURP) and the Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement (cRPS) however legal submissions will cover this 

in more detail.    

6. In preparing my evidence I have reviewed: 

6.1 the relevant provisions of the pCRDP; 

6.2 The Independent Hearings Panel’s decisions on the 

Strategic Directions Chapter. 

6.3  the relevant national documents and statutory provisions of 

the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA); 

6.4 the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS) 

6.5 the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP); 

6.6  the further submission from Castle Rock (submitter #2168) 

in support on Avoca Valley’s original submission; 

6.7  the Evidence in Chief for the Christchurch City Council (the 

City Council) 

6.8  Ms Oliver, First Statement of Evidence (Planning - Strategic 

Overview) dated 18 August 2015, and Second Statement of 

Evidence (Planning – Objectives, Policies and Methods, 

Planning Maps and Site Specific Rezoning’s), also dated 

18th August 2015 ; and 

6.9 Ms Bridget O’Brien (Water and Wastewater), dated 18th 

August 2015 
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6.10 Mr Robert Brian Norton (Stormwater), dated 18th August 

2015; 

6.11 Mr Andrew Farquharson Milne (Transport Planning – 

Rezoning’s), dated 18th August 2015. 

 

7. In my evidence I am also relying on the evidence of the Mr Andrew 

Metherell with regard to Transport.   

 

BACKGROUND- LURP REVIEW 

8. AVL submitted on the draft LURP and sought the site be included 

with the “boundary of infrastructure supported priority, existing urban 

and greenfield areas”, and to classify the land as “Priority Residential 

Area Not Yet zoned” in the proposed LURP. The site was not 

included in the Residential Priority area once the LURP was 

gazetted. 

 

9. One of the requirements of the LURP was that it be reviewed and 

monitored, so AVL submitted on the LURP review in May this year 

seeking amendments to the LURP/cRPS to facilitate minor 

amendments to the Urban boundary; and an additional action point 

that required ECan to amend Chapter 6 of the cRPS to allow the 

District Council to make minor amendments to the Urban Limit 

Boundary. 

 

10. A further round of consultation for the LURP review has just closed 

and, to assist stakeholder engagement, the LURP review team 

provided a consultation document which provided the following 

recommendations 2 and 3 which are as follows: 

 
 

2. Any consideration of significant change is best undertaken 

through a more comprehensive future spatial planning process 

or in the review of the Regional Policy Statement including: 

 Any consideration of additional greenfield land 

 Any consideration of further intensification initiatives 

 Any consideration of further significant investment in 

strategic infrastructure 
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3. The minister amend the LURP to show Figure 4 on page 23 

of the LURP as being ‘indicative’ only and remove Appendix 1 

relating to Chapter 6. 

 

11. Draft recommendation 2 deals with “significant” change and 

recommendation 3 proposes to amend the LURP, but not the CPRS. 

The strategy underpinning the recommendations appears to be one 

of relying on a review of the CPRS at some point in the future to deal 

with additional growth options and amending the LURP to provide 

more flexibility for consent authorities when processing resource 

consent applications – this is the “have regard” test as discussed in 

the section 3.3.3 of the Draft Recommendations Consultation 

Pamphlet.  

 

12. These recommendations do not adequately address the ability for 

Councils to consider development proposals through plan change 

and review processes, where the more prescriptive “give effect to” 

test applies in terms of the CRPS provisions. Further in this sense 

they do not adequately address the situation where minor 

development is proposed outside of, and immediately adjoining, the 

boundary of the urban limits.  

 

13. Therefore AVL has sought an additional Recommendation which 

directs the Canterbury Regional Council to amend Policy 6.3.1 of 

Chapter 6 of the CPRS to allow for minor urban development 

proposals immediately adjoining, but outside of, the boundary of 

urban limits. 

 
14. I consider small additional greenfield areas that are not of regional 

significance, but which are the most effective and efficient zoning 

under Section 32 of the RMA, ought to be included as part of the 

pCRDP.  
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STATUTORY CONSIDERATIONS 

 

15. At the heart of the pCRDP are the City Council’s functions, powers 

and duties under the Resource Management Act (RMA). These 

duties are realised through resource management planning 

documents, and in this case, the CRPS and the pCRDP. 

 

16. The pCRDP is also informed by the Land Use Recovery Plan (2013) 

(the LURP) and the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 (the Order in Council).  

