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WHAT HAPPENS AT A HEARING

At the start of the hearing, the Chairperson will introduce the commissioners and council staff
and will briefly outline the procedure. The Chairperson may then call upon the parties
present to introduce themselves to the panel. The Chairperson is addressed as Mr Chairman
or Madam Chair.

Any party intending to give written or spoken evidence in M&ori or speak in sign language
should advise the hearings advisor at least five working days before the hearing so that a
qualified interpreter can be provided.

Catering is not provided at the hearing. Please note that the hearing may be audio recorded.
Scheduling submitters to be heard

A timetable will be prepared approximately one week before the hearing for all submitters
who have returned their hearing attendance form. Please note that during the course of the
hearing changing circumstances may mean the proposed timetable is delayed or brought
forward. Submitters wishing to be heard are requested to ensure they are available to attend
the hearing and present their evidence when required. The hearings advisor will advise
submitters of any changes to the timetable at the earliest possible opportunity.

The Hearing Procedure

The usual hearing procedure (as specified in the Resource Management Act) is:

¢ The applicant will be called upon to present his/her case. The applicant may be
represented by legal counsel or consultants and may call witnesses in support of the
application. After the applicant has presented his/her case, members of the hearing
panel may ask questions to clarify the information presented.

o Submitters (for and against the application) are then called upon to speak. Submitters
may also be represented by legal counsel or consultants and may call withesses on their
behalf. The hearing panel may then question each speaker. The council officer’s report
will identify any submissions received outside of the submission period. At the hearing,
late submitters may be asked to address the panel on why their submission should be
accepted. Late submitters can speak only if the hearing panel accepts the late
submission.

e Should you wish to present written information (evidence) in support of your application or
your submission please ensure you provide the number of copies indicated in the
notification letter.

e Only members of the hearing panel can ask questions about submissions or evidence.
Attendees may suggest questions for the panel to ask but it does not have to ask them.
No cross-examination - either by the applicant or by those who have lodged submissions
— is permitted at the hearing.

o After the applicant and submitters have presented their cases, the chairperson may call
upon council officers to comment on any matters of fact or clarification.

o When those who have lodged submissions and wish to be heard have completed their
presentations, the applicant or his/her representative has the right to summarise the
application and reply to matters raised by submitters. Hearing panel members may
further question the applicant at this stage.

o The chairperson then generally closes the hearing and the applicant, submitters and their
representatives leave the room. The hearing panel will then deliberate “in committee” and
make its decision by way of formal resolution. You will be informed in writing of the
decision and the reasons for it.
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Hearing Report for Proposed Private Plan Change 25: (Warkworth
North) to the Auckland Unitary Plan (Operative in part)

Section 42A Hearing Report under the Resource Management Act 1991
Report to: Hearing Commissioners
Hearing Date/s: 6, 7 and 8 November 2019

File No: Hearing Report — Proposed Private Plan Change 25 (PPC25)

File Reference

Report Author lla Daniels, Principal Planner, Campbell Brown Planning Ltd

Report Peter Vari, Team Leader Planning, North, West and Islands, Plans and
Approvers Places

Report 11" October 2019

produced

Summary of Proposed Notified Plan Change 25 (Warkworth North): Rezone 99ha of
land in Warkworth North from Future Urban Zone to a range of residential and business
zones.

PPC25 as notified' seeks to apply the following AUP (OP) zones:

- Residential — Single House

- Residential — Mixed Housing Suburban
- Residential — Mixed Housing Urban

- Business — Neighbourhood Centre

- Business — Light Industry

PPC25 seeks to introduce a new precinct known as ‘Warkworth North Precinct’? which
includes various provisions over a part of the Warkworth North land between Falls Road and
SH1 and includes a further sub-precinct A to Stubbs Farm portion only. There are a number
of plans attached to the precinct being:

- Precinct Plan 1 — Warkworth
- Precinct Plan 2 — Warkworth North SWCMP — Streams

1 Submission 23 from TCL seeks to amend all these notified zones.
2 Refer Appendix 1 of the Hearing Report



- Precinct Plan 2 — Warkworth North SWCMP — Sub Precinct A (1 of 2)
- Precinct Plan 3 — Road Sections and Road Stormwater Management

PPC25 seeks to extend a number of overlays or controls over the site:

o The addition of two areas of Significant Ecological Area overlay on 220 Falls

Road; and

e Extend the Stormwater Management Area Control - WARKWORTH Flow 1 over
the whole plan change area.

Plan subject to change

Auckland Unitary Plan (Operative in part), 2016

Number and name of change

Proposed Plan Change 25 — (Warkworth North) to the
Auckland Unitary Plan

Status of Plan

Operative in part

Type of change

Proposed Private Plan Change

Committee date of approval (or
adoption) for notification

5" February 2019

Parts of the Auckland Unitary
Plan affected by the proposed
plan change

e Zoning Maps
e  Chapter | Precincts — North — Warkworth North

e Chapter L Schedules — Schedule 3 — Significant
Ecological Areas

e  Stormwater Management Area Control: Warkworth
Flow 1

Date draft proposed plan
change was sent to iwi for
feedback

June 2018 (see Attachment 7 of the Private Plan
Change Request Application within Appendix 2)

Date of notification of the
proposed plan change and
whether it was publicly notified
or limited notified

16 May 2019
Public Notification

Plan development process | Normal

used - collaborative,

streamlined or normal

Submissions received 35

Date summary of submissions | 29 August 2019
notified

Number of further submissions | 9

received

Legal Effect at Notification None

Main issues or topics emerging
from all submissions

e Lack of alignment with the Warkworth Structure
Plan in terms of zoning pattern, green network and
roading pattern and potential to undermine forward
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planning for Warkworth town;

Inadequacy of transport assessments including
traffic modelling, street typologies and movement
plans;

Lack of certainty around route protection for
Western Link Road, alignment and delivery;
Fundamental changes sought by Turnstone via its
submission on a number of matters including
seeking to apply a different number, size and
range of zones across the land;

Extent of employment land delivered by the plan
change compared to the Warkworth Structure
Plan;

Suitability of the centre zoning and size and
whether it should be a Neighbourhood or Local
centre zone

Lack of funding or alternative mechanism identified
to ensure transport infrastructure and services;
Transitional zoning adjacent to Viv Davie Martin
Drive area and northern side of valley;

Intensity of residential zonings across the site;
Location of further road connections and lack of
internal collector roading on precinct plan;
Stormwater and stream management across the
plan change area, including adequacy of the
Stormwater Management Plan and understanding
of flooding effects;

Urban design approach to the central stream
corridor and interface with residential and business
zoning;

Lack of information on management of reverse
sensitivity issues between residential and industrial
land;

Need for a gateway landscape treatment along
SH1 and the business zonings; and

Provision of walking and cycling connections
across the site and delivery of these facilities.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.

Proposed Private Plan Change 25 (Warkworth North) (‘PPC25’ or ‘Plan Change’) to
the Auckland Unitary Plan (Operative in Part) (AUP(OP)’) as notified seeks to rezone
99ha of land in Warkworth North from Future Urban Zone to a range of residential and
business zones, and introduce a new precinct ‘Warkworth North’.

2.  The purpose of PPC25 is principally to enable urbanisation of the land for a range of
residential and business zones across the plan change area.

3.  The normal plan change process set out in Schedule 1 of the Resource Management
Act 1991 (‘RMA’) was adhered to in the processing of PPC25.

4.  Council received a private plan change request on 29" March 2018 from Turnstone

Capital Limited (“TCL’). Further information was sought from TCL, under clause 23 of
schedule 1 on the 30" April and 9" July 2018. TCL provide additional information or
updated documents on the 9™ July, 17" October and 15" January 2019. The private
plan change request was accepted for processing by the Planning Committee on 5
February 2019.

10
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10.

11.

12.

13.

PPC25 was publicly notified on the 16" May 2019 with submissions closing on the 5™
July 2019. It was agreed between the applicant and Council that notification of the
privately initiated plan change would be delayed to allow Council to finish the
consultation concurrently being undertaken for the Draft Warkworth Structure Plan to
avoid any confusion amongst the community. The summary of decisions requested in
submissions on PPC25 was then notified for further submissions on the 29" August
2019 and this closed on the 12" September 2019.

A total of 35 submissions were received, with one late submission® and nine further
submissions received.

Auckland Council has made a submission on PPC25 as a result of the work that has
been undertaken in preparing the adopted Warkworth Structure Plan (‘WSP’).
Consequently, it was determined that to prevent any perceived conflict of interest that
an independent consultant planner would be engaged for the s42A reporting on
PPC25. Campbell Brown Planning was engaged at the end of August 2019 to assist in
this regard.

TCL has made a submission on PPC25, for the stated reason that it wished to respond
to the adoption of the Warkworth Structure Plan in June 2019. The submission
identifies that the relief sought was a ‘fundamental change’ to the notified PPC25. It
now seeks a different range and size of zonings to that notified.

In preparing for hearings on PPC25, this hearing report has been prepared in
accordance with section 42A of the RMA.

This report considers the issues raised by submissions and further submissions on
PPC25. The discussion and draft recommendations in this report are intended to assist
the Hearing Commissioners, and those persons or organisations that lodged
submissions on PPC25. The recommendations contained within this report are not the
decisions of the Hearing Commissioners.

This report also forms part of Council’s ongoing obligations, which are to consider the
appropriateness of the proposed provisions, as well as the benefits and costs of any
policies, rules or other methods, when considering issues raised in submissions on
PPC25.

A report in accordance with section 32 of the RMA has also been prepared by the
applicant for this purpose for the privately initiated plan change and is attached in
Appendix 2. This ‘Section 32 evaluation report’ and associated documentation related
to PPC25 can be found on the Council’'s website and should be considered in making
decisions on PPC25.

On the basis of the information available at the time of preparing this report it is
recommended that PPC25 be declined given the inadequacy of information provided
to support the zoning framework and precinct provisions sought for the land,
particularly in respect of traffic, stormwater and economic matters. These matters are
integral to informing the assessment of the most appropriate zoning and precinct
approach to the land and are necessary given the divergence of the proposal from the
recently adopted Council led Warkworth Structure Plan.

3 Submission no. 37 from Mahurangi Action Incorporated received 8" August 2019

11
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1.1.

14.

15.

1.2.

16.

17.

BACKGROUND

PPC25 Purpose

Proposed Private Plan Change 25 (Warkworth North) to the Auckland Unitary Plan
(Operative in Part) seeks to rezone 99ha of land in the Warkworth North area from
Future Urban zone (FUZ) to a mix of residential and business zones in the Auckland
Unitary Plan (Operative in Part).

The private plan change request was lodged with the Council by TCL and the purpose
of PPC25 as outlined in the s32 evaluation report is to enable the applicant to
redevelop the land in a manner that aligns with the zoning sought and increase the
housing and business land supply for Warkworth?.

FUZ Zoning

The land the subject of the Private Plan Change request is zoned FUZ and was
outlined by Council as being an area suitable for urbanisation as part of the ‘RUB
location’ discussions considered during the Independent Hearing Panel process for the
AUP(OP). In particular, the s32 evaluation report notes that Council identified that the
Warkworth North area was suitable because:

e ‘It adjoins the existing Warkworth Urban area and urban development would
support efficient provision (including upgrades) of infrastructure;

e The proposed Puhoi to Warkworth motorway extension in the north provides a
defendable urban boundary;

e The proposed transport upgrades (Puhoi to Warkworth motorway extension;
Matakana Link Road and proposed Western Link Road) make the area highly
accessible;

e The land is of limited rural production value;

e No significant landscapes or areas (Outstanding Natural Landscape or High
Natural Character overlay) or cultural or heritage areas are identified; and

e Reasonable access to social infrastructure (Schools, open spaces, recreation
reserves and community facilities etc”)°

The land was subsequently zoned FUZ in the AUP(OP). This portion of FUZ is
identified within the Future Urban Land Supply Strategy July 2017 (‘FULSS’). The
FULSS seeks to provide for the land falling within the Warkworth North area to be
‘development ready’ from 20226,

4 Section 5.2 of the s32 report, Warkworth North Plan Change, Prepared by Barkers & Associates, dated 21
January 2019
5 Page 6 of the s32 report, Warkworth North Plan Change, Prepared by Barkers & Associates, dated 21 January

2019

6 Future Urban Land Supply Strategy, July 2017, p18

12
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1.3. Land Ownership within the Plan Change Area

18. The applicant and the main landowner for the PPC25 area is TCL, as | understand that
they are the owners of ‘Stubbs Farm Estate’. The land that falls within the TCL
landholding within the private plan change areas is shown in Figure 1 below.

19. The other landowners within the PPC25 area include a number of additional properties
which are identified below. It is noted that the full certificate of title details are included
within Appendix 2 of the s32 evaluation report.

11 Sanderson Road;

86 Hudson Road;

Sec 4 SO 476652, Hudson Road;

27 State Highway 1;

Pt lot 1 DP 180823, State Highway 1;
63 State Highway 1;

. SECT 16 SO 495251, State Highway 1;
Crown Lan Blk 11 Waioneke Survey District SO 33495
Lot 3 DP 209013, Falls Road;

Lot 2 DP 509795, Falls Road;

215 Falls Road;

91 Falls Road;

93 Falls Road;

16 View Road; and

20 View Road.

20. Some of these land owners have submitted on PPC25 and matters raised are
addressed in section 10 of this report’.

1.4. Existing Environment

21. Having visited the PPC25 land on the 19" September 2019, | concur with the
applicant’s description of the land at section 4.1 of the s32 evaluation report.

22. The land at Warkworth North, within the area subject to this request, is primarily used
for farming activities. It is located north-west of Warkworth township within the Rural
Urban Boundary. Warkworth is the largest rural town in the northern part of Auckland.

23. The northern boundary of the area is the existing State Highway 1 (‘SH1’) and the
western boundary is the Puhoi to Warkworth motorway designation, currently under
construction. The Mahurangi River forms the southern boundary with the Hudson
Road industrial estate to the east and the Viv Davie Martin Drive countryside living
area to the south-west. Access to the area is available from Hudson and Falls Roads,
and off SH1.

24. Flood prone lowlands form the northern section of the Warkworth North land, adjacent
to SH1. These lowlands rise to a clearly defined central ridge which runs north to
south primarily through the Stubbs Farm portion of the land. The topography is
undulating and rolling in part to steep along the central ridge and down to the
Mahurangi Stream.

7 Submission Numbers 7, 13, 15, refer Appendix 4
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Figure 1: Boundary of PPC 25 (shown as a dotted line), existing zoning and extent of TCL

Landholdings (shown in dark purple) (Source: Warkworth North Plan Change, prepared by Barkers &

25.

26.

Associates, dated 21 January 2019).

Most of the area is covered in pasture of limited production value. There are three
isolated pockets of indigenous vegetation, some of which include streams and
wetlands. The area includes a number of unnamed intermittent streams which flow to
the main tributary to the Mahurangi River. A Significant Ecological Area (SEA_ T_2294
in the Auckland Unitary Plan) is located on the site at 223 Falls Road taking in riparian
forest. An esplanade reserve partially extends along the Mahurangi River and is
vested in Council.

Hudson Road and Sanderson Road

Both Hudson and Sanderson Road comprise a range of light industrial activities and
include the Watercare water treatment facility, storage uses, Atlas concrete batching
plant, contractors yards, a plastics company, motor vehicle operations and small
offices. A new Pak ‘n’ Save complex and other bulk retail is under construction on the

Page 10
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27.

28.

29.

1.5.

30.

corner of Hudson and SH1, opposite the Z petrol station. It is noted that one side of
Hudson Road is zoned LIZ whilst the opposite east side is zoned SHZ and is located
at a higher elevation.

North of State Highway 1

To the north of the PPC25 area includes the Warkworth Showgrounds, a timber yard
and a number of rural properties. The rural properties have been live zoned for light
industrial purposes as part of the AUP process and a resource consent has been
lodged at 42A, 102, and 104 State Highway 1 for 94 industrial lots®.

Falls Road Area

Adjacent to the central PPC25 area on the southern side of Falls Road is land that is
rural in appearance with sloping topography that drops down to the Mahurangi River
below. Falls Road becomes more urban in appearance to the east of the intersection
with Hudson Road with use predominantly for residential purposes, typically featuring
detached housing on full sites being reflective of the existing SHZ. Falls Road further
eastwards becomes Hill Street and the Warkworth Primary School is located on this
road.

Mansel Drive Area

The new bridge across Mahurangi Drive was constructed in 2017 by Auckland
Transport and is known as Stage 1 of the Warkworth Western Collector. The area to
the south west is dominated on the west of Mansel Drive by the large Summerset
Retirement Village and Hospital which includes a range of housing typologies - small
single level units, to serviced apartments and hospital level care buildings. To the east
of Mansel Drive the zoning is light industrial and features a range of uses including
industrial and bulk retail uses, with a large Mitre 10 depot.

