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WHAT HAPPENS AT A HEARING

At the start of the hearing, the Chairperson will introduce the hearing panel 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 Maori 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 is:

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

The relevant local board may wish to present comments. These comments do not constitute
a submission however the Local Government Act allows the local board to make the
interests and preferences of the people in its area known to the hearing panel. If present,
the local board will speak between the applicant and any submitters

Submitters (for and against the application) are then called upon to speak. Submitters’ active
participation in the hearing process is completed after the presentation of their evidence so
ensure you tell the hearing panel everything you want them to know during your presentation
time. Submitters may also be represented by legal counsel or consultants and may call
witnesses 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

Submitters wishing to present written information (evidence) in support of their applications
or submissions should provide the number of copies indicated in the notification letter

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

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

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



The chairperson then generally closes the hearing and the Requiring Authority, submitters
and their representatives leave the room.

0 The hearing panel will then deliberate “in committee” and make a decision on
the resource consent application and a recommendation to the Requiring
Authority on the Notice of Requirement. The Requiring Authority then has 30
working days to make a decision and inform council of that decision. You will
be informed in writing of both decisions separately, the reasons for the decision
and what your appeal rights are

The decision on the resource consent component is usually available within 15 working
days of the hearing closing.
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David Wren, Planning Consultant - Notice of Requirement

Reporting on a resource consent application for the construction, operation, and maintenance
of the Eastern Busway Stage 2 on land between the intersection of Ti Rakau Drive / South-
Eastern Highway (SEART) and Pakuranga Road / William Roberts Road/Reeves Road,
Pakuranga. The reporting officer is recommending, subject to contrary or additional
information being received at the hearing, that the application be CONSENTED to, subject to
certain conditions.

Reporting on a Notice of Requirement to (i) extend the existing Panmure to Pakuranga busway
with the construction of a new Pakuranga Bus Station; (ii) build the Reeves Road Flyover and
modify the SEART off-ramp at Ti Rakau Drive; and (iii) upgrade local walking, cycling and

stormwater infrastructure at 5 Reeves Road, Pakuranga Heights.
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Hearing Report for Resource Consent under section AUCkland
88 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) and CounCII e
Notice of Requirement under section 168 of the RMA Tenters o ama Mok |2
by Auckland Transport for designation in the

Auckland Unitary Plan for a public work, being the

construction, operation, and maintenance of Eastern

Busway 2 on land between the intersection of Ti

Rakau Drive/SEART and Pakuranga Road/William

Reeves Road, Pakuranga).

To: Hearing Commissioners

From: David Wren, Planning Consultant — Notice of Requirement

Celia Wong, Senior Planner — Resource Consents South — Resource
Consents

Report date: 11 April 2023
Scheduled hearing date: 15 May 2023

Notes:
This report sets out the advice of the reporting planners.

This report has yet to be considered by the Hearing Commissioners delegated by
Auckland Council (the council) to make a recommendation to the requiring authority on
the notice of requirement, and decisions on the resource consent applications.

A recommendation on the notice of requirement will be made by the requiring authority
after it has considered the Hearing Commissioners’ recommendations, subsequent to the
Hearing Commissioners having considered the notice of requirement and heard the
requiring authority and submitters.

A decision on the resource consents will be made by the Independent Hearing
Commissioners only after they have considered the applications and heard from the
applicant, Auckland Transport, and submitters.

Notice of Requirement

The components of the report relating to the notice of requirement has been prepared by
David Wren. | work as an independent planning and resource management advisor. |
have a Bachelor of Town Planning degree from the University of Auckland and a Diploma
in Development Studies from Massey University. | am a full member of the New Zealand
Planning Institute.




| have approximately 40 years’ experience in planning in New Zealand and overseas. |
have worked as a planning consultant in a variety of roles since 1997. These roles have
included both the preparation and processing of resource consent applications and the
development of plans and a number of plan variations and other policy. | am also a current
Auckland Council hearing and duty commissioner.

| have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses outlined in the Environment Court's
Practice Note 2023 and have complied with it in preparing this report. | also agree to
follow the Code at the hearing. | confirm that the issues addressed in this report are within
my area of expertise and that | have not omitted to consider material facts known to me
that might alter or detract from my opinions.