 

17. The higher order policy direction contained in the CRPS, the LURP 

and the Strategic Directions for the District – Chapter 3 are of 

particular relevance.  As the site is currently outside the urban limits 

as shown on Map A on page 23 of the LURP and currently not shown 

inside the existing urban area or Greenfield Priority Areas under 

Chapter 6 Map A of the CRPS these higher order policies are 

arguably an impediment to the rezoning of the site.  

 
18. I note Sarah Oliver’s evidence for the Council, filed on 18 August 

2015, supports the rezoning on its merit but does not recommend the 

rezoning on the basis that the land is outside the urban limits as 

shown on Map A on Page 23 of the LURP, is not within the urban 

limits and is not within an identified Greenfield Priority Area under 

Map A of the CRPS. 

 
 

LURP Review 

 
19. As discussed above the LURP is currently being reviewed with the 

LURP Review Draft Recommendations Consultation Document 

Pamphlet which closed for comment on the 28th August 2015. Draft 

Recommendation 3 of this document proposes changes that provide 

for a less prescriptive approach for urban development not 

considered to be ‘significant’ than currently provided for by the LURP. 

The outcome of the review and the final version of the LURP will not 

be known until early 2016. I consider that the outcome of the LURP 
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review may have a direct impact on the potential policy impediments 

for the rezoning of the Site.  

 

Chapter 6 of the CRPS 

 
20. Policy 6.3.1 Development within the Greater Christchurch area, 

restricts any new urban development from occurring outside the 

existing urban areas or Greenfield Priority Areas under Chapter 6, 

Map A.  

21. Policy 6.3.1(1) and (4) of the CRPS are very directive in where local 

authorities must direct new urban activities, with sub clause (4) 

directing Council to ensure new urban activities only to occur within 

existing urban areas or identified greenfield priority areas unless 

expressly provided for in the CRPS. As such while the  rezoning of 

the site is impeded by this policy and the “give effect to” test applies 

Notwithstanding my comments above the site has an urban context 

that has existed for some time despite the rural zoning.  

 

 
 

Strategic Directions for the District – Chapter 3 Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan 

 

22. Objective 3.3.7(c)  of the Strategic Directions Chapter provides for 

urban activities only within existing urban areas and within Greenfield 

Priority Areas contained in the RPS, Chapter 6, Map A.  This chapter 

has primacy over the other objectives and policies of the District Plan 

therefore in this context the proposed rezoning is impeded by this 

policy.  However the LURP Review may result in amendments to 

Chapter 3 Strategic Directions which may lesson or remove the 

current higher level policy impediment to the rezoning of the site. 

 

 

Summary 

While the higher level policies of the cRPS, pCRDP and the LURP  

Review result in a current impediment to the rezoning of the site the 
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site does have an urban context by virtue of the intensive horticultural 

activities and site coverage. 

 

23. Further the LURP Review may lesson or even remove the policy 

impediment to the site rezoning proposal. I note Appendix 2 of my 

evidence covers off all the other relevant objective and policies of the 

pCRDP.  

 

 

AVOCA VALLEYS’S SUBMISSION 

 

24. The original submission of AVL seeks that the  land be rezoned as 

Residential Suburban, rather than Rural Urban fringe as proposed in 

the pCRDP.  

 

25. The Site is 5.9 hectares in area and is shown on the aerial 

photograph contained in Appendix One. I note the site boundaries 

marked on the aerial photograph were inaccurately shown as part of 

the original submission and has been amended with regard to the 

parcel of land where access is gained from Avoca Valley Road. 

 
26.  The site is currently zoned Rural 7 under the Operative Plan. The 

current zoning under the Christchurch City Plan does into accurately 

reflect the land use occurring on site. The horticultural activities on 

site have been in existence since the late 1970’s however the Rural 7 

zoning anticipates intensive primary production with high rural 

amenity values. This is reflected in the site coverage rules for the 

zone, which permits a maximum of 2000m2 of buildings associated 

with rural activity. By comparison the site is almost entirely covered in 

glasshouses, access ways and has very little rural amenity.  