Lodged Documents

The applicant has provided the following reports and documents to support its
application for PPC25:

Warkworth North Private Plan Change Request, Section 32 Assessment Report,
prepared by Rachel Morgan and Burnette O’Connor, Barker & Associates Ltd and
dated 21%t January 2019;

Appendix 1: Planning Maps and Precinct Provisions and Plans comprising:

- Proposed Zoning Map

- Proposed SEA Overlay Map

- SMAF Control Map

- Precinct Plan 1 — Warkworth

- Precinct Plan 2 — Warkworth North SWCMP

- Precinct Plan 2 — Warkworth North SWCMP — Sub Precinct A (1 of 2)
- Precinct Plan 3 — Road Sections and Road Stormwater Management

Appendix 2: List of Affected Properties and Certificates of Title;

8 Council Reference BUNG60326958
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Appendix 3: Legal Opinion addressing Clause 25 matters, prepared by Bronwyn
Carruthers and Aidan Cameron dated 215 March 2018:;

Appendix 4: Warkworth North Structure Plan, prepared by Turnstone Capital, dated
January 2019;

Appendix 5: Warkworth Spatial Plan, prepared by Warkworth Spatial Plan Working
Group and dated November 2017;

Appendix 6: Consultation Report, prepared by Barker & Associates Ltd and dated 29
June 2019;

Appendix 7: Cultural Impacts Assessment for Warkworth Road Structure Plan,
prepared by Te Kawerau a Maki Settlement Trust and Tribal Authority and dated July
2017;

Appendix 7: Cultural Values Assessment for the Warkworth North Structure Plan and
Associated Development, prepared by Fiona McKenzie for the Ngati Manuhiri Kaitiaki
Charitable Trust and dated May 2017;

Appendix 8: Warkworth North Proposes Plan Change, Economic Assessment,
prepared by McDermott Consultants and dated January 2019;

Appendix 9: Neighbourhood Design Statement, prepared by Architects Pacific
Environments, Revision J and dated January 2019;

Appendix 10: Warkworth North, Structure Plan and Proposed Plan Change Landscape
and Visual Assessment, prepared by Littoralis and dated January 2019;

Appendix 11: Warkworth North Structure Plan, Open Spaces and Community
Facilities, prepared by Barker & Associates Ltd and dated 29 June 2019;

Appendix 12: Stubbs Farm Plan Change, Integrated Transportation Assessment,
prepared by Harrison Grierson and dated May 2019;

Appendix 13: Ecological Assessment, Warkworth North, prepared by Bioresearches
and dated 3 May 2019;

Appendix 14: Land Development Report, Warkworth North Plan Change, prepared by
Chester and dated 3 May 2019

Appendix 15: Warkworth North Structure Plan and Plan Change: Archaeological
Assessment, Heritage and Archaeology Report, prepared by Clough & Associates Ltd
and dated May 2019;

Appendix 16: Environmental Site Investigation, Warkworth Private Plan Change,
prepared by Babbage and dated 23™ January 2019;

Appendix 17: Geotechnical engineering Feasibility Assessment, Proposed Plan
Change North Warkworth Area, Warkworth, prepared by KGA and dated 18 January
2019;

Appendix 18: Time line for Infrastructure Provision and Urban Development —
Warkworth North Structure Plan Area;
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1.6.

1.6.1

31.

32.

33.

34.

Appendix 19: Objectives and Policies Assessment Table;
Appendix 20: Urban Design Assessment Table of Plan Provisions;

Appendix 21: Acoustic Assessment, prepared by Styles Group and dated 3 May
2019; and

Appendix 22: Arboricultural Report, Warkworth North Private Plan Change on Notable
Trees Assessment, prepared by The Tree Consultancy Company and dated 18
September 2018.

Structure Plans

.Turnstone Capital Ltd - Warkworth North Structure Plan 2018

Given the application was lodged in 2018 and accepted for processing in February
2019 it predated the adoption of the Council led Warkworth Structure Plan.
Consequently, the applicant has submitted a Structure Plan for the site and adjacent
area to inform and support the plan change request.

The TCL Warkworth North Structure Plan (‘WNSP’) is appended as Appendix 4 to the
PPC25 application. The Structure Plan covers 120 ha of the 324 ha of FUZ within the
Warkworth North area, refer Figure 2 below. The majority of land is rural in nature
apart from the existing Hudson Road properties. The boundaries for the Structure
Plan are SH1 to the North, Hudson Road to the east, Mahurangi Stream and Falls
Road to the south and Viv Davie Martin Drive and motorway designation corridor to the
west/ northwest, as shown in Figure 2.

The Structure Plan outlines that it has considered the opportunities and constraints of
the identified area both in terms of the subject site and the wider Warkworth area.

The Structure Plan identifies that it has been prepared in accordance with Appendix 1
of the AUP(OP) and identifies the constraints and opportunities for urban development
within the wider area, including the local, strategic and statutory context for
development. The key outcomes of the Structure Plan are summarised within the s32
report as being:

o “The potential location of the proposed Western Link Road that will be the key
collector road and could provide access to the site traversing the eastern
boundary of the Structure Plan area (if this is not the chosen location for the
Western Link then the alignment or similar would be retained as a local road);

. The location of the watercourses and remnant bush areas;

o The need to provide an open space network that is useable, accessible and
responds to site characteristics;

o The topography of the site and location of key ridgelines;

o The desire to minimise earthworks and manage visual landscape and
character effects;
o The need to manage potential reverse sensitivity and amenity effects, taking

into account the nature of surrounding land uses:

Page 13

17



35.

36.

o The expected low market attractiveness for business uses in those parts of
the Structure Plan area with steeper topography; and

o The need to manage potential effects on the vitality and amenity of other
centres in Warkworth™.

Figure 2: Warkworth North Structure Plan, prepared by Turnstone January 2019

Based on these drivers and the framework of the AUP (OP), the WNSP proposed a
series of land uses including a mixture of residential and business uses including light
industry, and a neighbourhood centre, a linear open space network and Western Link
Road (‘WLR’). Figure 2 above illustrates an indicative road network, and identifies the
open space network concentrated around existing remnant bush and water courses.

The Structure Plan was supported by a number of documents appended to the s32
evaluation report and outlined in section 1.5 above.

9 Section 8.1.2, s32 Report, Warkworth North Plan Change, Prepared by Barker & Associates, dated 21 January

2019
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1.6.2. Auckland Council - Warkworth Structure Plan Adopted June 2019

37. Council adopted the WSP in June 2019 after progressing the structure plan process in
Warkworth for the past 18 months. It is understood that there were a number of
conversations with TCL about this document in terms of amendments made to PPC 25
prior to the acceptance and notification of PPC25. Further, the timing for notification
was amended to cater for the dual consultation occurring at the time with both PPC25
and WSP out for consideration. Since adoption, the WSP has informed both Council’s
and other submissions on the plan change.

38. The Warkworth Structure Plan sets out a pattern of land use and a network of
transport and other infrastructure for the 1,000ha of Future Urban zoned land around
Warkworth. The structure plan is intended to be the foundation to inform future plan
changes to rezone the land.

39. Before Future Urban zoned areas are urbanised (and ‘live’ zoned), the AUP (OP)
requires structure planning to occur. The Auckland Unitary Plan also contains
guidance on the matters to be addressed in a structure plan (Appendix 1 of the
Auckland Unitary Plan). The Warkworth Structure Plan followed these guidelines.

40. The process to create the WSP began in December 2017 with the preparation of a
series of technical ‘topic reports’ to understand the existing environment within the
study area and the opportunities and constraints for development. The topic reports
covered various areas such as heritage and archaeology, stormwater, transport,
environment, along with others.

41. During April 2018, the initial phase of public consultation for the project was
undertaken to promote awareness of the project and understand what stakeholders
value as Warkworth grows.

42. The next phase of the structure plan was community structure plan workshops in June
2018. The purpose of the workshops was to involve the public in ‘hands-on’ sessions
to generate ideas on how the Warkworth Structure Plan could look in terms of a land
use layout and supporting infrastructure. The Council then reported back to the
community in August 2018 through two open days to summarise the outcomes of the
workshops.

43. A draft Warkworth Structure Plan was then developed using inputs from the topic
reports (opportunities and constraints), consultation feedback (April 2018), the
community workshops ideas, and internal Council specialist workshops. The draft plan
was then taken out for feedback from the community in February 2019. The feedback
on the draft plan was reviewed and some changes were made to produce the final
Warkworth Structure Plan that was adopted in June 2019.

44. During the process the Council worked with various infrastructure providers and
organisations including Auckland Transport, NZTA, Vector, Chorus, Ministry of
Education, and Watercare. Consultation occurred throughout the whole project with
Mana Whenua. At a political level the project was overseen by a political working
group made up of councillors, local board representatives, and members of the
Independent Maori Statutory Board. The Rodney Local Board was also consulted
throughout the process.
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Figure 3: Council Led Warkworth Structure Plan, adopted June 2019

High-level outcomes of the Warkworth Structure Plan

45. The key high-level features of the Warkworth Structure Plan are listed below:

e Ecological and stormwater areas are set aside from any built urban
development.

e The new residential areas across the Future Urban zone enable around 7,500
dwellings and offer a range of living types from spacious sections around the
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fringe to more intensive dwellings such as town houses and apartments around
the new small centres and along public transport routes.

o Warkworth’s local and rural character is protected through various measures
including provisions to protect the bush-clad town centre backdrop by the
Mahurangi River and retaining the Morrison’s Heritage Orchard as a rural feature
of the town.

o New employment areas are identified, comprising land for new industry (e.g.
warehousing, manufacturing, wholesalers, repair services) and land for small
centres (e.g. convenience retail, local offices, restaurants/cafés). The existing
Warkworth town centre by the Mahurangi River will remain as the focal point of
the town.

46. The structure plan identifies infrastructure to support the future land uses that include:

o Prioritising active transport in Warkworth through a separated walking and
cycling network providing connectivity to new and existing centres, employment
areas, schools and public transport stations.

¢ A roading network including a potential southern interchange on Ara Tuhono —
Pdhoi to Warkworth (south facing ramps only).

e A public transport network built upon the recently introduced ‘New Network for
Warkworth’ and in the long term has a bus station/interchange in Warkworth’s
southern Local Centre and a proposed new Park and Ride near the potential Ara
Tdhono — Pahoi to Warkworth southern interchange.

e Other infrastructure providers for utilities such as wastewater, water, power
supply, telephone, broadband, community facilities, schools, and healthcare
have plans underway to service the planned growth of Warkworth.

47. The structure plan notes that the development of Warkworth’s FUZ is sequenced in
stages over the next 20 years as bulk infrastructure capacity allows. It will be
implemented through a series of plan changes to rezone the Future Urban zone.

48. The structure plan recognises that it is not an exact site by site zoning map with the
accuracy required for a statutory plan change. The WSP states on page 23 that “the
structure plan shows zone boundaries in a general way...and will be refined later
through the plan change process”.

49. While localised zone boundaries may be subject to change, the main structural land
use elements such as larger centres and industrial areas are not anticipated to be
altered without significant additional evidence and reasons.

1.7. Clause 23 Requests for Further Information

50. On the 30" April 2018, prior to accepting PPC25, the Council requested that the
applicant provide further information in accordance with Clause 23 of Schedule 1 to
the RMA. This request is attached as Appendix 7 to this report. The purpose of the
further information request was to enable Council to better understand the effects of
PPC25 on the environment and the ways in which adverse effects may be mitigated.
The key information sought through the Clause 23 request related to the following
matters:

o Auckland Unitary Plan (operative in part) (AUP) objectives and policies
¢ Implementation including:
- precinct plan
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51.

52.

53.

- stormwater management plan

- roads and open space networks
- road network

- streams

Consultation
Reverse Sensitivity (Noise and Air Quality)
Geotechnical

Land Development
Flooding

Hydrology Mitigation
Water Quality
Streams

Wetlands

Ecology

Urban Design
Economics

The applicant responded to the Clause 23 request on the 9" July 2018. This response
is also contained within Appendix 7 to this report and comprises a letter and a series
of updated reports.

On the 30" July 2018 the Council responded to TCL advising that further information
was still required on a number of matters being:

Auckland Unitary Plan (operative in part) (AUP) objectives and policies

Implementation including:
- precinct plan
- stormwater management plan
- roads and open space networks
- road network
- streams

Section 32 evaluation report

Urban design

Geotechnical

Water quality

Flooding

The applicant responded to the outstanding Clause 23 matters on 17" October and
15" January 2018. These responses resulted in the package of information outlined at
section 1.5 above. Council staff who evaluated the request considered that the
applicant had provided sufficient information to enable the request to be considered for
processing. Following this it was taken to the Council’s Planning Committee on 5
February 2019 for a decision under clause 25. The report did identify that there were
still some matters outstanding and these could be addressed via submissions and
hearing process or for non-RMA matters to be resolved in parallel to the PPC process.
PPC25 was publicly notified on the 16" May 2019 with submissions closing on the 5™
July 2019.

Page 18

22



1.8. Relevant Consenting

54. There are a number of lodged or determined resource consents or notices of
requirement either on or adjacent to the PPC25 land which are of interest when
assessing the plan change. These have been identified below.

1.8.1. 223 Falls Road and Lot 1 DP 508375, Warkworth

55. A non-complying land use and subdivision consent application is currently being
processed by Auckland Council (Reference BUN60339957) at 223 Falls Road (Lot 1
DP 508375). This site falls within the PPC25 land area and is owned by TCL, though
the applicant is Falls Road Limited. The consent proposes a four stage 51 lot fee
simple subdivision including two roads to vest, four local purpose reserves and an
esplanade reserve (refer Figure 4 below). It requires consent for subdivision within the
FUZ, extensive earthworks, removal of vegetation within a SEA overlay and installation
of stormwater, wastewater, water and general utility connections. The public
notification submission period ended on the 71" October 2019.

Figure 4: Proposed Subdivision of 223 Falls Road, Warkworth (Source: Resource Consent
Application for 223 Falls Road, Warkworth, prepared by Barker & Associates, dated 20 May 2019)
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1.8.2. 220 Falls Road and 12 and 22 Sanderson Road — Stubbs Farm Estate

56. A non-complying bulk earthworks and stream works consent application has been
lodged with Auckland Council (Reference: BUN60344551) at 220 Falls Road, 12 and
22 Sanderson Road, Warkworth. The consent covers the area known as sub-precinct
A on the PPC25 application. The application outlines that it seeks consent to
undertake bulk earthworks in preparation for the intended future urban zoning of the
site. The bulk earthworks cover the majority of the Stubbs Farm site as identified in
Figure 1 above and involve a cut of 468,111m?® and fill of 243,518m?3. The majority of
existing bush is identified to be protected but the earthworks will result in loss of
1,370m? of existing bush and riparian margin. In terms of stream works, 316m of
stream reclamation and two culverts of 49m and 65m on two watercourses for the
WLR is identified.

1.8.3. Sec 4 SO 476652, Hudson Road - Pak ‘n’ Save Development

57. A discretionary land use consent and a stormwater permit was granted by Auckland
Council (Reference BUN60332296) on the 7" August 2019 for the redevelopment of
part of the GBZ site at the corner of Hudson Road and SH1 for land known as Sec 4
SO 476652. The consent holder is the National Trading Company of NZ Ltd, and the
consents provide for a 5,200m? supermarket with associated four pump petrol facility,
a large format retail store of 5,300m? and a smaller retail development with tenancies
totalling 550m? (refer Figure 5 below). It is known as the Pak ‘n’ Save development.

1.8.4. 42A, 102 and 104 State Highway 1 — Industrial Estate

58. The Auckland Council is currently considering an application at the above site for a
staged industrial subdivision to create 94 industrial lots, vest a number for roads,
earthworks, stream works and riparian planting protection (refer Figure 6 below). The
landowner (Goatley Holdings) has lodged a submission on PPC25.

1.8.5. Matakana Link Road — Notice of Requirement

59. A Notice of Requirement (‘NOR’) and associated resource consent applications for the
construction, operation and maintenance of the Matakana Link Road were notified on
the 15t November 2018. A hearing was held on the 27", 28" and 29" March and 1%t
April, and a recommendation to confirm the designation and approve the resource
consent was made by Independent Commissioners on the 6" June 2019. Auckland
Transport (‘AT’) confirmed as the Requiring Authority that it accepted the
Commissioners’ recommendation on the 16" July 2019. The plans attached to the
confirmation identified that the intersection adjacent to SH1 will be provided by NZTA.
This NOR and the related resource consent have been appealed and are currently
going through a mediation process with the parties involved. It is anticipated that AT
and NZTA will be able to update the commissioners on this matter at the hearing.
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Figure 5: Approved Redevelopment Plan for Supermarket and other Retail at Sec 4 SO 476652,
Hudson Road, Warkworth (Source: Stiffe Hooker Plan attached to Resource Consent Decision
BUN60332296)

1.8.6. State Highway 1 — Notice of Requirement

60.

The request to alter designation 6763 and a related resource consent application was

lodged by NZ Transport Agency, and was limited notified on the 15" November 2018.
The alteration seeks to widen State Highway One (‘SH1’) for 800m between Hudson
Road and the northern connection to the Puhoi to Warkworth (‘P2Wk’) motorway and
to construct the intersection with the future Matakana Link Road (‘MLR’). A hearing
was held on the 12" March 2019 with a recommendation made by independent
commissioners on the 8" May 2019 to confirm the NOR alterations and a decision to
grant the resource consent was made at the same time. The NOR was confirmed by
NZTA on the 24" May 2019. This NOR and the related resource consent have been
appealed and are currently going through a mediation process with the parties
involved. It is anticipated that NZTA and AT will be able to update the commissioners

on this matter at the hearing.
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Figure 6: Lodged Scheme Plan for 38 Goatley Road and 42, 42A, 56, 102 and 104 State Highway 1,
Warkworth (Source: Buckton scheme plan attached to Resource Consent referenced BUN60326958)

2. EXISTING PLAN PROVISIONS

61. The PPC25 area lies within the Rural Urban Boundary and is currently zoned FUZ in
the AUP(OP). The FUZ is a transitional zone that applies to greenfield land located on
the periphery of existing urban development but within the Rural Urban Boundary
(‘RUB’). The land has been identified by the Council as being suitable for urbanisation
and bringing it forward will negate the need for urban development outside the RUB.