Resource Consents

The components of the report relating to the Resource Consents has been prepared by
Celia Wong. | hold a Bachelor of Engineering (Engineering Science) and a Master of
Planning Practice (Honours) from the University of Auckland which | obtained in 1996 and
2005 respectively.

| have 18 years of planning and resource management experience. My experience has
included working as a planning consultant for ten years, providing in-house planning
advice for a start-up processing engineering company for five years, and as a Senior
Planner for the Council for three years.

| have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses outlined in the Environment Court's
Practice Note 2023 and have complied with it in preparing this report. | also agree to
follow the Code at the hearing. | confirm that the issues addressed in this report are within
my area of expertise and that | have not omitted to consider material facts known to me
that might alter or detract from my opinions.
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Abbreviations

AEE EB2 Assessment of Effects on the Environment prepared by Auckland
Transport and Eastern Busway Alliance and dated August 2022 2021

AT Auckland Transport

AUP Auckland Unitary Plan (Operative in Part)

BPO Best Practicable Option

CMA Coastal Marine Area

CMCA Common Marine and Coastal Area

CEMP Construction Environmental Management Plan

CNVMP Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan

CTMP Construction Traffic Management Plan

EB2 Eastern Busway Stage 2

EBA Eastern Busway Alliance

FTN Frequent Transit Network

HAMP Heritage and Archaeology Management Plan

MHWS Mean High Water Springs

NoR Notice of Requirement

NES-CS Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for
Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human
Health) Regulations 2011

NES-ET Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for Electricity
Transmission Activities) Regulations 2009

NES-FW Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for
Freshwater) Regulations 2020

NUMP Network Utilities Management Plan

OPW Outline plan of works

Project EB2 NoR and RC

RA Requiring Authority

RC Regional resource consents

RMA Resource Management Act 1991 and all amendments

SCMP Stakeholder and Communication Management Plan

the council | Auckland Council

TMP Tree Management Plan

ULDMP Urban Landscape Design Management Plan
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1.1

1.2

Introduction

The notice of requirement

Pursuant to section 167 of the RMA, Auckland Transport as the requiring authority, has lodged a
Notice of Requirement (NoR) for a designation in the Auckland Unitary Plan for a public work, being
the construction, operation, and maintenance of Eastern Busway 2 (EB2) on land between the
intersection of Ti Rakau Drive/ SEART and Pakuranga Road/William Reeves Road, Pakuranga).

The NoR is for a component of an eventual busway extending from Panmure to Botany. Stage 1 has
already been completed. Resource consent applications have been lodged for stage 3 which extends
from Reeves Road to the Tamaki Estuary along Ti Rakau Drive. Itis understood that a designation
is not required for stage 3.

In addition to the NoR for EB2, applications for a number of associated regional resource consents
have been lodged which are also discussed in this report.

The works will involve an extension of the existing Panmure to Pakuranga busway, with the
construction of a new Pakuranga Bus Station. EB2 also involves the construction of the Reeves
Road Flyover (RRF), as well as modifications to the on and off ramps of SEART. Lastly, local
walking, cycling and stormwater infrastructure will be upgraded.

The purpose of the designation is for the construction, operation, and maintenance of an arterial
transport corridor. The activities to be enabled by the designation include environmental mitigation,
temporary construction areas, ancillary structures and other activities required for the Project.

Resource consents

Pursuant to section 88 of the RMA, Auckland Transport has lodged an application for the associated
RCs required in accordance with the AUP and National Environmental Standards.

As discussed within the AEE, resource consent for district land use activities (i.e. those under section
9(3) of the RMA) has not been sought on the basis that those activities will be authorised by way of
the NoR.

In summary, resource consent was sought for the following activities:
e Earthworks,
e Disturbance and discharge of contaminated soil,
e Vegetation Clearance,
e Works in the CMA,
e Occupation of a wetland, and
o Works within a wetland.