27. It is considered that the site is an anomaly within both the current 

zoning framework and that of the proposed framework because of 

the site coverage and intensive nature of the activities undertaken on 

site. Therefore a residential suburban zoning is sought on the basis 

of the following: 
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27.1 The land is directly adjoining an existing residential 

area, which will ensure the site is well integrated 

with the surrounding pattern of development; 

 

27.2 The site has special characteristics in a sense that 

it is zoned rural, but the horticultural production on 

the site is reliant on an artificial environment, and 

the topsoil has largely been removed from the site. 

The removal of topsoil from the site renders the site 

unusable for future primary production and the like. 

 

27.3 While the land is zoned rural, it already appears to 

be part of the urban environment, and more closely 

resembles the industrial area to the north of the 

State Highway  than it does the rural environment to 

the south; 

 

27.4 The Site will provide the opportunity to offset the 

loss of residential properties within Avoca Valley 

(which occurred as a result of land being red zoned 

because of rock fall risk after the earthquakes), and 

the wider area. While large portions of red-zoned 

land is located in the eastern parts of the city,  there 

are few opportunities for new residential 

developments in these areas which could provide 

for displaced residents. 

 
27.5 There is no provision for residential greenfield sites 

to the south/east of the City on Map A despite the 

fact there have been significant numbers of red 

zoned properties including the Heathcote Valley 

and Port hills area. 

 
 

27.6 The current lease arrangements for the 

glasshouses are under review and may not be 

renewed. Should the glasshouses be removed the 

current and past horticultural uses precludes future 
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rural primary production, as per the proposed Rural 

Urban Fringe zoning, given the top soil has been 

removed from the site. 

 

 

EFFECTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT  

 

28. AVL have undertaken preliminary investigations on site to 

determine the suitability of land for residential development and 

these preliminary investigations are summarised below. 

 

29. Within the original submission it was stated the intention of 

providing an Outline Development Plan (ODP) for the site as part of 

evidence for this hearing.  However a decision has been made that 

an ODP will not be as submitted as part of evidence as in my 

opinion it is  unlikely to be necessary given:; 

 

(i) the transport connections are already prescribed by the 

existing road network and detailed within Mr Metherall’s 

evidence,  

(ii) the site is small in area at 5.9 Hectares yielding 

approximately 60-70 residential sites (once access and 

setbacks and the likes are deducted). I have adopted the 

views of the various technical reports and notwithstanding 

the lack of an ODP the rezoning is considered appropriate. 

(iii) the other constraints such as the Mary Duncan Reserve, 

and the stream boundary already assist with defining the 

site boundary, required setbacks and the like. 

 

Transport Matters 

30. Mr Metherell from Traffic Design Group has very recently been 

commissioned to assist with providing an Integrated Traffic 

Assessment. As a result of time constraints Mr Metherell will 

provide this assessment within his evidence rather than provide a 

separate ITA report. 
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31. I adopt the findings of Mr Metherell which identified, evaluated and 

assessed the various transport and access elements associated 

with the proposed zoning of the Site. He considers that the 

surrounding transportation network could accommodate the 

predicted growth in traffic volumes resulting for the rezoning in a 

manner that is consistent with the City Plan transportation related 

objectives and policies. 

 

32. Council transport witness Mr Milne is not opposed to the Rezoning 

given the multiple access points the site has to the road network 

and as such considers the impacts on the Council controlled road 

network can be managed. 

 

Geotechnical 

 

33. Geotechnical investigations have been undertaken on the site which 

have determined that the site is generally suitable for residential 

development. Cone Pentrometer Tests were undertaken based on 

the Ministry for Business and Innovation Guidelines and this testing 

determined the site would fit within a Technical Category 2. This 

technical category is deemed suitable for residential development. 

 

34. The geotechnical report concluded that the site was not at 

significant risk of rock fall hazards as determined by the Canterbury 

Earthquake Recovery Authority. 

 
35. Council witness Mr Wright notes that the geotechnical report 

identified potential liquefaction but no slope stability issues. 

 
36. I adopt the findings of the geotechnical report that there are no 

geotechnical constraints to this land being rezoned. 

 
 

 

Servicing 

 
37. Preliminary servicing report has been completed and there are no 

servicing constraints on the site. Specifically: 
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a. Water and sewer connections are available through the 

existing Christchurch City Council network. Council witness 

Ms O’Brien has confirmed the site can be adequately 

serviced with water and wastewater and concluded that 

water and wastewater issues do not preclude the site being 

rezoned. 

b. Stormwater is able to be disposed of via the Christchurch 

City Council Network. Council witness Mr Norton has 

confirmed that there are no stormwater impediments to the 

rezoning of the site. 

c. Electricity connections are available on the Orion network. 

d. Telecommunications are available on the Telstra network. 