62. The FUZ anticipates a structure planning process to enable greenfield land to be
released for urban subdivision, development and use. The structure planning process,
which is set out in Appendix 1 to the AUP(OP), requires consideration of a broad range
of matters, including the location, type and form of urban development, the demand for
residential or business land within the structure plan area, the delivery and timing of
critical infrastructure to meet this demand, the protection of existing natural resources
and heritage features, and the integration of land use and development with the wider
transport network. Prior to the land being urbanised the FUZ provides for rural
activities that align with the objectives and policies of the Rural — Rural Production
Zone.

63. The AUP(OP) zoning of the wider existing urban areas is defined by either residential
zones of mostly Single House though there is a pocket of Mixed Housing Suburban to
the south of Mahurangi River and Light Industrial Zone to the north, east and south.

64. The PPC25 area is also subject to a number of existing overlays and controls,
identified below:
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¢ Significant Ecological Area overlay along the Mahurangi River Tributary as it
relates to Lot 1 DP 508375 Falls Road, Warkworth;

e Macroinvertebrate Community Index — Urban and Native;

¢ Natural Resources: High Use Stream Management Areas Overlay over the
whole plan change area; and

¢ Natural Resources: High Use Aquifer Management Areas Overlay — Mahurangi
Waitemata over the whole plan change area.

3. PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE PROVISIONS

3.1. Proposed Zones

65. PPC25 as notified'® seeks to apply the following AUP (OP) zones and precinct. The
zones are all identified in Figure 7 below.

Residential — Single House

Residential — Mixed Housing Suburban
Residential — Mixed Housing Urban
Business — Neighbourhood Centre
Business — Light Industry

66. The Residential - Single House Zone (‘SHZ’) is applied to parts of the site which
typically have particular amenity values that reflect the neighbourhood character, such
as special character or coastal location. It can provide for a choice of zoning applied to
greenfield areas. The development within the zone is anticipated to be one to two
storeys in height and typically anticipates detached dwellings. It identifies that multi-
unit development is not anticipated.

67. The Residential - Mixed Housing Suburban Zone (‘MHSZ’) is the most widespread
residential zone, and enables intensification whilst retaining a suburban built character.
Development within the zone is anticipated to be two storey and can comprise a both
detached and attached housing typologies in a variety of types and sizes to provide
housing choice.

68. The Residential - Mixed Housing Urban Zone (‘MHUZ’) is a reasonably high-intensity
residential zone which provides for development up to three storeys in a variety of
sizes and forms, including detached dwellings, terrace housing and low-rise
apartments. The zone is generally applied to areas within walking distance to centres,
public transport, social facilities and open spaces.

69. The Business — Neighbourhood Centre Zone (‘NCZ’) is applied to centres which
comprise s small set of shops or to single corner stores that are located in residential
neighbourhoods. They are typically sized to provide for local residents and passers-by.
The zone provides for building up to three storeys and allow for residential uses at the
upper level.

10 Submission 23 from TCL seeks to amend all these notified zones.
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70.

71.

The Business — Light Industry Zone (‘LIZ’) is a zone typically providing for industrial
activities such as manufacturing, production, logistics, storage, transport and
distribution. The zone provides for building heights of 20m and anticipates industrial
activities that do not generate objectional odour, noise or dust.

The Open Space — Conservation Zone (‘OPCZ’) is applied to open space. It is just
identified as an indicative zone on the ‘Proposed SEA Overlay Plan’ so it is understood
that this zoning is not sought to be live zoned under the notified plan change. Whilst it
is typically applied to land owned by Council it can be applied to privately owned open
space areas''. It is used to identify open spaces with a natural, ecological or
landscape value, being bush reserves, natural wetlands or coastline. The standards
are more limited in terms of development.

Figure 7: Notified Proposed Zoning for PPC25 (Source: s32 Report, Warkworth North Plan Change,

prepared by Barker & Associates, dated 21 January 2019)

3.2. Warkworth North Precinct

72.

PPC25 introduces new precinct provisions over a part of the Warkworth North land
between Falls Road and SH1 and a further sub-precinct A to the Stubbs Farm portion
only. There are five plans included alongside the precinct which are identified below
and attached in Appendix 1'2.

e Precinct Plan 1 — Warkworth North Precinct Plan

" H7.1 Open Space Zones, AUP(OP)
2 The numbering of the precinct provision is as provided by the applicant.
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e Precinct Plan 2 — Warkworth North SWCMP — Streams
e Precinct Plan 2 — Warkworth North SWCMP — Sub Precinct A (1 of 2)
e Precinct Plan 3 — Road Sections and Road Stormwater Management

73. The precinct proposes a number of site-specific provisions in terms of objectives and
policies and new standards that cover:

Route alignment for the Western Link Road (WLR);

Identifies future road connections to adjacent site along the interfaces
with sub-precinct A area;

Additional design criteria for the Neighbourhood Centre; and

Provides for stream loss, protection and enhancement.

74. Precinct Plan 2 includes three plans, with the first titled ‘Warkworth North SWCMP —
Streams’ showing streams retained, removed and enhanced over the precinct area,
and identifies classifications. The second set relate to sub-precinct A and are titled
‘Warkworth North SWCMP — Sub Precinct A (1 of 2)’, and these show details from the
Stormwater Management Plan (SMP) with devices, catchment areas and indicative
road network alongside the stream works from the initial plan.

75. Precinct Plan 3 provides a cross section for the WLR and includes stormwater
management information for roading.

Figure 8: Additional Significant Ecological Areas for PPC25 (Source: s32 Report, Warkworth North
Plan Change, prepared by Barker & Associates, dated 21 January 2019)
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3.3. Additional Overlays

76. The plan change seeks to extend a number of overlays or controls over the site,
including:

¢ Add two additional Natural Resources: Significant Ecological Area as it relates to
220 Fall Road (see Figure 8 above).

¢ Extend the Stormwater Management Area Control - WARKWORTH Flow 1 over
the whole plan change area;

4. HEARINGS AND DECISION MAKING CONSIDERATIONS

77. Clause 8B (read together with Clause 29) of Schedule 1 of RMA requires that a local
authority shall hold a hearing into submissions on a proposed private plan change.

78. The Regulatory Committee has delegated to the Hearings Commissioners authority to
determine Council’'s decisions on submissions on PPC25, under section 34 of the
RMA. Hearing Commissioners will not be recommending a decision to the Council, but
will issue the decision directly on PPC25.

79. This report summarises and discusses submissions received on PPC25. It makes
recommendations on whether to accept, in full or in part; or reject, in full or in part;
each submission. This report also identifies what amendments, if any, can be made to
address matters raised in submissions. Any conclusions or recommendations in this
report are not binding on the Hearing Commissioners.

80. The Hearing Commissioners will consider all the information in submissions together
with evidence presented at the hearing.

81. This report has been prepared by the author and draws on technical advice provided
by the following technical experts:

Speciality Area Reviewing Specialist

Liz Ennor, Policy Analyst, Community and Social Policy,

Community Facilities Auckland Council

James Corbett, Principal Contaminated Land Specialist,

Contamination Engineering & Technical Services, Auckland Council

Rue Statham, Senior Ecologist, Biodiversity Team,

Ecology (Terrestrial) Auckland Council

Economics Derek Foy, Associate Director, M.E Consulting Ltd

Ross Roberts, Geotechnical & Geological Practice Lead,

Geotechnical Engineering & Technical Services, Auckland Council

Robert Brassey, Principal Specialist Cultural Heritage,

Heritage Auckland Council
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. Alan Hanley, Infrastructure Funding agreements Specialist,

Infrastructure funding Development Program Office, Auckland Council
Landscape Stephen Brown, Director, Brown NZ Ltd

Roma Leota, Policy Analyst, Parks and Recreation Policy,
Parks .

Auckland Council
Stormwater Paula yincent, Principal Planner, Healthy Waters, Auckland

Council
Streams Jasqn Smith, Environmental Scientist, Morphum

Environmental Ltd
Transport E/Brtln Peake, Director, Progressive Transport Solutions
Urban Design Lisa Mein, Director, Mein Urban Design and Planning Ltd

5. STATUTORY AND POLICY FRAMEWORK

5.1. Resource Management Act 1991

82. Private plan change requests can be made to the Council under clause 21 of Schedule
1 of the RMA. The provisions of a private plan change request must comply with the
same mandatory requirements as Council initiated plan changes, and the private plan
change request must contain an evaluation report in accordance with section 32 of the
RMA (clause 22(1), Schedule 1, RMA. Clause 29(1) of Schedule 1 provides “except as
provided in subclauses (1A) to (9), Part 1, with all necessary modifications, shall apply
to any plan or change requested under this Part and accepted under clause 25(2)(b)”.

83. PPC25 is a private plan change request (that included a section 32 evaluation report)
that was made to the Council by Turnstone Capital Limited. PPC25 was accepted by
Council under clause 25(2)(b) of schedule 1 of the RMA.

84. The private plan change was publicly notified, and 35 submissions were received by
the Council. The summary of decisions requested in submissions was publicly notified
by the Council and the Council received 9 further submissions.

85. Having considered the submissions, the further submissions, and the technical reports
of the Council Team, as outlined at section 10 of the report | have recommended a
number of changes to the precinct in terms of deletion and addition. It would normally
be expected that the s42A report would include a tracked changes version of Precinct
provisions as an appendix, in order to assist the Commissioners in their consideration
of the Plan Change. | did commence that exercise but found that, in light of the
fundamental issues highlighted elsewhere in this report, the amendments would have
been widespread. More importantly, it became clear that there were too many
unresolved issues to make the task worthwhile as there would almost certainly need to
be further extensive changes as more information becomes available and matters are
resolved. | have, however, some general comments and observations to make on the
Precinct provisions, which are noted in Appendix 5 to this report.
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86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

5.1.1.

91.

A further evaluation, under section 32AA of the RMA, is required only for any changes
that have been made to, or are proposed for, the proposal since the evaluation report
for the proposal was completed.

Section 32AA of the RMA requires a further evaluation for any changes that are
proposed to the notified PPC25 since the original Section 32 Evaluation Report was
completed. Section 32AA requires that all changes to a proposal since the original
evaluation must be well justified and supported by sound information that
demonstrates that the changes will be appropriate, efficient and effective.

All amendments to the notified PPC25 proposed in this report have been assessed in
accordance with section 32AA. Although not explicitly stated, the options,
appropriateness, effectiveness and efficiencies that | have considered in my
assessment included the proposed provision, the amended provision as sought by
submitters, and the provision | have proposed in each case. The outcomes of my
section 32AA analysis is reflected in the evaluation and recommendations of the
analysis of submission(s) in submission topics (where relevant) found in section 10 of
this report.

In the case of PPC25, the application included a section 32 evaluation report within the
private plan change request. | adopt the section 32 evaluation report, with the
exception of where it relates to the provisions that | propose amendments to.

The matters that must be considered by the Council when considering changes to its
regional plan provisions are set out in section 66 of the RMA, although those matters
are not relevant in this instance.

Plan change matters — regional and district plans

In the development of a proposed plan change to a regional and/ or district plan, the
RMA sets out mandatory requirements in the preparation and process of the proposed
plan change. Table 1 below summarises matters for plan changes to regional and
district plan matters.

Table 1: Plan change matters relevant to regional and district plans

Relevant Act/ | Section Matters

Policy/ Plan

Resource Purpose and intent of the Act

Management Act

1991 Part 2

Resource Requirements preparing and publishing evaluation

Management Act Section 32 reports. This section requires councils to consider the

1991 alternatives, costs and benefits of the proposal

Resource Enables a ‘combined’ regional and district document. The

Management Act Auckland Unitary Plan is in part a regional plan and

1991 Section 80 district plan to assist Council to carry out its functions as a
regional council and as a territorial authority

Resource Sets out the process for preparation and change of policy

Management Act Schedule 1 statements and plans by local authorities

1991
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92. The mandatory requirements for plan preparation are comprehensively summarised by
Environment Court in Long Bay-Okura Great Park Society Incorporated and Others v
North Shore City Council (Decision A078/2008) 3, where the Court set out the following
measures for evaluating objectives, policies, rules and other methods. This is outlined in
Box 1.

Box 1
A. General requirements

1. A district plan (change) should be designed to accord with, and assist the territorial authority to carry out
its functions so as to achieve, the purpose of the Act.

2. When preparing its district plan (change) the territorial authority must give effect to any national policy
statement or New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement.

3. When preparing its district plan (change) the territorial authority shall:
(a)  have regard to any proposed regional policy statement;
(b)  not be inconsistent with any operative regional policy statement.

4. In relation to regional plans:
(a) the district plan (change) must not be inconsistent with an operative regional plan for any matter
specified in section 30(1) [or a water conservation order]; and
(b)  must have regard to any proposed regional plan on any matter of regional significance efc.;.

5. When preparing its district plan (change) the territorial authority must also:
. have regard to any relevant management plans and strategies under other Acts, and to any
relevant entry in the Historic Places Register and to various fisheries regulations; and to
consistency with plans and proposed plans of adjacent territorial authorities;

. take into account any relevant planning document recognised by an iwi authority; and
. not have regard to trade competition;

6. The district plan (change) must be prepared in accordance with any regulation (there are none at
present);

7. The formal requirement that a district plan (change) must also state its objectives, policies and the rules
(if any) and may state other matters.

B. Objectives [the section 32 test for objectives]

8. Each proposed objective in a district plan (change) is to be evaluated by the extent to which it is the
most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the Act.

C. Policies and methods (including rules) [the section 32 test for policies and rules]
9. The policies are to implement the objectives, and the rules (if any) are to implement the policies;

10. Each proposed policy or method (including each rule) is to be examined, having regard to its efficiency
and effectiveness, as to whether it is the most appropriate method for achieving the objectives of the district
plan taking into account:

(a) the benefits and costs of the proposed policies and methods (including rules); and

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

D. Rules

3 Subsequent cases have updated the Long Bay summary, including Colonial Vineyard v
Marlborough District Council [2014] NZEnvC 55.
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11. In making a rule the territorial authority must have regard to the actual or potential effect of activities on

the environment.

E. Other statutes:

12. Finally territorial authorities may be required to comply with other statutes. Within the Auckland Region

they are subject to:

. the Hauraki Gulf Maritime Park Act 2000;
. the Local Government (Auckland) Amendment Act 2004.

5.1.2. Resource Management Act 1991- Regional matters

93. There are mandatory considerations in the development of a proposed plan change to
regional matters. Table 2 below summarises regional matters under the RMA, relevant

to PC25.

Table 2: Plan change - regional matters under the RMA

Relevant Act/ Policy/ | Section Matters

Plan

Resource Part 2 Purpose and intent of the Act

Management Act 1991

Resource Section 30 Functions of regional councils in giving effect to the
Management Act 1991 RMA

Resource Section 59 Sets out the purpose of a regional policy statement in
Management Act 1991 giving effect to the RMA

Resource Section 60 Sets out the requirement for and the process for,
Management Act 1991 changes to the regional policy statement

Resource Section 61 Sets out the matters to be considered for a regional
Management Act 1991 policy statement

Resource Section 62 Sets out the required contents of regional policy
Management Act 1991 statements

Resource Section 63 Sets out the purpose of regional plans

Management Act 1991

Resource Section 65 Sets out matters to be considered for changes to
Management Act 1991 regional plans

Resource Section 66 Sets out matters to be considered in (other) regional
Management Act 1991 council plans

Resource Section 67 Sets out required contents of regional plans
Management Act 1991

Resource Section 68 Sets out the purpose and considerations of rules in
Management Act 1991 regional plans (regional rules)

Resource Section 69 Sets out matters to be considered for rules relating to
Management Act 1991 water quality

Resource Section 70 Sets out matters to be considered for rules relating to
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Relevant Act/ Policy/ | Section Matters
Plan
Management Act 1991 discharges

5.1.3. Resource Management Act 1991- District matters

94.

There are mandatory considerations in the development of a proposed plan change to

district plans and rules. Table 3 below summarises district plan matters under the

RMA, relevant to PC25.

Table 3: Plan change - district plan matters under the RMA

Relevant Act/ Policy/ | Section Matters

Plan

Resource Part 2 Purpose and intent of the Act

Management Act 1991

Resource Section 31 Functions of territorial authorities in giving effect to the

Management Act 1991 Resource Management Act 1991

Resource Section 73 Sets out Schedule 1 of the RMA as the process to

Management Act 1991 prepare or change a district plan

Resource Section 74 Matters to be considered by a territorial authority when

Management Act 1991 preparing a change to its district plan. This includes its
functions under section 31, Part 2 of the RMA, national
policy statement, other regulations and other matter

Resource Section 75 Outlines the requirements in the contents of a district

Management Act 1991 plan

Resource Section 76 Outlines the purpose of district rules, which is to carry

Management Act 1991 out the functions of the RMA and achieve the objective
and policies set out in the district plan. A district rule
also requires the territorial authority to have regard to
the actual or potential effect (including adverse effects),
of activities in the proposal, on the environment

5.1.4. National policy statements

95.

The relevant national policy statements (NPS) must be considered in considering

submissions on PPC25. Table 4 below summarises the NPS that applies to PPC25.