Overall, the activity status of the resource consent application is discretionary.
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1.3 Locality plan

The location of the EB2 is shown on Figure 1 below. The reader is also referred to the indicative
design drawings supporting the application which outline the extent of the existing designations and
the extent of the NoR and resource consents.

Figure 1: Location of EB2
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1.4 Project documents

The lodged applications consist of a number of documents. Some of the documents are specific to
the NoR, however many are in essence combined documents that incorporate the assessment of
effects for the regional resource consents associated with the NoR, as well as resource consents
required for the first part of stage 3 of the busway known as EB3R. The documents are as follows:

Form 18: NoR

e Form 9: RCs

o EB234-1-PL-RP-Z2-000017 -Assessment of Effects on the Environment
¢ Appendix 1- Notice of Requirement

¢ Appendix 2 — Land Requirement Plans

¢ Appendix 3 — Proposed Conditions Set

e Appendix 4 — Proposed Plans
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Appendix 5 — Landscape Drawings

Appendix 6 — Stormwater Effects Assessment

Appendix 7 — Operational Noise and Vibration Effects Assessment
Appendix 8 — Construction Methodology

Appendix 9 — Construction Environmental Management Plan

Appendix 10 — Construction Traffic Management Plan

Appendix 11 — Communication and Consultation Plan

Appendix 12 — Integrated Transport Assessment

Appendix 13 — Erosion and Sediment Control Plan

Appendix 14 — Contaminated Land Effects Assessment

Appendix 15 - Contaminated Land Management Plan

Appendix 16 — Arboricultural Effects Assessment

Appendix 17 — Tree Protection Management Plan

Appendix 18 — Lazard Management Plan

Appendix 19 — Groundwater Permitted Activity Assessment

Appendix 20 — Options Assessment

Appendix 21 — Natural Character, Landscape and Visual Effects Assessment
Appendix 22 — Terrestrial and Freshwater Ecological Effects Assessment
Appendix 23 — Records of Title

Appendix 24 — AUP(OP) Maps

Appendix 25 — Air Quality Effects Assessment

Appendix 26 — Construction Noise and Vibration Effects Assessment
Appendix 27 — Archaeological Effects Assessment

Appendix 28 — Marine Ecology and Coastal Avifauna Effects Assessment
Appendix 29 — Construction Noise and Vibration management Plan
Appendix 30 — Erosion and Sediment Control Effects Assessment.

Appendix 31 — Social Impact Assessment
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e Appendix 32 — Open Space Effects Assessment

e Appendix 33 — Engagement Letter to Applicants for Customary Marine Title and Protected
Customary Rights

e Appendix 34 — Cultural Values Assessment.

Given the large number of supporting documents, these have not been attached to this report.
Instead, these can be accessed’ from the Auckland Council website as follows:
https://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/plans-projects-policies-reports-bylaws/our-plans-
strategies/unitary-plan/auckland-unitary-plan-modifications/Pages/details.aspx?UnitaryPlanld=155

1.5 Section 92 requests and responses

Section 92 of the RMA allows councils to request further information from a requiring authority or
consent applicant and/or commission a report, at any reasonable time before the hearing.

The council made further information requests and received responses on the dates in the following
table.

Section 92 request Date of section 92 response

First request for notification First section 92 response on 3 November
assessment made on 9 September 2022

2022.
This date was the result of a s37 time | Social Impact Assessment section 92

extension issued by Celia Davison response on 7 February 2023.

(Manage Planning Central and South) | Noise and vibration section 92 response on
on 24 August 2022. 21 February 2023

Further response 3 March 2023

The council’s section 92 requests and AT’s response have also been uploaded to the above
address:

https://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/plans-projects-policies-reports-bylaws/our-plans-
strategies/unitary-plan/auckland-unitary-plan-modifications/Pages/details.aspx?UnitaryPlanld=155

1_With the exception of the Cultural Values Assessments provided by Ngai Taiki Tamaki Tribunal Trust, Ngati Paoa & Te
Akitai Waiohua Waka Taua Inc in Appendix 34, which were provided for viewing by the applicant and Council only, and
not for public release
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1.6 Specialist reviews