 

Soil Contamination 

 

38. A Preliminary Site Investigation report has been completed for the 

site and concluded that, while there is minor contamination of the 

land due to current and past land uses, any contamination can be 

remediated to a minor level suitable for residential purposes. 

 

OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES ASSESSMENT 

39. AVL seeks that the site be rezoned from Rural Urban Fringe to 

Residential Suburban. The key higher order policies have been 

outlined earlier in my evidence at paragraphs 15-22. I have 

assessed all the other key relevant objectives and policies and 

summarised these in and table contained in Appendix Two.  

 

40. Overall I conclude that I consider that the rezoning of the site 

accords with all of the lower order relevant objectives and policies 

however the proposed rezoning is not consistent from the higher 

order objectives and policies outlined in paragraphs 15-22 of my 

evidence purely because the site is not located within the urban 

limits nor marked on Map A of the cRPS as a Greenfield Priority 

Area. However the outcome of the LURP review may result in 
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amendments to the higher order policies that may result in the 

proposed rezoning being more aligned.  

 

 

SECTION 32 ANALYSIS  

 

41 Section 32 of the RMA prescribes what should be incorporated into 

and examined within an evaluation however for the purposes of this 

rezoning consideration, (as part of the District Plan Review), a 

summary analysis is provided only. Given the small scale of the site 

and the merits of the plan change I consider this approach to be 

appropriate.  

 

42. Rezoning of the site to Residential Suburban is considered to be the 

most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the RMA. A number 

of investigations have been undertaken to confirm the 

appropriateness of the proposed rezoning which has been outlined 

in paragraphs 28-38. 

 

43. In accordance with Section 32 of the Act the following options were 

evaluated to determine the most appropriate zoning for the site, 

having regard to the efficiency, effectiveness, and the benefits and 

costs. 

 

a. Option A: Retain the notified zoning of the pCRDP zoning of 

Rural Urban Fringe 

b. Option B: Provide for Residential Suburban Zoning 

c. Option C: Provide for Industrial General Zoning 

 
 
 
 
Summary Evaluation 

44. The evaluation is set out in the following table: 
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Options Benefits Costs 

Option A: Retain 

the notified 

zoning of the 

pCRDP of Rural 

Urban Fringe. 

 The notified Rural Urban Fringe 

zoning does not accurately 

reflect the intensive horticultural 

activities that occur on the site. 

Once horticultural uses cease on 

the site due to the loss of topsoil 

future rural use would be difficult. 

Leaves landowner with limited 

options to make an economic 

return from the land.  

The site area would permit one 

dwelling to establish on the Site 

however due to loss of topsoil 

rural lifestyle type activities would 

be difficult given the loss of 

topsoil. I consider this to be a 

highly inefficient use of the land 

given its strategic location and 

suitability for residential use. 

The proposed Rural Urban 

Fringe Zone as notified does not 

provide for the current activities. 

Should horticulture activities 

cease on site and existing use 

rights lapse resource consent 

could be difficult to obtain. 

 

Option B: 

Provide for 

Residential 

Suburban 

Provides for an economic 

future use for the land 

should horticultural 

activities permanently 

Removes the ability to carry out 

future intensive building focussed 

horticultural uses of the site. 
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zoning 

 

cease on the site. 

The site appears to be 

part of the urban 

environment already due 

to the high site coverage. 

The site will provide an 

opportunity to offset the 

loss of red zoned 

residential properties 

within Avoca Valley which 

occurred as a result of 

land being red zoned 

because of rock fall risk 

after the earthquakes. The 

site will provide 

opportunities for new 

residential developments 

in this eastern part of 

town. 

All the preliminary 

investigations and 

transportation assessment 

concludes that the site is 

appropriate for residential 

development. 

Improve the residential 

amenity for existing 

residential properties to 

the north and west of the 

site. 

Reduce the overall 

building bulk and density 

in the area. 

Potentially increase traffic 

movement to and from the site. 



16 

 

The site is small in the 

context of the greater 

Christchurch rebuild, and 

will not have any 

significant impact on the 

supply and demand for 

residential properties. 