Table 4: National Policy Statements relevant to PPC25

Relevant Act/ Policy/ Plan Section

Matters

National Policy Statement on
Freshwater Management
2017

Te Mana o te Wai

Consider and recognise Te Mana or te Wai
in the management of fresh water.

Water quality

Safeguard the life supporting capacity,
ecosystem processes and indigenous
species of freshwater.

Maintain or improve the overall quality of
freshwater whilst protecting significant
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Relevant Act/ Policy/ Plan | Section Matters

values of outstanding freshwater bodies and
wetlands, and improving the quality of
degraded waterbodies.

Improve quality of freshwater so it is suitable
for primary contact more often.

Water quantity Safeguarding the life-supporting capacity,
ecosystems processes and indigenous
species in sustainably managed taking,
using damming or diverting of freshwater
Protect significant values of wetlands and of
outstanding freshwater bodes.

Integrated Improve integrated management of fresh
Management water and the use and development of land
in whole catchments, including the
interactions between fresh water, land and
associated ecosystems.

National Policy Statement on | Outcomes for planning | Provide efficient urban environments that
Urban Development decisions enable people and communities and future
Capacity generations to provide for wellbeing.

Provide sufficient opportunities and choice
for housing and business land.

Take into account the benefits of urban
development t provide for people and
communities and future generations.

Responsive planning Planning decisions should enable urban
development that provide for wellbeing of
people and communities and future
generations in the short, medium and long
term.

Coordinated planning Provide for urban environments where land
evidence and decision | use, development, development
making infrastructure and other infrastructure are
integrated with each other.

96. The NPS on Freshwater Management directs regional and territorial authorities in
respect of improving the quality of the fresh water bodies in their region. Mr Jason
Smith, Council’s Specialist on Freshwater Ecology states that the approach adopted in
PPC25 to streams is inconsistent with the direction provided through the provisions of
the National Policy Statement: Freshwater Management. Mr Smith states that those
statutory planning documents provide clear direction around minimising the loss of all
freshwater systems, not just streams of existing high ecological values, and enhancing
those streams where functions and values have become degraded. The precinct
provisions as lodged appear to be seeking to circumvent the process outlined within
the RPS and AUP to manage freshwater eco systems in Auckland. The AUP
framework has been put in place to achieve the direction of the NPS, so a proposal
that seeks to avoid this process can only be contrary to the direct of the NPS.
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97. The NPS on Urban Development Capacity requires, amongst other things, that land
use is considered alongside a clear understanding on the delivery and timing for
infrastructure. However, there is uncertainty about the agreed timing, funding and
location of transport upgrades, and the delivery and funding of these to support the
rezoning sought in terms of both the notified plan change and the various relief sought
by submissions for more intensive uses'. This infrastructure is pivotal to informing the
best zoning response across the site and aligning delivery of urbanisation. Based on
the information before me it is clear that integration is not occurring. In my opinion,
what is being sought via PPC25 is premature and could undermine the infrastructure
needed to support growth in Warkworth given it is seeking urban zoning earlier than
anticipated in the FULSS.

5.1.5.National environmental standards or regulations

98. Under section 44A of the RMA, local authorities must observe national environmental
standards in its district/ region. No rule or provision may be duplicated or be in conflict
with a national environmental standard or regulation. Table 5 below summarises the
national environmental standards or regulations relevant to PC25.

Table 5: National statements and regulations relevant to PC25

Relevant Act/ Policy/ Plan Matters

National Environmental The National Environmental Standard on assessing and managing
Standard on assessing and contaminants into soil to protect human health applies a nationally
managing contaminants into | consistent framework for assessing subdivision, development and use
soil to protect human health | on land that is contaminated or potentially contaminated.

99. An Environmental Assessment was prepared for PPC25 by Babbage which found that
apart from 11 Sanderson Road (the abattoir) was unlikely that soil contamination will
prevent the use of the land for the proposed purposes within the plan area's. Further
detailed investigated of the land within the PPC25 not included in the above PSI will
require a PSI in the future as when the land changes land use or is subdivided. The
NES will provide a suitable framework for this process.

5.1.6.Auckland Unitary Plan

100. When preparing or changing a district plan, a council must give effect to any Regional
Policy Statement (RPS)."® The RPS objectives and policies that are relevant to PPC25
are identified in the ‘Objectives and Policies Assessment Table''” that is appended to
the s32 evaluation report.

101. At a high level, PPC25 does give effect to a number of the key objectives and policies
of the RPS. In particular, PPC25 provides for:

e Containment of urbanisation within the Rural Urban Boundary (RUB) (B2.2.1(4));
e A compact urban form (B2.2.2(7));

¢ Residential intensification adjacent to centres, corridors and public transport
facilities (B2.4.1(3));

4 Amended zoning sought under Submission 23 from Turnstone Capital Ltd refer Appendix 4
5 Environmental Site Investigation, prepared by Babbage and dated 23/1/19 refer Appendix 2.
6 §75(3)(c) RMA

7 Refer to attachment 20 of the s32 Application within Appendix 2 of the Hearing Agenda
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102.

103.

104.

An increase in housing capacity (B2.4.1(4));

o Protection of areas of significant indigenous biodiversity values from subdivision
and development (B7.2.1(1)); and

¢ Enhancement of some areas of degraded freshwater systems (B7.3.1(1)).

However, there are a number of areas where PPC25 falls short of giving effect to RPS
objectives and policies and, in several instances, is inconsistent with the regional
policy framework. In particular:

o PPC25 does not ensure that future urban development on the land is adequately
serviced with infrastructure prior to, or at the same time as, residential
intensification (B2.4.2(6);

e PPC25 does not ensure that infrastructure planning and land use planning are
integrated to service growth efficiently (B3.2.1(5);

e PCC25 does not ensure that transport infrastructure is designed, located and
managed to integrate with adjacent land uses (B3.3.2(4)(a));

e PPC25 does not ensure that transport infrastructure is planned, funded and
staged to integrate with urban growth (B3.3.2(5)(a)); and

e PPC25 does not avoid the permanent loss of streams (including ephemeral
streams) and wetlands and their margins, where practicable alternatives exist
(B7.3.2(4)).

Overall, | consider that PPC25 does not give effect sufficiently to the objectives and
policies of the RPS. Most notably, significant uncertainties about the form and funding
of infrastructure mean that PPC25 cannot demonstrate that it appropriately provides
for the integration of land use and infrastructure to support urban growth. That is a
fundamental requirement of the RPS that applies to the planning of new urban areas.

Issues relating to district objectives and policies, including those arising under the
various zones that are proposed, are discussed in response to the points raised by
submitters, in section 10 of this report.

5.1.7.The Auckland Plan

105.

106.

In considering a plan change, a territorial authority must have regard to plans and
strategies prepared under other Acts.

The Auckland Plan, prepared under section 79 of the Local Government (Auckland
Council) Act 2009 is a relevant strategy document that council should have regard to in
the preparation of PPC25, pursuant to section 74(2)(b) of the RMA. Table 6
summarises the relevant sections of the Auckland Plan to PPC25.

Table 6: Relevant sections of the Auckland Plan June 2018

Relevant Plan Outcome Matters

Auckland Plan Maori identity and Recognise and provide for Te Tirito o Waitangi

wellbeing outcomes (Direction 2)

Auckland Plan Homes and places Develop a quality compact urban form to

accommodate Auckland’s growth (Direction 1)

Accelerate the construction homes that meets
Aucklanders’ changing needs and preferences
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(Direction 2)

Provide sufficient public places and spaces that
are inclusive, accessible and contribute to urban
living (Direction 4)

Accelerate quality development at scale that
improves housing choices (Focus area 1). With a
fundamental requirement for long-term success
including ‘making the right decision about
development location and sequencing and
‘coordinating investment in infrastructure’.

Create urban spaces for the future, focusing
investment in areas of highest population density
and greatest need (Focus area 5)

Auckland Plan Opportunity and Create the conditions for a resilient economy
Prosperity through innovation, employment growth and
raised productivity (Direction 1).

Ensure regulatory planning and other mechanism
support business, innovation and productivity
growth (Focus area 2)

Auckland Plan Transport and Create an integrated transport system connecting
access people, places, goods and services (Direction 1)

Increase genuine travel choices for a healthy,
vibrant and equitable Auckland (Direction 2)

Maximise safety and environmental protection
(Direction 3)

Make walking, cycling and public transport
preferred choices for many more Aucklanders
(Focus area 4)

Better integrate land-use and transport decisions
(Focus area 5)

Auckland Plan Environment and Ensure the environment is valued and care for
cultural heritage (Direction 1)

Use Auckland’s growth and development to
protect and enhance the environment (Direction 3)

Focus on restoring environments and Auckland
grows (Focus area 2)

Account fully for the past and future impacts of
growth (Focus area 3)

107. Auckland Plan identified Warkworth as a rural node and satellite town which serves the
rural catchment of the northern part of Auckland. It references that the growth will
require investment in supporting infrastructure and identifies that a structure plan will
identify staging/ timing of development and the mix and location of uses.
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108. Key focus areas relevant to the consideration of PPC25 are promoting walking and
cycling, restoration of environments as areas are urbanised and coordinating
infrastructure. There are precinct provisions that can assist in ensuring that all of these
areas are achieved though the last matter will be reliant on an amended ITA being
agreed and the delivery, funding and alignment of WLR been known.

5.1.8.Any relevant management plans and strategies prepared under any other Act

109. Other relevant plans and strategies considered under PC25 is summarised in Table 7

below.
Table 7: Other Relevant Plans and Strategies
Relevant Act/ Policy/ | Section Matters
Plan
10 Year Budget 2018- Volume 2: Our Planned transport, water supply and wastewater
2025 (Long Term Plan) detailed budgets, Infrastructure relevant to PPC25 area includes:
strategies and - Matakana Link Road;
policies - Future urban area growth related
initiatives (decade 2);
- NZTA initiatives Puhoi to Warkworth:
- Warkworth water supply upgrades; and
- Snells Beach sub-regional treatment plant
and new transmission line from
Warkworth.
Future Land Supply The Programme — Warkworth North encompasses the PPC25 area
Strategy 2017 sequencing of the and is identified as being ‘development ready’
future urban areas from 2022. There are 2,300 anticipated dwellings
and the anticipated employment (jobs) is grouped
by all decade one Future urban areas at 27,250.
Auckland Transport ATAP Package Greenfield Transport Infrastructure

Alignment Project 2018 Detall
“In Warkworth, around 4,600 new homes are
expected to be built over the next 30 years, of
which 1,000 are expected over the next decade.
Key investments include the Matakana Link Road
and the Western Collector”.

Regional Land Transport | Addressing Supporting Growth Program to support future
Plan 2018-2028 Auckland urban areas
Challenges Corridor Improvements — Puhoi to Warkworth and

Matakana link Road

Inter-regional SH1 to Whangarei
Priorities
Rodney Local Board Plan | Five focus Outcome: We can get around easily and safely
2017 outcomes Outcome: Communities are influential and
empowered
Outcome: Parks and sports facilities that everyone
can enjoy

Outcomes: Our harbours, waterways and
environment are cared fir, protected and healthy
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6. ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT

110. Clause 22 of Schedule 1 to the RMA requires private plan changes to include an
assessment of environmental effects that are anticipated by the Plan Change, taking
into account the Fourth Schedule of the RMA.

111. An assessment of actual and potential effects on the environment (“AEE”) is included
in the Section 32 Evaluation Report. The submitted Plan Change request identifies and
evaluates the actual and potential effects of its intended future implementation, and
those effects are summarised and evaluated below.

112. It is noted that the relief sought in TCL’s extensive submission would, if granted,
significantly alter the form of the Plan Change and the effects that would arise as a
consequence. However, the following assessment of effects addresses only the
proposed Plan Change as notified. Some further assessment of the potential effects
of relief sought by TCL and other submitters is contained in section 10 of this s42A
report where submissions and further submissions are addressed.

6.1. Land use and urban design effects

Application

113. The effects arising from PPC25s proposed land use and urban design are
summarised in Section 9.2 of the s32 evaluation report'® and addressed in the
Neighbourhood Design Statement (‘NDS’), prepared by Pacific Environments NZ
Limited (PENZL)'® for TCL.

114. The NDS identifies a number of design principles that have been derived in response
to the constraints and opportunities that are present in the PPC25 land. These design
principles are summarised as follows:

Acknowledge the challenging topography;

Keep and protect stands of trees and waterways;

Appreciate natural areas by putting roads and public places along their edges;
Connect the Western Collector;

Provide a well-connected Local Centre;

Create a contained and hierarchical horizontal mix of uses; and

Create a legible multi-modal movement network.

115. The NDS explains the rationale for the proposed zoning pattern that is adopted in
PPC25. It notes that zones have been allocated largely in response to the topography
and other physical constraints, along with consideration of internal and external edges,
and existing urban context. In particular, the NDS states that the steep (exceeding
12.5%) contour of parts of the land have made it primarily suitable for housing, with
much of it precluding large floorplate buildings that are typical in industrial zones.

116. The overall layout of PPC25 is also influenced by the desire to retain areas of bush
and some waterways. It is noted that retention of waterways and vegetated areas
prevents changes to ground levels at these locations, and precludes bulk earthworks
that would be required to generate widespread land suitable for industrial uses.

8 Refer the s32 Application within Appendix 2 of the Hearing Agenda
9 Refer to attachment 10 of the s32 Application within Appendix 2 of the Hearing Agenda
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117. Residential zones are allocated to provide a variety of density and offer choice, with an
increase in residential density adjacent to the proposed Neighbourhood Centre.
Where high density residential areas adjoin the proposed WLR they are proposed to
be accessed by vehicles using rear loaded lanes, with the main pedestrian access
from the Western Link road frontage. The NDS states that the residential zones end
where the steeply sloping land changes to flatter land, that is viable for business use.
Transitions between zones are managed in a number of instances through the use of
landscaped green buffers comprising existing wetland or watercourses.

118. The WLR is proposed to define the edge of the residential area to the west of it, and a
higher intensity residential and mixed-use area to the east. The higher density
residential area is intended to act as a buffer to the current light industry activity
located on the eastern side of the Mahurangi River tributary.

119. The area of Light Industry zone proposed for the northern part of the PPC25 land has
been proposed as it mirrors the similarly zoned land existing on the opposite side of
State Highway 1, and because of its direct accessibility to the proposed motorway.
That general principle has been applied to the proposed area of Light Industry zoned
land immediately to the south, between the WLR and the existing Hudson Road Light
Industry land. Although that land is somewhat steeper, the proximity to both the
existing zoned land and the proposed motorway justify its proposed zoning.

Peer Review

120. The urban design rationale and related effects of PPC25 have been reviewed by Lisa
Mein, of Mein Urban Design + Planning (MUDP) and Stephen Brown of Brown NZ
Ltd?° has considered the landscape effects of PPC25 for the Council.

121. The MUDP review reaches a number of conclusions in relation to the urban design
aspects of PPC25 as notified, summarised as follows:

o The Western Link road will form a significant barrier and potentially give rise
to an unconnected island of residential development between its eastern edge
and the western side of the stream corridor;

o The lack of clarity around the future alignment and typology of the Western
Link Road affects the outcomes for any zoning approach, such that the
location of this road must be confirmed and designated prior to finalising the
zoning around it;

o The area of Light Industry zone adjacent to State Highway 1 is supported
provided that PPC25 provisions require the establishment of an area of
amenity planting to avoid the low amenity industrial appearance at the
northern gateway to Warkworth;

o The Neighbourhood Centre would be better located on the western side of the
Western Link road, rather than between that road and the stream;

o The type of zoning next to the stream at the bottom of the valley is less
important than the need for a continuous network of linear open space in this
location, with good connections and points of activation. Provisions that
require this outcome should be included in PPC25;

o The mixed housing zones are capable of producing better integrated
residential environments than the Single House zone, and the increases
proposed in PPC25 to the proportion of higher density residential zones is
supported; and

20 Refer to Appendix 6 of the Hearing Agenda
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o PPC25 should include a subdivision overlay in the properties along the
boundary to the Viv Davie-Martin Drive area, providing for a larger minimum
site size, and an identified area for a planted buffer.

Comments

122. A number of issues are raised in relation to the allocation of land uses across the
PPC25 area.

123. A fundamental issue, highlighted as well by Ms Mein, is that it is difficult to arrive at an
appropriate zoning distribution for the central and eastern part of the site until the
precise location of the Western Link road is confirmed. In my opinion, the depth of
land that exists between the road alignment and the Mahurangi River tributary will be a
factor that influences decisions as to the most appropriate zoning in this location. For
example, a particularly narrow or particularly wide strip of intervening land might not be
suitable for industrial uses (due to block depth, topography, and interface issues) and
residential zoning might be preferred as a consequence.

124. As a result, | do not consider that an informed decision can be made about the zoning
in this area of the land at the current time. My view in the circumstances is that
consideration of PPC25 is deferred until there is certainty about the alignment and
typology of the Western Link road, which is a pivotal factor in determining the way in
which the PPC25 land should be developed.

125. | support the PPC25 proposal to establish Light Industry zone in the northern part of
the land, adjacent to State Highway 1. This land is of a relatively easy contour, and
benefits from the ready access to arterial freight routes. There is also a synergy with
the existing industrial land that it would face, on the opposite side of State Highway 1.