The assessment in this report takes into account the reviews and advice from the following technical
specialists engaged by the council:

Effect

Reviewing Specialist

Air Quality

Paul Crimmins, Senior Specialist, Contamination, Air & Noise Team,
Specialist Input Unit, Auckland Council

Archaeology and
Heritage

Myfanwy Eaves, Senior Specialist Archaeology, Cultural Heritage
Implementation Team, Heritage Unit, Auckland Council

Marine Ecology

Dr Kala Sivaguru, Senior Specialist, Coastal & Water Allocation Team,
Specialist Input Unit, Auckland Council

Contaminated
Land

Fiona Rudsits, Senior Specialist — Contamination, Air & Noise Team,
Specialist Input Unit, Auckland Council

Development
Engmgermg, Maria Baring, Project Manager Regulatory Engineering, Regulatory
including . . .
Engineering South, Auckland Council
stormwater and
flooding effects
Earth and Stream | Samantha Langdon, Specialist (Earth and Stream Works), Earth, Stream &
Works Trees Team, Specialist Input Unit, Auckland Council
Groundwater Richard Simonds, Consultant Senior Geotechnical Engineer, Fraser

Thomas

Landscape and
Visual

Rob Pryor, Consultant Landscape Architect, LA4

Noise and , . .

] ) Jon Styles, Acoustic and Vibration Consultant, Styles Group
Vibration
Parks Andrew Miller, Consultant Parks Consent Planner, CoLab Planning

Social Impact

Robert Quigley, Consultant Social & Health Researcher, Quigley and
Watts Ltd

Stormwater and
Industrial Trade
Activities

Dr Arsini Hanna, Senior Specialist, — Stormwater and Wastewater Team,
Specialist Input Unit, Auckland Council

Eseta Maka-Fonokalafi, Senior Healthy Waters Specialist, Healthy Waters
Strategy & Resilience Team, Healthy Waters

Terrestrial and

Freshwater Claire Webb, Consultant Ecologist, Beca

Ecology

Traffic Don McKenzie, Consultant Transportation Engineer, DM Consulting
Trees Gavin Donaldson, Senior Arborist, Earth, Streams and Trees Team,

Specialist Input Unit, Auckland Council

Urban Design

Trevor Mackie, Consultant Urban Designer
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These specialist reviews are provided in Appendix 1 to this report.

Description of application
Background

Context

The background and context to the application for EB2 is outlined in Section 2 of the AEE prepared
by Auckland Transport.

The Eastern Busway Project (the ‘Project’) is a package of works focusing on promoting an
integrated, multi-modal transport system to support population and economic growth in south-east
Auckland. This involves the provision of a greater number of improved public transport choices and
aims to enhance the safety, quality and attractiveness of public transport, and walking and cycling
environments, and includes:

e 5km of two-lane busway

o A flyover over Reeves Road connecting Pakuranga Road with the South-Eastern Highway
(SEART)

e A new bridge for buses across Pakuranga Creek

e Improved active mode infrastructure (walking and cycling) along the length of the busway

e Three intermediate bus stations
e Two major interchange bus stations.

The Project forms part of the Auckland Manukau Eastern Transport Initiative (AMETI), which
includes a dedicated busway and bus stations between Panmure, Pakuranga and Botany town
centres. The dedicated busway will provide an efficient rapid transit network (RTN) service between
the town centres, while local bus networks will continue to provide more direct local connections
within the surrounding areas. The Project also includes new walking and cycling facilities, as well
as modifications and improvements to the road network.

AMETI includes the following completed works:
e Panmure Bus and Rail Station and construction of Te Horeta Road (completed)
o Eastern Busway 1 (EB1) — Panmure to Pakuranga (completed).

e A Construction Yard at 169 — 173 Pakuranga Road has recently been established.
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The entire project remaining to be constructed consists of the following;

e Extension of William Roberts Road from the south of Reeves Road, connecting with Cortina
Place and Ti Rakau Drive which is currently under construction.

e Pakuranga Town Centre, including Reeves Road Flyover (RRF) and Pakuranga Bus Station
(EB2).