Will reduce truck 

movements to the site. 

 

Option three: 

Provide for 

Industrial/Busi

ness General 

zoning or 

similar. 

More easily provides for 

the future ongoing use of 

the land for intensive 

horticultural use than the 

current and proposed 

zoning of the pCRDP. 

Provides for other 

industrial activities 

Avoca Valley Limited considers 

there will likely be future difficulty 

with securing future horticultural 

tenants to lease the site once 

current lease arrangements 

expire next year. 

Existing residential properties 

immediately to the north and 

west would effectively be 

surrounding by non-residential 

activities. 

Could result in additional adverse 

effects with regard to residential 

amenity of nearby residential 

properties. 

 

45. The options above all provide an analysis of balancing the costs 

and benefits of rezoning the site. In my opinion Option 2 is the 

most appropriate in terms of providing for the future use of the 

site.  
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46. Overall the rezoning of the site to residential suburban is 

considered to be the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose 

of the RMA and the objectives of the pCRDP, apart from policy 

3.3.7(c). Residential suburban zoning is considered more 

appropriate than the proposed rural Urban Fringe zoning for the 

reasons I have aforementioned. In my opinion the site has an 

urban context within the existing urban area of Christchurch and 

the rural urban Fringe zoning is entirely inappropriate.  

 

 
 

CONCLUSION 

 

47. In my view the Site can be effectively developed in a manner that 

will adequately mitigate any potential adverse effects resulting 

from the proposed development, while enhancing the overall 

amenity values of the Site and being compatible with the existing 

land use patterns of the surrounding area. 

   

 

 

 

Melanie Foote 

3rd September 2015 
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Appendix 1: Revised Aerial Photograph  
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Appendix 2:  Objectives and Policy Assessment Table 
 

Strategic  Objectives –Operative District Plan 

 Rezoning Alignment 
Comment 

3.3.1 Objective - 
Enabling 
recovery and 
facilitating the 
future 
enhancement of 
the district 

 

The expedited recovery and future 
enhancement of Christchurch as a dynamic, 
prosperous and internationally competitive 
city, in a manner that: 

1. Meets the community’s immediate and 
longer term needs for housing, 
economic development, community 
facilities, infrastructure, transport, and 
social and cultural wellbeing; and 

2. Fosters investment certainty; and 
3. Sustains the important qualities and 

values of the natural environment.  

 

The proposed rezoning 
will accord with this 
objective by providing 
residential housing 
while sustaining the 
natural environment.  

3.3.4 Objective - 
Housing 
capacity and 
choice 

 

23,700 dwellings are enabled through a 
combination of residential intensification, 
brownfield and greenfield development; and  

available to meet the diverse and changing 
population and housing needs of Christchurch 
residents, including:  

1. a choice in housing types, densities 
and locations; and 

2. affordable, community and social 
housing and papakāinga. 

 

The proposed rezoning 
will contribute some 
60-70 houses and will 
provide housing choice 
and a range of density 
in an attractive setting 
where houses have 
been lost in the nearby 
red zone. 

3.3.6 Objective - 
Natural hazards 

 

a.  New subdivision, use and development, 
shall:  

1. be avoided in areas where the risks of 
natural hazards to people, property 
and infrastructure are assessed as 
being unacceptable; and 

2. otherwise be undertaken in a manner 
that ensures the risks of natural 
hazards to people, property and 
infrastructure are appropriately 
mitigated; 

b. Except that new strategic infrastructure 
may be located in areas where the risks of 
natural hazards to people, property and 
other infrastructure are assessed as being 
unacceptable, provided that:  

The proposed site is 
not located in any area 
subject to any 
unacceptable risk form 
natural hazards. The 
site is not subject to 
any slope stability 
issues and 
geotechnical 
assessments conclude 
that the Technical 
category 2 
classification of the site 
is suitable for 
residential 
development. 
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1. there is no reasonable alternative; and  
2. the strategic infrastructure has been 

designed to maintain, as far as 
practicable, its integrity and form 
during natural hazard events. 

 

Proposed Replacement District Plan Chapter 14 (as notified) 

 Rezoning Alignment 
Comments 

14.1.1 Objective 
- Housing supply 

 

A. An increased supply that will:  

1. enable a wide range of housing types, 
sizes, and densities;  

2. meet the diverse needs of the 
community in the immediate recovery 
period; and longer term, including 
social and temporary housing options; 
and  

3. assist in improving housing 
affordability.  