126. | do accept that the placement of industrial land in this location brings with it some
compromises in terms of the amenity of this ‘gateway’ into the town. To a certain
extent, this is an existing situation as the northern side of State Highway 1 is zoned
and partially developed for industrial purposes and that is unlikely to change.
However, | agree with Ms Mein and Mr Brown that there would be significant benefit in
including provisions in PPC25 that require a planted amenity buffer along the interface
of the Light Industry zone with State Highway 1 to enhance this primary entrance into
Warkworth.

127. | support the provision of a 0.3ha Neighbourhood Centre zone within the PPC25 area,
although | note that its exact position is again unable to be accurately determined until
the alignment of the Western Link road is confirmed. Ms Mein raises a question as to
whether this commercial area would be better placed on the western side of the
arterial route, so that it is better able to serve the residential community without the
road acting as an access barrier. | can see some merit in that suggestion although,
once again, it is difficult to reach a firm view on this matter without knowing the depth
and nature of zoning proposed and the design parameters of the road.

128. PPC25 differs from the WSP with regard to the intensity of residential zoning that is
applied across the land, with significantly greater use of the Mixed Housing Urban and
Suburban zones in preference to the Single House zone. This approach is generally
supported by Ms Mein from an urban design perspective. | am also comfortable with
this approach, on the basis that it provides for a more efficient use of serviced urban
land, and given that PPC25 is largely seeking to substitute Mixed Housing Suburban
zone in place of Single House zone.
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129. While the former zone provides for greater density of development, | note that a
number of the key development standards of the two zones are similar (same two
storey building height, building coverage differs by 5%) so the overall form and mass
of buildings may not be substantially different. | also accept to a degree the applicant’s
argument that more intensive development will assist in funding ground stability
methodologies that will assist in improving the development feasibility of some of the
steeper slopes. For these reasons, | support the distribution of residential zones
proposed under PPC25 for the western half of the land.

130. | note Ms Mein’s opinion that there should be an overlay in place along the western
boundary of PPC25 where it adjoins sites accessed from Viv Davie-Martin Drive. She
considers that the overlay should limit site sizes along the boundary and provide for a
planted buffer. | am not persuaded that this is necessary. The dwellings on the
adjacent Viv Martin Davie Drive properties are set back from the PPC25 boundary,
and have sufficient land area to establish screen planting if desired. The land on both
sides of the PPC25 western boundary is currently identified as Future Urban zone, so
there has been a clear signal in planning documents that the PPC25 land will be
urbanised in coming years. In my opinion, there are no particular reverse sensitivity
effects to be addressed from residential dwellings on larger lots adjoining residential
dwellings on smaller lots within an urban area.

131. If the Commissioners are minded to provide some form of transition to the boundary of
the Viv Davie-Martin Drive properties, then | would suggest that a 30m deep overlay
requiring a 600m? minimum net lot size could be established along that part of the
boundary where Mixed Housing Suburban zone is proposed. This would provide for
20m wide sites fronting a road where topography allowed, or back lots of similar width
if it was not feasible to construct a road in this general location. Figure 9 illustrates the
30m depth along a portion of the western boundary of PPC25.

Figure 9: lllustration of 30m depth of overlay requiring 600m? minimum net site area

132. The remaining zoning issue relates to the zone to be applied to the land adjacent to
Falls Road, west of Hudson Road and generally to the south of Sanderson Road. The
WSP identifies this land as Light Industry zone whereas PPC25 proposes to zone this
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area as Mixed Housing Suburban zone. The land in question is illustrated in Figure
10 below.

133. Ms Mein does not favour a residential zone in this location, primarily because of the
existing Light Industry zone to the north that accommodates Watercare Services
Limited’s bulk water treatment facility and a storage yard. TCL considers that the land
is not suitable for industrial activities because it is steep.

134. While | accept that the contour of the land may be challenging for the development of
industrial activities, a carefully considered and finer-grained industrial development
proposal is likely to be achievable. This would alleviate potential issues of reverse
sensitivity with existing industrial uses. The land is also well contained by roads to the
north, east and south, and by the planted stream corridor to the west, and would
provide a logical extension to the ribbon of industrial land adjacent to Hudson Road. |
agree with Ms Mein that some specific precinct provisions may have merit to manage
any amenity effects on residential uses on the southern side of Falls Road, and to
address potential reverse sensitivity issues across this interface. Though that said the
same zoning scenario occurs along Hudson Road at present with LIZ on one side and
SHZ on the other and the existing AUP (OP) does provide some existing standards in
this regard.

Figure 10: PPC25 proposed zoning of land adjacent to Falls Road

6.2. Transport effects

Application

135. Transportation effects of PPC25 are summarised in Section 9.5 of the s32 evaluation
report?’ and discussed in more detail in the Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA)
prepared by Harrison Grierson Consultants Ltd.??

136. The focus of the ITA is on the following matters:

e The design and location of the potential Western Link road;

21 Refer to the s32 Application within Appendix 2 of the Hearing Agenda
22 Refer to attachment 13 of the s32 Application within Appendix 2 of the Hearing Agenda
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o Whether any upgrades to the surrounding road network are required to enable
development, taking into account the potential trips generated within the PPC25
area; and

e The appropriateness of the future local road network within the PPC25 area.

137. The s32 evaluation report notes that the Western Link road is a planned arterial road
that is intended to alleviate traffic congestion within Warkworth by providing an
alternative north-south route to State Highway 1. The road is intended to have limited
access points, reinforcing its primary role as an arterial road that conveys traffic
efficiently. Precinct Plan 1 from PPC25 illustrates the intended alignment of the
“Indicative Western Link Road”, as shown in Figure 11, below.

Figure 11: Indicative alignment of Western Link road (from Precinct Plan 1, PPC25)

138. The PPC25 documentation acknowledges that the alignment and design of the
Western Link road has not been confirmed by Auckland Transport at the current time.
The s32 evaluation report states that the Western Link road will be established on the
land as development progresses, funded jointly by TCL and Auckland Transport.

139. The ITA assesses impacts on the surrounding road network, including nearby key
intersections, based on information that Harrison Grierson were supplied by Auckland
Transport. The ITA recommends that traffic signals be installed at the intersection of
the Western Link road with Falls Road and Mansel Drive, but states that no other
upgrades to the surrounding transport network are required.

140. The form and function of the local road network, within the PPC25 area, is not
determined at this stage. The s32 evaluation report notes that this part of the transport
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network is proposed to be secured through resource consents required under the
Precinct provisions.

Peer review

141. The transport effects of PPC25 have been reviewed for the Council by Martin Peake,
of Progressive Transport Solutions (PTS)%.

142. PTS considers that the ITA that underpins PPC25 is deficient, as it does not provide
sufficient information and analysis on traffic effects. In particular, PTS raises the
following key deficiencies:

¢ No detail is provided as to the forecast trips to be generated by the proposed
zoning;

e Analysis is based on traffic model data that has not been updated or refined for
this specific proposal or the current proposed land uses within Warkworth as set
out in the WSP (or earlier drafts);

o There is insufficient assessment of the traffic effects of PPC25 on the wider road
network, including link capacities and intersection operation; and

¢ No analysis is provided of the staged proposed development and requirements
for supporting transport infrastructure.

143. In respect of the first two concerns, PTS notes that the trip generation figures and
transport modelling appear to be based on the zoning distribution and residential
density signalled in the WSP and Future Urban Land Supply Strategy (FULSS), and
has not been updated with data derived from the current proposals under PPC25.
PTS considers that this casts doubt on the accuracy of the transport analysis
undertaken for PPC25, and may underestimate the degree of mitigation that would be
required in the network by way of upgrades.

144. PTS also points out several potential deficiencies and unclear assumptions relating to
the intersection analysis for the Western Link road intersections at Falls Road/Mansel
Drive in the south and State Highway 1 in the north. In addition, PTS notes that the
traffic effects of staging are not properly addressed in the ITA.

145. In terms of proposed roads, the PTS report notes that the alignment of the Western
Link road is not confirmed and the road is not funded. The alignment shown in the
PPC25 Precinct Plan 1 is not consistent with either the indicative alignment shown on
the WSP or the alignment currently being investigated by the Strategic Growth Alliance
(SGA).

146. For the reasons set out in its assessment, PTS considers that it is not possible to
support PPC25 from a traffic and transport perspective.

Comment
147. Transport is clearly a key issue in respect of PPC25 and is a matter of contention
between the applicant and several of the transport organisations that have made

submissions.

148. Having carefully read the ITA and the review carried out by PTS, | am of the opinion
that there is insufficient information available to confidently assess the transport-

23 Refer to Appendix 6 of the Hearing Agenda
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related effects of PPC25 or determine the appropriate mitigation measures that might
be required to address any such effects. That situation has arisen because the ITA is
deficient in several key respects, as outlined in the PTS report.

149. | understand that TCL acknowledges these issues and is attempting to remedy some
of the key matters in advance of the hearing. However, at the time of preparing this
s42A report there remain deficiencies in the ITA that has been submitted with PPC25
and | am only able to make a recommendation based on the information that is
available. | reserve the opportunity to reconsider this matter if further information is
provided through the applicant’s evidence or at the hearing.

150. That said, it does appear that some of the outstanding transport issues will be difficult
for the Applicant to fully address. For example, the intersection of the Western Link
road and State Highway 1 will need to respond to the finalised position of the
Matakana Link road. The location at which the Matakana Link road will intersect with
State Highway 1 has yet to be fully determined, and may not be resolved in advance of
the hearing. Likewise, it is doubtful that sufficient time exists between now and the
hearing to determine such issues as the specific alignment of the Western Link road
and the mechanism for funding it.

151. Moreover, a comprehensive and complete ITA may simply give rise to further
questions and implications that are not currently apparent. In particular, it is clear to
me that many of the issues to be determined in the PPC25 area are directly related to
the alignment of the Western Link road. Confirmation of the road alignment is likely to
influence the appropriateness of the zoning that is applied either side of it, the location
of the Neighbourhood Centre zone, and so on. Addressing the deficiencies in the ITA
prior to the hearing may create other issues to be determined.

152. It is also noted that the northern part of the Western Link road would need to be
established on land that is outside of TCL’s control. If the northern part of the PPC25
land was not developed until some years after the TCL landholding, the substantial
proportion of traffic arising from the development would be required to use Falls Road
and Mansel Road to the south, which collectively may not have the ability to
accommodate such traffic in a safe and efficient manner without prior upgrade. That
potential outcome lends support to the Council’s stated approach of comprehensively
planning and funding key infrastructure so that it is in place and operating effectively
when needed.

153. There is little more that can be said at this stage in respect of transportation effects, as
the paucity of information does not enable a proper assessment. | agree with Mr
Peake that it is not possible to support PPC25 at the current time from a traffic and
transport perspective.

6.3. Economic effects

Application

154. The anticipated economic effects of PPC25 are summarised in Section 9.1 of the s32
evaluation report and addressed more fully in the economic assessment report

prepared by McDermott Consultants Ltd.?*

155. PPC25 proposes an area of Neighbourhood Centre zone of approximately 0.3ha
located in the north-eastern part of the Plan Change area, positioned to front the

24 Refer to attachment 9 of the s32 Application within Appendix 2 of the Hearing Agenda
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anticipated future alignment of the Western Link road. Surrounding land is identified
as Mixed Housing Urban zone, graduating through to Single House zone in the
western and southern parts of the Plan Change area. Light Industry zone is proposed
to occupy the northernmost part of the Plan Change area, adjacent to State Highway 1
and the Western Link road, together with an area closer to Falls Road in the south.

156. The s32 evaluation report considers the zoning pattern that is proposed and reaches a
conclusion that the proposed mix of residential and business zones will have positive
effects on the environment from a social and economic well-being perspective.

157. The McDermott report reaches a number of conclusions in respect of the economic
effects of PPC25:

e In terms of residential capacity, PPC25 would contribute between 1,000 and
1,100 dwellings towards the target of 2,300% that is identified for Warkworth
North;

e This number of dwellings could accommodate around 3,000 people, which would
boost the local work force by up to 1,300 people;

e The area of Neighbourhood Centre zone (3,000m?) that is proposed will provide
for a range of commercial activities to support the future community, within a
walkable distance;

e The proposed Neighbourhood Centre is appropriately located and sized so that it
will not will detract from the amenity and vitality of other centres in Warkworth,
which serve different communities and functions;

e The reduced area of Light Industry zone within the PPC25 area (relative to the
extent identified for the land in the WSP) is supported, on the basis that it is not
an efficient use of the land due to the predominantly steep contour and presence
of natural features. It is also stated that significant earthworks would be required
to make the land suitable for industrial uses, that there would likely be low
market attractiveness for the land relative to other locations in Warkworth, and
that there is already a 20 to 30 year supply of industrial land in Warkworth.

158. The s32A evaluation report states that PPC25 provides for an appropriate distribution
of residential and employment uses on the land, sufficient to align with Council’s
intention for Warkworth to operate as a self-sufficient satellite town. It is concluded
that the proposed mix of residential and business zoning will have positive effects on
the environment from a social and economic well-being perspective.

Peer review

159. The economic aspects of the PPC25 have been reviewed for the Council by M.E
Consulting (M.E).? The M.E report provides a comparison of the business zoning
proposed under the WSP and that included within PPC25, and concludes that the
zoning configuration and extent is similar.

160. In respect of the extent of Light Industry zone, M.E notes that PPC25 proposes
approximately 13ha of LIZ compared to 20ha that is proposed through the WSP. M.E
disagrees with the Applicant’s rationale for the reduction in Light Industry zone land
within the PPC25 area, and considers that the WSP Light Industry zone provision is
not excessive in the context of future demand for employment opportunities and the
role Warkworth will play in the sub-regional economy.

25 Future Urban Land Supply Strategy, July 2017, p26
26 Refer to Appendix 6 of the Hearing Agenda
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161. M.E considers that the Neighbourhood Centre proposed is an appropriate zone type,
and is in a suitable location to provide for the needs of the local community in the
PPC25 area. M.E identifies that there is some potentially conflicting comment in the
PPC25 s32 evaluation report that appears to support a Local Centre zone within the
PPC25 area. That outcome is not provided for in the PPC25 zoning map but is sought
through the TCL submission, so is discussed further in the part of this s42A report that
addresses the submissions received.

162. M.E concludes that the proposed Neighbourhood Centre will have positive effects and
will support the centres hierarchy contained in the AUP.

163. M.E has also considered the differences in the residential zoning pattern between
PPC25 and the WSP. PPC25 seeks to increase the area of Mixed Housing Urban
zone and Mixed Housing Suburban zone, with a corresponding decrease in the extent
of Single House zone. M.E notes that, from an economic perspective, the only
potential concern is that the higher number of possible households present in
Warkworth will have implications for the employment per household ratio that Council
is wanting to achieve across Warkworth as a whole. That targeted employment ratio is
sought in order to ensure that Warkworth can operate largely as a self-sufficient
satellite town.

Comment

164. | agree that the proposed area of Neighbourhood Centre zone is appropriate, both in
terms of size and general location. All of the expert opinion suggests that its economic
effects will be positive, and it will sit comfortably within the existing and proposed
hierarchy of centres in Warkworth.

165. PPC25 provides for a different configuration of residential land to that identified under
the WSP. This is illustrated in Figure 12, below. PPC25 proposes to maintain the
Single House zone to the south of Falls Road, but contract it into the western corner of
the land to the north of Falls Road. The Mixed Housing Urban zone expands slightly,
but remains focused around the proposed Neighbourhood Centre zone. The Mixed
Housing Suburban zone expands to replace the reduced Single House zone.

166. There will inevitably be potential for a level of fluidity between the location of zone
boundaries where those are not defined by natural features or constraints, existing
development, or existing cadastral boundaries. The expectation is that there will be a
graduation from higher density housing adjacent to transport options and centres,
through to lower density housing at the edges of the urban area.

167. The general principle is respected in both the WSP and PPC25, with the main
difference being that the Mixed Housing Suburban ‘band’ is expanded to the west to
replace more of the Single House zone.

168. Having considered the economic reports, together with other relevant evidence (in
particular, the geotechnical assessments), | am relatively comfortable with the
proposed residential zoning pattern for the following reasons:

o In principle, and with all other matters being equal, it is sound planning
practice to enable efficient use of the resource provided by serviced
residential land;

o There do not appear to be any particular geotechnical or environmental
constraints that would prevent the increased area of Mixed Housing Suburban
land from being developed in an appropriate manner; and
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o Most, if not all, of the expanded band of Mixed Housing Suburban zoning will
be situated within a five-minute walk of the Western Link road, which is
anticipated to be served by a regular bus service.

///
.
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~—

Figure 12: Comparison of residential land identified in PPC25 (left) and WSP (right)

169. There are also disparities between PPC25 and the WSP in respect of the extent and
location of the Light Industry zone. The differences are illustrated in Figure 12 above.
Having considered the available evidence and the WSP, | am of the opinion that some
further industrial land should be provided by PPC25.

170. The Light Industrial zone in the northern part of the PPC25 area is consistent between
the two documents and is a logical planning outcome given the proposed supermarket
in that location, the relatively gentle contour of the land, and the proximity to State
Highway 1.

171. PPC25 provides an expanded area of Light Industry zone immediately south of that,
but replaces the industrial land to the south of the proposed Neighbourhood Centre
with Mixed Housing Urban zone adjacent to the stream. Whilst, | consider that there is
urban design merit in the zoning through this area as notified, the actual best zoning
response will depend on the final alignment of the Western Link road. As a
consequence, | am of the opinon that at this stage based on the need for industry land
within the WSP that this work should take primacy on this matter.

172. | am of the opinion that the existing industrial land to the south of Sanderson Road
should also be extended through to Falls Road (as far west as the stream and Mansell
Drive), as provided for in the WSP. That appears to me to be a logical land use given
existing development, and will assist with more closely matching the ratio of
employment land and residential land that was anticipated under the WSP.

173. | do note that the location of boundaries between all the different zones within the
PPC25 area will be influenced by the location of the Western Link road, as this may be
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used as the demarcation point between different zones. For reasons that are
discussed more fully in the transport-related sections of this s42A report, the precise
location of that road is yet to be determined. As a consequence, it is not possible in
my view to arrive at fully defined zone boundaries at this stage.

6.4. Landscape effects

Application

174. Effects on landscape are addressed in Section 9.4 of the s32 evaluation report and
discussed in more detail in the landscape assessment prepared by Mike Farrow of
Littoralis Landscape Architecture (LLA).?’

175. The LLA assessment identifies key landscape outcomes as being to perpetuate the
broad profile of the terrain and ridgeline, retain and protect any significant areas of
indigenous vegetation, and maintain and enhance primary riparian corridors. In the
context of these outcomes, landscape considerations included

o Retaining the broad topography of the PPC25 area, particularly the Stubbs
Farm ridgeline;

o Enabling roads to be orientated primarily across the natural contour rather
than perpendicular to it;

o Conserving and integrating the most intact pockets and belts of indigenous
vegetation;

o Acknowledging the best-developed natural watercourses and emphasising
these as a structuring element;

o Concentrating the highest densities of potential development in the lower-lying
topography;

o Configuring the layout of the PPC25 area to optimise opportunities for high-
quality urban environments, strong landscape identity and high levels of
amenity; and

o Integrating, where practicable, the edges of the PPC25 area with adjoining
areas so that natural patterns and open space corridors can continue
seamlessly and be strengthened where possible.

176. The LLA assessment considers that PPC25 is consistent with these landscape
considerations. In respect of zoning patterns, the assessment supports PPC25’s
provision for lower density residential use on the steeper and more visible areas, which
are considered to more easily integrate with the landscape through the use of smaller
building footprints and landscaping.

Peer review

177. The Applicant’'s landscape assessment has been reviewed by Stephen Brown of
Brown NZ Ltd.?®¢ Mr Brown has also considered the landscape effects of PPC25 more
generally.

178. At a high level, Mr Brown considers that the effects of PPC25 on the landscapes and
features within and near Warkworth are generally acceptable. He considers that any
such effects would have a very limited impact on the amenity enjoyed by existing

27 Refer to attachment 11 of the s32 Application within Appendix 2 of the Hearing Agenda
28 Refer to Appendix 6 of the Hearing Agenda
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residents when considered in the context of the outcomes anticipated by the AUP and
the WSP.

179. Mr Brown supports the proposals under PPC25 to protect and enhance the significant
elements of the stream network, and considers that this will result in beneficial effects.

180. However, Mr Brown’s review does identify two areas of concern with PPC25 in its
current form.

181. Firstly, he considers that the proposal for industrial development adjacent to State
Highway 1 has the potential to create an unattractive gateway at the northern edge of
Warkworth. He is of the opinion that a planted landscape buffer is required along this
frontage of the land in order to adequately manage potential adverse visual amenity
effects that may arise from industrial development. He supports a setback and
planting buffer, along the lines of that proposed in the WSP. This is a position
supported also by Ms Mein’s specialist review.

Figure 13: PPC25 Single House zone (left) and Stephen Brown’s proposal (right)

182. Secondly, Mr Brown is concerned with the PPC25 proposals for more intensive
housing in the north-western part of the land, close to the alignment of the motorway
currently under construction and in the area on and adjacent to the ridgeline that
extends from Viv Davie-Martin Drive. Related to this is a concern that there would be
higher density housing below this land abutting the area of proposed Light Industry
land. Mr Brown does not support the establishment of higher density residential zones
in this part of the site as they would expose a greater number of residents to the
motorway corridor and to the land intended for industrial development.

183. To address these reserve sensitivity effects, Mr Brown proposes a larger area of
Single House zone relative to that proposed in PPC25. The extent of the Single
House zone that he considers to be required is illustrated in Figure 13 above.
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Comment

184. | support PPC25’s response to landscape issues in respect of the general intention to
locate more intensive land uses on the valley floor, closer to the stream and the
anticipated alignment of the future Western Link road. | also consider that there is
significant benefit in the proposals to protect and enhance the elements of the stream
network that are existing on the PPC25 land. Furthermore, there is logic to the
aggregation of proposed Light Industry land adjacent to existing business uses and
close to State Highway 1.

185. There are, however, two key landscape issues that are in contention.

186. The first of these relates to the management of visual amenity effects associated with
the focus of industrial activities adjacent to State Highway 1. That location acts as the
entrance to the town when approaching from the north, and | agree with Mr Brown that
there is merit in seeking to prevent what he colourfully refers to as the “Te
Raparisation” of this northern gateway. In my opinion, PPC25 should include specific
provisions to require a planted and treed landscape screen as was intended by the
WSP. | note that this was also supported by Ms Mein for urban design reasons.

187. The second contested landscape issue relates to the extent of Single House zone that
should be retained in the north-western corner of the land. PPC25 proposes around
approximately 12ha as shown in Figure 13. Mr Brown considers that this area should
be roughly doubled to extend further down the slopes of the ridgeline and abut the
Light Industry zone on the northern part of the PPC25 area.

188. | am satisfied that the approach taken by PPC25 is reasonable. In my opinion, it
strikes an appropriate balance between the efficient use of land and the need to
manage development impacts and reverse sensitivity. | agree that an area of Single
House zone on the steeper land close to the motorway is a logical planning response,
but | consider that it is unnecessary for that to extend too far down the slopes into the
valley floor and | do not believe that a lower density zone is necessary to address
reverse sensitivity issues adjacent to an industrial area®.

189. In relation to this last point, the Light Industry zone in the northern part of the land is
likely to be separated from the residential zones by the Western Link road (although
the exact alignment of that is yet to be determined) and/ or the stream corridor. That
would provide a separation of around 30m between industrial and residential activities.
In addition, there are many instances in Auckland where residential zones are located
adjacent to areas of Light Industry zone and generally higher density zones will be
used in those situations. Certainly, the use of Single House zone as a buffer does not
appear to be a recognised technique elsewhere in the AUP in these circumstances.
The same can be said for the interface between Auckland’s existing motorway system
and adjoining residential land.

190. For these reasons, | do not consider that reverse sensitivity is a factor that supports
the use of Single House zone within PPC25. While there may be some valid
landscape and topographical reasons, those are only sufficient in my view to limit the
Single House zone to the extent shown in notified PPC25 and no further expansion of
that zone is warranted.

29 |t is noted that this assessment is based on the notified zoning and assessment of submissions that seek to
reduce the SHZ further are addressed at section 10 of the report.
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6.5. Ecology effects

Application

191. Ecological values in the PPC25 area and the effects of the urban development that is
proposed are addressed in an ecological assessment prepared by Bioresearches.*°

192. The Bioresearches report concludes that, in general, the ecological values across the
PPC25 area are of low to moderate value due to the former pastoral farming that has
occurred on the land. The report notes that the significant vegetation values on the
land are restricted to two relatively small patches of native forest (areas 1 and 3 in
Figure 14) and a strip of riparian vegetation along the tributary of the Mahurangi River
south of Falls Road. Bioresearches considers that the two small patches of native
forest would meet the Significant Ecological Area (SEA) criteria under the AUP.

193. It is proposed that these areas of significant vegetation will be retained, either within
areas to vest as public land or protected on private land through consent notices
imposed at the time of subdivision.

Figure 14: Vegetated areas within the northern area of the PPC25 land

194. Bioresearches notes that the ecological values of watercourses on the land vary
considerably, but acknowledges that the watercourses have potential value. It is
stated that all those with high potential value will be avoided, restored and protected.
While some intermittent watercourses will be removed to accommodate urban
development, Bioresearches considers that this can be mitigated at the time of
earthworks and subdivision consents through the use of mitigation planting and off-
setting.

30 Refer to attachment 14 of the s32 Application within Appendix 2 of the Hearing Agenda
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195. Bioresearches considers that ecological effects can be mitigated through riparian
planting and fencing to restore watercourses, and by the use of structures like arched
culverts to reduce alterations to the streambed. It is stated that these measures would
improve water quality and instream habitat.

Peer review

196. Council’'s ecological review has been undertaken in two separate specialist
assessments — covering freshwater ecology (Jason Smith)3' and terrestrial ecology
(Rue Statham)32.

197. The freshwater ecology review identifies a number of concerns with PPC25, related in
particular to the intention to reclaim a number of intermittent watercourses and the
provision that the Precinct makes to enable that outcome. Mr Smith considers that
amendments are required to the proposed Precinct provisions of PPC25, where they
seek to facilitate stream reclamation. He proposes a number of specific amendments
in his assessment.

198. Mr Smith considers the approach adopted in PPC25 to be inconsistent with the
direction provided through the provisions of the National Policy Statement: Freshwater
Management and the AUP. Mr Smith states that those statutory planning documents
provide clear direction around minimising the loss of all freshwater systems, not just
streams of existing high ecological values, and enhancing those streams where
functions and values have become degraded. In Mr Smith’s opinion, consideration of
specific activities such as reclamation of intermittent streams and addressing of effects
that would arise is more appropriately considered at the resource consent stage. The
AUP contains sufficient provisions to address any stream works that might be
proposed, and Mr Smith considers that PPC25 should not contain specific provisions
that circumvent normal resource consent procedures.

199. Mr Statham’s review focuses on terrestrial ecology, but includes wetland habitats. He
accepts that PPC25 has correctly identified the forest remnants, but considers that
there are more natural wetlands on the land than were expressly identified or
acknowledged in PPC25.

200. Mr Statham is also of the view (like Mr Smith) that the PPC25 Precinct provisions are
written to enable development outcomes that may not be consistent with the AUP or
the WSP, and he has suggested some amendments to address his concerns. Subject
to those amendments to the Precinct provisions, Mr Statham finds no biodiversity
focused reasons why the PPC25 land could not be appropriately re-zoned to enable
urban development.

Comment

201. It is apparent to me that the ecological effects of urban development on the PPC25
land could be appropriately managed through precinct provisions and under the
current rules and standards of the AUP.

202. | agree with both Mr Smith and Mr Statham that the Precinct provisions should not
enable a lesser standard of ecological response to stream reclamation and other
related matters than that which would generally be expected under the AUP. For this

31 Refer to Appendix 6 of the Hearing Agenda
32 Refer to Appendix 6 of the Hearing Agenda
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reason, | would not support such provisions in the Precinct and consider that a better
approach is to let land development impacts be assessed and determined in the
normal way under the relevant provisions of the AUP.

6.6. Stormwater, Flooding and Servicing effects

Application

203. The effects of PPC25 that relate to stormwater, flooding and servicing are summarised
in Section 9.7 of the s32 evaluation report and discussed in more detail in the Land
Development Report (LDR) prepared by Chester Ltd.33

204. PPC25 proposes to address effects in relation to flooding and stormwater quality
through the existing rules and standards of the AUP (set out in Chapter E36 and E9
respectively). Stormwater would be collected and conveyed in a piped network for
discharge into the streams on the land directly or via detention ponds. In order to
manage potential effects from instream erosion and scour, PPC25 proposes to apply
the Stormwater Management Area — Flow 1 controls to the PPC25 area. These
controls set out a range of requirements for the retention and detention of stormwater.

205. The LDR sets out a proposed preferred option for wastewater servicing, which has
been agreed in principle with Watercare Services Limited. That option involves the
installation of a new pump station to convey wastewater to a connection point into the
network that will access the wastewater treatment plant at Snells Beach, which will be
operational in 2022. An interim solution, prior to 2022, would convey wastewater to
the existing Warkworth wastewater treatment plant. That plant may require upgrades
to service the development until the treatment plant at Snells Beach is complete.

206. The LDR notes that existing water supply infrastructure can be extended into the
PPC25 land to service future development.

Peer review

207. The stormwater and flooding effects arising from PPC25 are considered by Paula
Vincent of Healthy Waters.3*

208. Ms Vincent outlines a number of concerns with PPC25 in respect of these matters.
She considers that some of the proposed Precinct provisions are inconsistent with the
rules in the AUP, and undermine achievement of the policies of the Regional Policy
Statement and the delivery of the WSP. Ms Vincent notes that the provisions do not
promote best practice in stormwater management or water sensitive design.

209. The Healthy Waters review also states that the information provided in the Stormwater
Management Plan (SMP) is inadequate and, in its current form, should not be included
in the PPC25 precinct provisions. Ms Vincent notes that once the SMP forms part of
an operative PPC25 it cannot be altered without a further Schedule 1 RMA process.
She considers that such a situation would be inappropriate given that the SMP is
inconsistent with new performance requirements for greenfield developments within
the Auckland Council’s region wide Network Discharge Consent that commences in
October 2019, and does not achieve best practice as set out in GD04.

33 Refer to attachment 15 of the s32 Application within Appendix 2 of the Hearing Agenda
34 Refer to Appendix 6 of the Hearing Agenda
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210. With regard to flooding, Ms Vincent notes that no flood attenuation is provided through
PPC25 and the Chester LDR has not taken adequate account of future development
within the wider upstream catchment in its assessment of peak flood levels.
Furthermore, Healthy Waters advise that there is insufficient capacity at the Falls
Bridge for the five-year storm at Maximum Probable Development and no mitigation is
proposed through the PPC25 development area.

211. Watercare Services Limited has reviewed the wastewater disposal and water supply
reticulation arrangements and has confirmed in principle that the land can be serviced
as described in the LDR.

Comment

212. Having reviewed the s32 evaluation report and the supporting technical assessments,
together with the Council’s peer reviews, | consider that there would need to be
amendments to the Precinct provisions and the anticipated development arrangements
in order to manage stormwater and flooding effects to an acceptable level.

213. Specifically, the stormwater management approach would need to be amended to
achieve the performance standards relating to discharges that are authorised under
Council’s region wide Network Discharge Consent. While the effects of flooding on
future development on the land can generally be managed under the AUP Chapter
E39 provisions, flood attenuation measures would be required in order to address
flooding effects that would arise downstream (particularly at the Falls Road bridge) and
at adjacent sites as a result of urbanisation of the land.

214. 1t is likely that most of these matters could be addressed with amendments to the
Precinct provisions or the SMP, although some are related to deficiencies in the
information that has been provided (such as inadequate consideration of future
development within the wider upstream catchment in the assessment of peak flood
levels). Without the information that is required to address flooding impacts, it is
difficult to conclude that the Precinct provisions are fit for purpose and will effectively
mitigate adverse effects that may arise.

6.7. Geotechnical effects

Application

215. Geotechnical effects are addressed at Section 9.11 of the s32 evaluation report and in
the geotechnical report prepared by KGA Geotechnical Limited.*

216. The KGA report concludes that the ground conditions present in the land are suitable
for the type of development that is proposed through PPC25. It is acknowledged that
detailed geotechnical investigations will be required as part of future resource consent
applications. The KGA report states that the land conditions are generally suitable for
urban development, subject to appropriate management through the resource consent
process.

Peer review

217. Council’s peer review of the geotechnical engineering information was undertaken by
Ross Roberts. Mr Roberts does not raise any particular concerns with the conclusions

35 Refer to attachment 18 of the s32 Application within Appendix 2 of the Hearing Agenda

Page 54

58



of KGA in respect of geotechnical conditions or the methodology that was used in the
investigation.

218. With regard to residential densities, Mr Roberts notes that stability for residential areas
of the site can be achieved but would require more modification to the landform
through earthworks in areas where slopes are steeper and less stable.

Comment

219. There does not appear to be any particular contention in respect of geotechnical
matters. All of the land within PPC25 can be developed for urban purposes but more
earthworks, drainage and retaining walls may be required in some areas of the land.
This is relevant to the consideration of the appropriate residential zonings to be applied
to the PPC25 area. From my review of the KGA report and Mr Robert’s specialist
review, | could not identify any specific geotechnical constraint that would prevent
parts of the Single House zone signalled in the WSP from being replaced with Mixed
Housing Suburban zone.

6.8. Other effects

220. There are some other environmental and cultural effects that were discussed in the
s32 evaluation report, including heritage and archaeology, soil contamination, and
effects on Maori spiritual and cultural values.

221. The latter effects are discussed below in the Mana Whenua consultation section of this
s42A report, and in the section that addresses the submission received from Ngati
Manuhuri.

222. In respects of soil contamination, and heritage and archaeology effects, there is
nothing in the material supporting PPC25 or submissions that identifies any significant
effects.

7. CONSULTATION

223. A Consultation Report® is attached to the plan change request and outlines the
consultation undertaken with a number of parties, including adjacent landowners, iwi,
local board, various stakeholders and other interest groups.

7.1. Mana Whenua

224. The applicant circulated the PPC application to 10 Mana Whenua groups recognised
as having authority in the area in 15 June 2018% to determine which iwi groups
wished to engage with the project and take part in a site visit. The outcomes of this
consultation in terms of responds is outlined in the Consultation Report attached within
Appendix 6 of the PPC Request?.