 

The rezoning will 
provide housing choice 
and meet the needs of. 

14.1.1.1 Policy - 
Location density 
and type of 
housing 

 

A. Ensure: 
 

  i.. high density residential development 
in the Central City that achieves a net 
density of 50 households per hectare; 
   ii. existing medium density 
residential areas achieve a net density 
of 30 households per hectare; 
  iii. new residential medium density 
development is immediately available 
and located within and around 
suitable Key Activity Centres and 
larger neighbourhood centres where it 
meets the following criteria: 

        A. achieves a net density of 30 
households per hectare; 

       B. accessible to a public transport 
mode; 
        C. within a 400 metre walkable 
distance of a selected Key Activity 
Centre or larger suburban commercial 
centre; 
        D. able to be efficiently serviced 
by Council owned stormwater, 
wastewater and water supply 
networks; 
        E. located outside Special 
Amenity Areas unless the potential 
adverse effects of increased density 
on the unique residential character 

A supply of a range of 
housing types that 
meets the diverse 
needs of the 
community will be 
provided. 
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and amenity of these areas can be 
mitigated; 
       F. in close proximity to existing 
parks or open space, or where there 
is a local deficiency of parks and open 
space, this is able to be efficiently 
addressed to support medium density 
development; 
        G.is located outside of high 
hazard areas and/or those areas 
where the adverse environmental 
effects of land remediation outweigh 
the benefits; and 
       H. there is adequate potential for 
the land to be redeveloped and yield 
30hh/ha based on the age of the 
housing stock and the presence of 
sufficient vacant land, property 
amalgamation potential, and large 
sites that have not been redeveloped 
in the last 20 years; 
    iv. low and medium residential 
density development in greenfield 
neighbourhoods achieves a net 
density of 15 households per hectare; 
    v. greenfield land is available for 
further residential development up to 
2028; and 
    vi. low density residential 
environments in other existing 
suburban residential areas, and in the 
residential areas of Banks Peninsula, 
are maintained, but limited apartments 
are provided for smaller residential 
units that are compatible with the low 
density suburban environment. 
 

14.1.1.5 Policy - 
Recovery 
housing 

 

Provide for a range of additional housing 
opportunities to meet residential recovery 
needs through redevelopment and additions 
to the existing housing stock and/or vacant 
land, that:  

1. are consistent with the anticipated 
character of any surrounding 
residential environment; 

2. are visually and physically subordinate 
to the principal dwelling;  

3. does not adversely affect pedestrian 
safety and efficiency of traffic 
movements within the street; and 

4. are appropriately laid out and designed 
to provide a high level of residential 
amenity and meet the functional needs 

The proposed rezoning 
is a more appropriate 
land use for the site 
given it immediately 
adjoins an existing 
residential area. 
 
Would provide a higher 
level of residential 
amenity for the 
adjoining residential 
area than which 
currently exists. 
 
The rezoning proposal 
is of a sufficiently small 
enough area to not 
adversely affect the 
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of residents both in the short and the 
long term. 

 

function of the State 
Highway and the 
surrounding road 
network.  
 

14.1.5 Objective 
- High quality 
residential 
environments 

 

a. High quality, sustainable, residential 
neighbourhoods which are well designed, 
have a high level of amenity, and enhance 
local character 

The rezoning of the 
site to residential 
suburban would 
provide a high quality 
sustainable 
neighbourhood and 
enhance the amenity 
of the area. 
 

14.1.5.1 Policy - 
Neighbourhood 
character, 
amenity and 
safety 

 

a. Ensure individual developments 
achieve high quality residential 
environments in all residential areas 
by:  

1. reflecting the context, character, and 
scale of building anticipated in the 
neighbourhood;  

2. contributing to a high quality street 
scene;  

3. providing a high level of internal and 
external amenity;  

4. minimising noise effects from traffic 
and other sources where necessary to 
protect residential amenity;  

5. providing safe, efficient, and easily 
accessible movement for pedestrians, 
cyclists, and vehicles; and  

6. incorporating principles of crime 
prevention through environmental 
design.  

 

The proposed rezoning 
would seek to achieve 
a high quality 
residential 
environment. 

 