36 Consultation Report within attachment 7 of the Private Plan Change Request, prepared by Barkers and
Associates and dated 29 June 2018

37 Refer section 4.1 of the Consultation Report within attachment 7 of the Private Plan Change Request,
prepared by Barkers and Associates
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225. These Mana Whenua groups align with Auckland Council’s online facility for
determining relevant iwi interests®, being:

Ngai Tai Ki Tamaki

Ngati Manuhiri

Ngati Paoa

Ngati Te Ata

Ngati Wai

Ngati Whanaunga

Ngati Whatua o Kaipara
Ngati Whatua Orakei

Te Kawerau a Maki

Te Runanga o Ngati Whatua

226. A site visit was held with both Ngati Manuhuri and Te Kawerau A Maki and both mana
whenua groups have prepared Cultural Values Assessments (CVA)*. These CVA are
discussed in the s32 assessment report*® with the key matters highlighted in terms of
areas of concern:

e Degradation of the waterways;

e Loss of habitat;

o Stormwater runoff and treatment being designed in consultation with an
enhancement program for the waterways;

227. Ngati Manuhuri have lodged a submission*' as part of the notification of the PPC25.
The submission seeks decisions to accept PPC25 subject to ensuring that the mana
whenua values are incorporated into the precinct provisions.

7.2. Rodney Local Board

228. The Rodney Local Board was briefed by staff from North West & Islands Planning on
22 November 2019. Feedback at the time was that the Rodney Local Board does not
support the private plan change request. At this time, they considered it could
undermine the draft Warkworth Structure Plan and result in a future land use pattern
which is not necessarily best placed or scaled to serve the long-term future of
Warkworth.

8. NOTIFICATION AND SUBMISSIONS

8.1. Notification details

229. Details of the notification timeframes and number of submissions received is outlined
below:

Date of public notification for submissions 16 May 2019

38 https://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/building-and-consents/understanding-building-consents-process/prepare-
application/prepare-resource-consent-application/Pages/find-hapu-iwi-contacts-for-your-area.aspx

39 Appendix 7 of the Private Plan Change Request

40 Section 9.9 of the s32 Assessment Report

41 Refer submission 29 within Appendix 4 of this report and submissions points 29.1-3
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Closing date for submissions 5 July 2019
Number of submissions received 35

Date of public notification for further 9

submissions

Closing date for further submissions 12 September 2019
Number of further submissions received 9

230. There was one late submission*?. Copies of the submissions are attached as
Appendix 4 to this report.

231. The location of submitters relative to the PPC25 land has been mapped onto an aerial
photograph of the site and the wider area, and is attached in Appendix 3 to this report.

9. LEGAL AND STATUTORY CONTEXT RELEVANT TO SUBMISSIONS

232. It is noted that one of the submissions (being submission 23) by Turnstone Capital
Limited (the Applicant) seeks relief to ‘fundamentally change'*® the zoning sought by
PPC25. Some members of the public may have chosen not to engage in the process
on the basis that they were comfortable with the notified zoning and have not reviewed
the submission made by TCL. However, it is for this reason that there is a further
submission period and, on this basis, it is considered that due process has been
followed.

10. ANALYSIS OF SUBMISSIONS AND FURTHER SUBMISSIONS

233. The following sections address the submissions received on PPC25. The format used
includes a discussion of the relief sought in the submissions, and a recommendation to
the Hearing Commissioners in terms of accepting or rejecting the submissions.

234. It is noted that for the various recommendations on the submission below, where there
is a relevant further submission then this should be determined accordingly.

235. The approach to the analysis below will firstly outline the TCL submission on PPC25
and then consider all other submissions. The approach adopted addresses
submissions that raise the same issues by grouping them under a number of themes
and topic headings:

Submissions on Traffic and Transport Matters
Submissions on Zoning Approach

Submissions on Infrastructure Delivery and Funding
Submissions on Urban Design Matters

Submissions on Streams, Ecology and Cultural Matters
Submissions on Stormwater and Flooding
Submissions on Other Matters

Submissions supporting PC25 with no amendments

42 42 gybmission no. 37 from Mahurangi Action Incorporated received the 8t August 2019
43 Refer submission 2 within Appendix 4.
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236. The ordering of assessing the above submissions follows the same general order as
the preceding effects assessment, and highlights the pivotal matters raised in
considering the merits of PPC25.

10.1. Turnstone Submission

237. The PPC25 submission process is somewhat unusual, adding an additional layer of
complexity and potential confusion to submitters, in that the submission lodged by
Turnstone on its own PPC25 seeks relief for ‘fundamentally changes™* to the zoning
sought by the notified PPC.

238. Turnstone identifies in the submission that the reason for the extent of relief sought is
that there PPC25 application was prepared prior to the WSP being notified and
adopted hence it is responding to this document.

239. A comparison of the zone differences between PPC25 as notified and the relief sought

by the TCL submission is included in Table 8 below for ease of reference. A copy of
the zoning map attached to the submission is included in Figure 15 below.

Figure 15: Proposed Zoning Map attached to Submission 23 from Turnstone Capital Ltd

44 Refer page 2 of submission 23 within Appendix 4.
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Table 8: Comparison of the PPC25 (as notified) and Turnstone Capital Ltd Submission 23

PC25 (As Notified) Turnstone submission
Light Industry zone
13.1 ha of Light Industry zone fronting SH1 and Light Industry only provided at Sanderson
off Sanderson Road Road on land not owned by TCL.

Heavy Industry zone

Not provided for Not provided for
General Business zone
Outside of PC area Small new area of GB zone extended

north to the future alignment of the
Western link road

Business Mixed use zone
Not provided for 3 areas totalling 16.3 ha

- Large area adjacent to SH1

- Adjacent to top (northern section) of
Hudson Road, opposite existing
Light Industry zone

- From NE corner of Hudson Road
and Falls Road and along Falls
Road frontage roughly to the stream.

Neighbourhood centre zone
3000m? centre provided in central location Not provided for
surrounded by Mixed Housing Urban zone
Local centre zone

Not provided for New Local centre zone of 5.7ha

Moved to closer to Hudson Road
boundary. Open space land to the east
and south, Business — Mixed Use to the
North and Mixed Housing Urban to the
west.

Provide for 1000-1200 dwellings Not known.
Single House zone
2 areas: Only provided south of Falls Road
1. In western corner of site abutting
motorway corridor and adjacent north-
eastern section of Viv Davie-Martin
Drive.
2. South of Falls Road
Mixed Housing Suburban zone
3 areas: In one large wedge running from
1. Middle ring between SH and MHU motorway boundary to Falls Road.

Includes all of land previously zoned SH
2. Along part of Falls Road frontage

3. To west of Sanderson Road and lower
(southern section) of Hudson Road
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Mixed Housing Urban zone

Centrally located between MHU and Light
Industry zones.

Neighbourhood centre toward top (northern
section)

One large central wedge running from
Motorway to stream near Falls Road.

SH to south, Business MU to north, east
and south. Also, Local Centre to the east

Open Space Conservation zone

No provided for but shown in precinct plan 2 as
indicative open space and SEAs

6 areas of open space Conservation zone
provided along 5 stream fingers and one

area near Viv Davie-Martin Drive

Open Space Informal Recreation zone

Not provided for but indicative open space areas
shown on Overlay map and Precinct Plan 1

1 area provided between the Local Centre
and Hudson Road industry

10.2. Submissions on Traffic and Transport Matters

10.2.1. Adequacy of the ITA and Assessment of Traffic Effects

No.

Sub.

Name of
Submitter

Summary of the Relief
Sought by the Submitter

Further
Submissions

Planners

Recommendation

16.1

Auckland
Transport

Sufficient additional
information (including
modelling) is provided to
assess transport effects.

FS03 — Support
FS04 - Oppose

Accept

19.3

Consideration of the
cumulative and increased
traffic effects and potential
mitigation measures and their
limitations on Mansell Drive
in terms of WLR, PC25 and
wider WSP.

Summerset
Villages
(Warkworth) Ltd

FS02 - Support

Accept

225

NZTA Provide a revised ITA with
the methodology/ content
being developed and agreed
with both NZTA and AT to
ensure that effects on the
transport system are
appropriately managed and

mitigated.

FS02-Support

Accept

242
243

Warkworth Area
Liaison

Amend the ITA to correct
errors and omissions. Amend
traffic predictors on to align
with the staging for further
developments in Warkworth.

FS02 — Support
in part
FS03 — Support
in Part

Accept

240. All the submissions above express concerns related to the adequacy of the ITA%*
submitted as part of the notified plan change. There are further submissions from both
NZTA and AT providing reciprocal support to each other and support in part for the
Warkworth Area Liaison submission. TCL does oppose the AT submission though this
is not clear given is understood that the Applicant is seeking to respond to these
concerns, however, any further information was not available prior to the completion of
this report.

45 Refer attachment 13 of the $32 Application within Appendix 2 of the Hearing Agenda
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241. The ITA is integral to understand the potential traffic effects of PPC25, and it directly
informs the most appropriate approach to the urbanisation of the land in terms of
zoning and layout. The outputs from the ITA will then guide other decisions for the
land in terms of zoning, roading layout, timing and delivery of any transport upgrades,
and precinct provisions.

242. The fast pace at which PPC25 is being advanced means that the application
documents may not be consistent with the work completed in the recently WSP and by
SGA. This means that the latest ITA prepared by the Applicant from May 2019
precedes the more recent work completed as part of the WSP. There has been no
update to the transport reporting to support the Turnstone submission, which seeks
alternative zonings*® on the land which would alter the densities achieved within the
plan change.

Discussion

243. These submissions all have a common theme, and identify that all roading authorities
and other parties have significant concerns about the adequacy of the transport
assessments in the PPC25 application. Further, the additional up-zoning sought by
TCL as part of its submission is not assessed at all in the present transport
assessment. This assessment is essential to any consideration of the merits of PPC25
and, without it, a proper assessment of the proposal is limited.

244. Mr Martin Peake outlines in his assessment that an ITA was prepared to inform the
WSP and that this was prepared by the SGA, which comprises AT, NZTA and
Auckland Council. This work identified a number of measures that any ITA for
subsequent plan changes would need to capture.

245. In terms of the current ITA prepared to support the notified PPC25, Mr Peake has
identified in his specialist reporting that:

“(ITA) provides insufficient analysis to be able to determine the effects of the plans
change and identify measures required to avoid, remedy or mitigate those effects.

It is considered that the ITA fails to:

o Identify the forecast trip generation or traffic distribution from PPC 25
including how this compares to either the Future Urban Land Supply Strategy
(FULSS) zoning for the area or the Warkworth Structure Plan (final or draft
versions)

o Provide robust traffic modelling analysis to determine the traffic effects of the
plan change on either the immediate or wider transport network including
intersection and link capacity

o Identify mitigation works needed to address the effects of the plan change
(other than the provision of the intersections at either end of the Western Link
Road)

o Determine the timing / staging of transport infrastructure required to support
the plan change, the cost of such measures and who would be responsible for
providing those measures™’

46 See Turnstone submission 23 within Appendix 4
47 Refer, page 22 of specialist memo, prepared by Martin Peake dated 23 September 2019 within Appendix 6
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246. This is a position supported by all the submissions noted above, which express
concerns related to the adequacy of the ITA submitted as part of the notified plan
change. It is understood that the Applicant is seeking to respond to these concerns
prior to the hearing.

247. The ITA is integral to informing the best approach to the urbanisation of the land and
the outcomes it produces will then guide other decisions for the site in terms of zoning,
layout, timing and delivery of any upgrades.

248. On this basis | support the relief sought by the submissions. | consider that the ITA is
inadequate for both the notified PPC25 and for the relief sought by the submission
from TCL. This is of concern leading into a hearing with covers a range of submission
points on a number of matters, many of which are influenced by the outcomes of this
transport assessment. | note that, even if an adequate ITA can be produced prior to
the hearing, it will be difficult for the Council and other parties to respond to that in a
meaningful way given time constraints.

Recommendations on Submissions

249. That submissions 16.1, 19.3, 22.5, 24.2 and 24.3 be accepted for the reasons
outlined above.

10.2.2. Delivery and timing of Transport Infrastructure

Sub. Name of Summary of the Relief Further Planners

No. Submitter Sought by the Submitter Submissions | Recommendation
16.2 Auckland Amend the precinct to include FS04 - Accept

16.3 Transport the land south of Falls Road Oppose

within PPC25 and require the
upgrading of Falls Road to an
urban road standard with
subdivision and development.
16.4 Auckland Amend the precinct to include | FS04 - Oppose Accept
16.5 Transport the land at 9-11 Sanderson
Rd and 76-78 and 86 Hudson
Road which is proposed to be
rezoned to BLIZ and require
the upgrading of Sanderson
Road to an urban road
standard with subdivision and
development.

16.25 Auckland Amend precinct to require FS04- Oppose Accept
Transport upgrading of the Mansell
Drive/ Falls Road
intersection, including

signalisation.
16.26 Auckland Additional provisions include | FS03 - Support Accept
Transport objectives and policies to FS04 - Oppose

ensure delivery of
infrastructure organise
development. Additional
provisions may include
triggers, staging, or clear
assessment and consenting
processes.
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27.3 | A and S Haycock | Coordinate development with |FS03 — Support Accept in part
a good public transport in part
system.

250. Submissions above express concerns related to the need to secure the necessary
upgrades, alongside identified trigger points for the PPC25 area to ensure that they
are delivered in a timely manner.

251. The further submission by TCL opposes the AT submissions and identifies that in
terms of submission point 16.25 that the the existing AUP(OP) provides a framework
to consider such matters. In terms of submission point 16.26, it is opposed on the
basis that the FULSS confirms that the area will be development ready by 202248 with
all necessary infrastructure in place, and in any event the Applicant is working with AT
to ensure delivery.

Discussion

252. The AT submission raises concerns about the need to ensure that subdivision and
development will be co-ordinated with the delivery of transport infrastructure and
services, including connections to the wider network. The ability to know what
infrastructure and what additional connections may or may not be required is
dependent on the outcomes from the ITA. However, at the time of preparing this report
the ITA was considered to be inadequate. As a result, the ability to understand what
mitigation works are needed to support PPC25 and the timing/staging and funding of
any required infrastructure is unknown.

253. The need to ensure the integration of any required transport upgrades with
development across the PPC25 area is good planning practice. It provides greater
certainty to all parties as to when infrastructure needs to be put in place. However, this
needs to be supported by a clear understanding of proposed funding for any upgrades
and who will be responsible for delivering them.

254. Mr Peake outlines in his assessment that he supports an approach whereby any
mitigation measures or transport infrastructure required to support PPC25 are
incorporated into the precinct provisions. He acknowledges that (given the inadequacy
of the ITA) the exact measures required and any timing for delivery is not yet known.

255. | note the further submission by TCL on the FULSS requirements, but it is important to
bear in mind that the rezoning is being sought earlier than the 2022 timeframe
indicated by Council and via a privately initiated plan making process. This puts the
onus to resolve these matters on the Applicant, as it is their plan change. It is therefore
of concern that these matters remain unresolved, although it is understood that a
further ITA is being prepared and that the Applicant is engaging with AT and NZTA.

256. AT identifies within submission points 16.2, 16.3, 16.4 and 16.5 the need for the
precinct to cover the full PPC25 land.

257. In respect of submission point 16.25, | note that at page 36 of the s32 evaluation report
it identifies that the ITA recommends the signalisation of the intersection at Falls Road
and Mansel Drive to ensure optimal pedestrian and cyclist safety*. It is not clear why

48 Future Urban Land Supply Strategy, July 2017, p18 states ‘from’ not ‘by’ for Warkworth North
49 Page 36, s32 Report, prepared by Barkers and Associates, dated January 2019
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the relief sought by AT to ensure this is delivered is opposed by TCL, particularly when
its own documents recommend it occurs.

258. To rely on the subsequent consenting process is not in my mind the best approach.
Rather, clarity about the necessary infrastructure to support a new growth area should
be inherent in the precinct provisions rather than being addressed in the future in a
piecemeal fashion. Ultimately the timing, estimated costings and funding share for this
infrastructure will be identified and agreed via the new ITA that is in the process of
being completed. However, | am of the opinion that these outputs once agreed should
be incorporated into any precinct produced for the PPC25 area. | acknowledge that
there are discussions on cost share that may need to be discussed on various items,
however it is best to have these discussions at the outset once the outputs from the
ITA are agreed.

259. | disagree with TCL that there is not a need for more specific transport provisions in
terms of delivery of upgrades with trigger points, and that reliance should be placed on
the subsequent consenting process to manage this matter. Whilst the number of
upgrades necessary to support PPC25 are not yet known, given the inadequacies of
the current ITA, however, it is anticipated that there will be upgrades required including
improving existing roads, upgrades to intersections, and provision of the WLR. If these
upgrades are not captured in the Precinct provisions then the requirements will not be
clear to any future developer within the PPC25 area (noting that land ownership may
change). Furthermore, Chapter E27 of the AUP(OP) identifies that the traffic
generation assessments under E27.6.1(2)(b):

“do not apply were development is being undertaken in accordance with a consent or
provisions approved on the basis of an Integrated Transport Assessment where the
land use and the associated trip generation and transport effects are the same or
similar in character, intensity and scale to those identified in the previous assessment”

Consequently, given that PPC25 is seeking new provisions and | am recommending
additional provisions and extension of the precinct, then if PPC25 is adopted the
requirements of E27 will not apply to traffic generation under subsequent consents.

260. Putting aside the matter of the adequacy of the ITA, | consider that the precinct
provisions should clearly identify any transport upgrades and staging requirements.
For example, the Mansel Drive intersection upgrade, and upgrades to Sanderson
Road and Hudson Road should be signalled for establishment by the completion of a
certain level of development. This is a sound planning approach and one that is seen
in other AUP precincts®. | agree with the position and relief sought by AT and other
submitters in this regard.

Recommendations on Submissions

261. That submissions 16.2, 16.3, 16.4, 16.5, 16.25, 16.26 and 27.3 be accepted for the
reasons outlined above. Until an adequate ITA is agreed it is not yet known what
transport upgrades or mitigation are required and the necessary timing and staging for
delivery. Once this is known then it would be recommended that precinct provisions
are prepared to capture these matters.

50 1610Redhills and 1544 Wainui Precincts, AUP(OP)
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10.2.3. Alignment and Cross Section of Western Link Road

Sub. Name of Summary of the Relief Further Planners
No. Submitter Sought by the Submitter Submissions | Recommendation
7.2 P Sullivan Relocate the indicative FSO01 - Oppose Reject

Western Link Road to the FS02 - Support
eastern boundary of the in Part
property at 27 State Highway | FS03 — Oppose
1. FS04 — Support
in part
FS07 — Oppose
12.9 Auckland Amend the route alignment FS01 - Oppose Accept
Council of the Western Link Road to FS02 — Support
that finally proposed by the FS04 — Oppose
Supporting Growth Alliance. FS07 — Support
13.4 Tyne Trust Confirm the alignment of the FS01 - Oppose Reject
WLR and specify an access FS02 — Oppose
point to the submitters land. FS03 — Oppose
FS04 — Support
14.4 | Goatley Holdings | Supports the indicative FS01 - Oppose Reject
alignment as shown FS02 — Support
in part
FS07 - Oppose
15.2 Warkworth Amend precinct to include a FS02 — Oppose Reject
Holdings Ltd control which fixes the FS03 — Oppose
location of the WLR within FS04 — Support
100m of its intersection with FSO07 - Support
SH1 to the north east and
Falls Road and aligns with
the WLR identifies in the
Precinct Plan 1.
16.24 Auckland Delete precinct plan 3 cross FS04 - Oppose Accept
Transport section of the WLR and
instead replace with text
identified width/ components
required.
171 W and H Massey | Show WLR fully extended FS02 — Support Accept in part
throughout site and in part
completed before FSO03 — Oppose
development begins. FS07 — Oppose
22.3 NZTA Amend precinct to refer to FS02 — Support Accept
the new road alignment as FS04 — Support
Western Link Road.
22.4 NZTA Amend precinct plans to FS01 - Oppose Accept
allow for flexibility as to the FS02 — Support
approximate location of the FS04 — Support
connections of the proposed FS07 - Oppose
WLR to SH1 and Falls Road.
241 Warkworth Area | Design WLR to include FS02 — Support Accept
Liaison Group provision for public transport in part
244 Warkworth Area | Development of the PC25 FS02 - Support Accept in part
Liaison Group area shall not proceed until in part
the WLR is completed FSO03 — Support
preferably as a 4 lane road. in part
FS04 — Oppose
FS07 - Oppose
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27.2 Aand S Construct the WLR as soon FS02 — Support Accept in part
Haycock as possible. in part
FSQ7 - Oppose

262. Submissions cover a range of different viewpoints about the alignment, delivery and
timing of the alignment of the Western Link Road (WLR). Though they are all common
in the desire to have the link road, the submissions relate to where it should be
situated.

263. In the further submissions there are a range of opposing and supporting propositions
from different parties and | note the TCL further submission seeks to amend the
location again. In terms of the further submission by Middle Hill Ltd as Trustee to Tyne
Trust it was not clear in their further submission®' opposition or support for the different
submission points so | have attempted to identify this above though they may wish to
clarify this at the hearing.

Discussion

264. The preceding sections of this report has discussed the alignment of the WLR and
identified the pivotal nature it has on the zoning approach to the area. Given the
zoning of the site is being progressed earlier than the FULSS intended, it has been
progressing while the SGA is still determining the best approach to the alignment and |
note that there is currently no allocated funding to deliver it.

265. To my knowledge, no parties disagree with the fact that the location of the WLR is
critical to informing the place making and zoning approach to the wider PPC25 area.

266. The WLR is intended to be a limited access road. It will have pedestrian and cycle
facilities along its length and public transport will use it in the form of buses. The SGA
is currently investigating the alignment and form of the WLR and there is the potential
that the WLR may be constructed in stages - firstly as a collector and then as an
arterial. Mr Peake identifies that the ITA does not assess the different alignments
within the WSP and PPC25 though it is acknowledged that this may have occurred
due to the fact the ITA preceded the release of the WSP.

267. The alignment is informed by a number of factors including topography, geotechnical
matters, location of watercourses, and the best approaches to land uses that may
occur either side. Furthermore, connection into the recently consented MLR to the
north will dictate the intersection position to the north, although I note that there have
been a number of subsequent appeals and a mediation process through the
Environment Court is currently underway. The MLR is funded and once the appeals
are resolved construction will commence.

268. From reading the submissions above, | agree with the relief sought by NZTA and AT
that currently any alignment of the connection at SH1 and Falls Road will need to be
flexible given the separate appeal process underway. Consequently, any requests for
the connection to be confirmed in (or away from) a specific location is premature and
cannot be agreed given the northern connection point will be dictated by the appeals
relating to the MLR. To seek to agree the exact connection point without these appeals
being resolved would, in my opinion, be unwise.

51 In terms of the WLR submissions FS07 by Middle Trust Ltd on behalf Trustee for Tyne Trust “Our position
remains that the Wester Link Road should intersect with the Matakana Link Road” refer Appendix 4.
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269. In terms of the WLR alignment within the site, the final position will impact on the
zoning approach either side of the WLR corridor, particularly to the east adjacent to
Hudson Road dependent on the amount of residual land. Consequently, | am of the
view that more certainty from the SGA in this regard is needed to allow the PPC25 to
progress. In the absence of this, a situation could arise where the residual land is not
sufficient to achieve a practical industrial zone and alternative zonings would then
need to be considered (such as those sought within the notified PPC25).

270. Indeed, the WSP identifies the importance of the alignment on the rationale for zoning

to the east of the WLR where it states:

“Any refinement/shift in the alignment of the Western Link Road through the detailed

investigation for the designation will have flow on effects on the zoning as the road is

used as the method to separate the industrial land from the residential land.®?
271. A number of submissions seek to have certainty on the WLR route and then also seek
to require development to not proceed until the WLR is built®®. However, this relief is
not realistic in my opinion and a better approach is to await confirmation of the corridor
and connection location and funding arrangements before PPC25 can proceed. For
these reasons the submissions are only accepted in part being in respect of having
certainty of the WLR alignment.

Recommendations on Submissions

272. That submissions 7.1, 13.4, 14.4, and 15.2 be rejected for the reasons outlined

above.

273. That submissions 12.9, 16.24, 22.3, 22.4 and 24.1 be accepted for the reasons

outlined above.

274. That submissions 17.1, 24.4 and 27.2 be accepted in part for the reasons outlined

above.

10.2.4. Precinct Road Connections and Internal Road Layout

Sub. Name of Summary of the Relief Further Planners
No. Submitter Sought by the Submitter Submissions | Recommendation
2.3 C and C Ranum | Remove references to the | FS02 — Oppose Reject

indicative road linkages to | FS04 — Support
Viv  Davie Martin Drive, in part
particularly the one by 12 Viv | FS05 - Support
and convert to cul-de-sacs.
3.2 R White Delete the indicative road FS02 — Oppose Reject
linkages to the Viv Davie FS04 — Support
Martin Drive area in part
FS07 - Oppose
8.1 R Brereton Replace all connecting roads | FS02 — Oppose Reject
with cul-de-sacs that FS04 — Support
terminate at the boundary to in part
Vivi Davie Martin Drive area FS05 — Support
11.1 | Rand M Sikora Provide new road FS02 — Support Reject

52 page 48, adopted Warkworth Structure Plan, June 2019
53 Submissions 17.1 and 24.4 refer Appendix 4.

71




connections through to Viv in part
Davie-Martin Drive on bare FS04 — Support
land and not through in part
developed properties FS05 — Support
Part
12.11 Auckland Amend Precinct Plan 1 to FS02 — Support Accept
Council show an indicative layout for | FS04 — Support
the ‘potential future road FS05 — Oppose
connections’ FS07 — Support
12.12 Auckland Amend to include a collector FS02 - Support Accept
Council road as shown in the WSP FS04 — Oppose
which includes separated in part
walking and cycling provision
16.18 Auckland Amend precinct plan to show | FS04 — Support Accept
Transport indicative locations for FSO07 — Support
collector roads and to require
the provision of cycle
facilities and vehicle access
controls along the collector.
211 D Oliver Remove future roads to Viv FS02 - Oppose Reject
Davie Martin and convert to FS04 — Support
cul-de-sacs. in part
FS05 — Support
FS07 — Oppose
23.2 Turnstone Amend precinct plan 1 by FS02 — Oppose Accept
Capital Ltd deleting one of the indicative | FS03 — Oppose
road connections through to FS05 _ Oppose
Viv- Davie-Martin Drive. in part
275. Submissions noted above relate to all other non-WLR road networks, connections

276.

277.

and form in respect of the PPC25 area. Some submissions are seeking the removal
of road connections, whilst others are seeking that additional connections are shown.
There are a variety of further submissions either supporting or opposing the relief
sought above.

In its further submission, TCL supports and opposes a variety of them, though
principally supports the indication of collector roads, provision of cycle facilities and
access controls to these roads. It is not clear if TCL’s support is only in respect to the
Stubbs Farm portion of the site rather than the whole PPC25 area.

The further submission from AT opposes the relief sought by TCL under 23.2 above
as whilst it supports retaining the connection as amended it identifies that the precinct
provisions need to be more robust in respect of “future road connections”. NZTA also
opposes the deletion of the linkage under submission point 23.2 above as it states
that provision of future linkages is required for a resilient transport system.

Discussion

278. At present the road network shown within the PPC25 area is that shown on the

precinct plan, and is limited to the potential road connections within the Stubbs Farm

site (Sub-precinct A) and the indicative network as shown on the stormwater
management precinct plans. The latest version of this is attached to the TCL
submission within Appendix 4 and included in Figure 16 below. The latest ITA does
not appear to include a plan of the indicative internal road network for PPC25. Though
a layout appears to be shown on an overlain WSP plan attached to TCL submission.
Consequently, it is not possible to clearly understand the alternative location or layout
of the collector loop to allow a comparison to the network as shown on the WSP.
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Figure 16: Potential Road Connections Proposed Precinct Plan 1 (Source: Submission 23, Turnstone
Capital Ltd)

279. A road network plan was included with the SGA ITA which informed the adopted WSP
(refer Figure 17 below). This aligns with what is included on the WSP document.

280. Both AT and Auckland Council submissions seek that the internal road network be
shown on the precinct plan and as raised in other submission topics for the precinct to
be applied to the full PPC25 area, not just the Stubbs Farm portion of the site. These
submissions are supported by NZTA in the further submissions where they state that
“the provision of linkages will help provide for a resilient and multi-modal transport
system”.

281. All submissions have been reviewed by Mr Peake who supports the positions outlined
by Auckland Council and AT above. The assessment identifies that anticipated roads
with a collector function should be included on a precinct plan as indicative to give a
likely pattern of roading on the site. Furthermore, provisions should be included that
describe the potential cross section of the roads. | agree with the assessment made by
Mr Peake.
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Figure 17: Attachment C: Figure 36 Proposed Transport Network Map, Supporting Growth Alliance
ITA, WSP

282. A number of submissions have been made from Viv Davie Martin Drive residents
seeking the removal of the potential road connections shown on precinct plan 1. It is
noted that the notified PPC25 included two future connections, whereas submission 23
from TCL seeks to remove one of these connections. It is not entirely clear on the
further submission from NZTA in opposition to the relief sought by TCL to only provide
one connection, as the SGA ITA only identifies one.

283. The concerns raised in the submissions relate to a desire to only provide for cul-de-
sacs in the same position and that connections are not critical to the network and give
uncertainty to the local residents of Viv-Davie-Martin Drive. | acknowledge these
concerns but, given the WSP identifies that the Viv Davie Martin Drive area will be
rezoned (albeit in one of the latter stages of Council initiated plan changes), a well-
connected network will be necessary to achieve this.

284. Consequently, if a potential connection is not signalled now prior to any urbanisation of
the PPC25 area then this outcome could be precluded in the future and the future
outcomes for this area limited as a result. This would not be a position supported by
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285.

the RPS®* and the need to use land efficiently and integrate land uses. The ultimate
number and location of connections will in part depend on the final form of any
rezoning of the Viv Davie Martin Drive area, and would generally need to have a
landowner willing to facilitate development in order for it to occur. However, if it is
precluded from the outset then trying to achieve it after urbanisation would likely be
more disruptive and costly.

Notwithstanding the above | do agree that only one connection needs to be
safeguarded or provided for, and that both of the two shown in the notified PPC25 are
not necessary. This would align with the ITA undertaken by SGA that informed the
WSP. On this basis, | support the relief sought by AT and Auckland Council to
maintain a connection as outlined by the WSP.

Recommendations on Submissions

286.

287.

That submissions 2.3, 3.2, 8.1, 11.1 and 21.1 be rejected in so far as they sought to
have no connections to Viv Davie Martin Drive for the reasons identified above.
Notwithstanding the above | do accept the removal of one connection to Viv Davie
Martin Drive below.

That submissions 12.11, 12.12, 16.18 and 23.2 be accepted for the reasons
identified above. An amended precinct plan that encompasses the whole PPC25 area
needs to be updated to illustrate the potential road connections (including only one
connection to Viv Davie Martin Drive), the collector roads, and the WLR®®,

10.2.5. Transport Related Precinct Provisions

Sub. Name of Summary of the Relief | Further Submissions Planners
No. Submitter Sought by the Submitter Recommendation
9.4 Dr | Topham | Streetscape design to FS02 — Support in part Accept in part

include grassed berms FS04 -Oppose
between road and

footpath, street trees and

dedicated cycle areas

104 B Woolsey Provide adequate off- FS04 — Support in Reject

street parking for housing principle

16.6 Auckland Delete some and add new FSO01 — Oppose Accept
16.7 Transport objectives and policies to FSO03 — Support
16.8 the precinct FS04 — Support in part
16.9 Auckland Amend activity table of FS04 — Support in part Accept

16.10 Transport precinct to add clarity and

16.11 amend activity status.

16.12 Auckland Delete rule 15.5 FS03 — Support Accept

Transport Notification FS04 — Support in part
16.13 Auckland Amend Standards 11.6.1 FS04 — Support Accept
16.14 Transport
16.15 Auckland Amend Standard 11.6.3 FS04 — Support in part Accept
Transport

16.16 Auckland Additional standard for FS03 — Support Accept
Transport limited access to the WLR | FS04 — Support in part

16.17 Auckland Additional standard for FS03 — Support Accept
Transport limited access to SH1 FS04 — Support in part

5 RPS policy reference B2.2.2.(2) and B3.3.2.(1)
55 The WLR needs to be shown as agreed by SGA as recommended at section 10.2.3 of this report.
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(apart from the WLR
connection)
16.19 Auckland Amend precinct to allow FS03 — Support Reject
Transport for the temporary park n FS04 — Support in part
ride in the northern part of
the PC25 area.
16.20 Auckland Amend the precinct plan FS04 — Oppose Reject
Transport to add provisions which
discourage or restrict cul-
de-sacs.
16.21 Auckland Amend subdivision FS03 — Support Reject
Transport assessment under 11.8 to FS04 — Oppose
be more robust in terms of
transport outcomes
16.27 Auckland Amend Assessment FS04 — Oppose Reject
Transport Criteria and special
information requirements
to ensure impact of heavy
construction vehicles
assessed.
22.2 NZTA Amend precinct plan to FS01 — Oppose®® Accept
identify a vehicle assess FS02 — Support
restriction to SH1. FS04 — Support
22.6 NZTA Seeks amendments to a FS02 — Support in part Accept
22.7 number of objectives FS04 - Support
22.8
22.9 NZTA Amend the activity table. FS02 — Support/ Accept
22.10 Support in part
22.11 FS04 — Support
22.12 NZTA Delete notification rule FS02 — Support Accept
2213 [1.5.(a) and 115.(1) FS04 — Support in part
22.14 NZTA Amend Standard 116.1. FS02 — Support Accept
Standard WLR FS04 — Support
22.15 NZTA Amend matters for FS02 — Support in part Accept
22.16 discretion and FS04 — Support
assessment criteria. FS05 — Support in part

288. These submissions seek relief to add a number of transport related precinct provisions
in terms of precinct description, objectives, policies, standards, matters for discretion
and assessment criteria. The majority of these submission points are raised by AT and
NZTA as the roading authorities.

289. Through the further submissions process TCL has identified submissions that they

support and oppose, with differing relief as outlined in the table above.

Discussion

290. The majority of the relief sought above from AT and NZTA in respect of the transport
related matters within the precinct provisions has been supported via TCL’s further
submissions. | agree with the majority of these changes and considered that they
make the framework more robust. Therefore, | recommend that they should be

56 The further submission from Warkworth Properties Ltd is not clear on the submission point it is opposed to

from the NZTA submission.
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included. However, there are a number of matters which are not supported by TCL
which | consider in turn below.

291. Submission point 9.4 is seeking relief in terms of the streetscape design relating to
berm provision, str