¢ SEART to Pakuranga Creek, including Edgewater and Gossamer Bus Stations (EB3R).

e Pakuranga Creek to Guys Reserve, including two new bridges, an offline bus route through
Burswood and a new station at Burswood (EB3C).

e Guys Reserve to a new bus station in the Botany Town Centre, including a link road through
Guys Reserve (EB4).

This is shown graphically below.

Panmure
to Pakuranga s
near completion |-

Stations : \L\
= == == Cycleway one-way ,?‘. Botany Station
| \
m——  CycCleway two-way —\
H 1\ b -
@ Town
Centre

Key /
s Busway b\~
@

Figure 1-1 Extent of the Project, Pakuranga to Botany

This NoR for EB2 relates to only a small part of this overall project and is centred on the Pakuranga
Plaza area as described below in section 2.2.

2.1.2 Lapse dates — NoR

Under section 184(1) of the RMA a designation lapses on the expiry of five years after the date on
which it is included in the district plan unless it is given effect to, substantial progress or effort has
been made to give effect to, or a different period is specified when incorporated into the plan.
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Pursuant to section 184(1)(c) of the RMA, the RA proposes an extended lapse period of ten years
for implementation of the proposed designation. The reasons set out by the RA include a need for
long term route protection to protect the corridor from inappropriate development until such time as
the transport corridor is required to support and facilitate the planned urban growth and funding is
allocated.

2.1.3 Resource consents

AT have also applied for the necessary regional resource consents for EB2 to enable the proposed
works. More specifically, under the AUP and the relevant National Environmental Standards,
resource consents are required for the following reasons:

Auckland Unitary Plan (Operative in part)

Regional land use (operative plan provisions)

Land-Use Consent (Section 9(2) - LUC60407134
Chapter E26 — Infrastructure

E26.3.3.1 (A77) Approximately 1120m? of vegetation clearance | Restricted

is proposed around the riparian margins of two | Discretionary
terrestrial wetlands (i.e. within 20 m) and the
coastal areas of the Tamaki River (i.e. within
25m of MHWS). This does not comply with
Standard E26.3.5.2(3) where removal of
vegetation within a coastal or riparian margin
not identified as a significant ecological area is
limited to 50m?.

As such, consent is required as "vegetation
alteration or removal that does not comply with
Standards E26.3.5.1 to E26.3.5.4”

E26.5.3.2 (A102) The construction of EB2 will require 35,000m? | Controlled
of earthworks across Pakuranga Town Centre.
These earthworks require consent as they are
greater than 10,000m? but less than 50,000m?
where land has a slope less than 10 degrees
outside the Sediment Control Protection Area?
other than for maintenance, repair, renewal,
minor infrastructure upgrading.

E26.5.3.2 (A107) Earthworks greater than 2,500m? are proposed | Restricted

to occur® within 100m of the CMA, which discretionary
triggers consent for earthworks within the
Sediment Control Protection Area other than
for maintenance, repair, renewal, minor
infrastructure upgrading

2 Sediment Control Protection Area is defined as:

e 100 metres either side of a foredune or 100m landward of the coastal marine area (whatever is the more
landward of mean high water springs); or
¢ 50 metres landward of the edge of a watercourse, or wetland of 1000m? or more.

3 The AEE does not seek consent under this rule, however given the extent of earthworks associated with the SEART
offramp (17,000m?) and the offramp’s proximity to the CMA, consent is considered to be required under this rule.
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(disturbance)

Coastal Permit — Section 12(1) (2) and/or (3) CST60408460 (occupation) and CST60408461

Chapter F2 Coastal — General Coastal Marine Zone

F2.19.4 (A50)

The proposed mangrove removal within the
CMA for the construction of infrastructure and
their associated occupation and use is
considered as: “mangrove removal, not
otherwise provided for under this rule.”

Discretionary

F2.19.10 (A133)

The proposed construction, occupation of the
CMCA with the stormwater infrastructure and
to use the infrastructure to discharge
stormwater into the CMA requires consent as:
“infrastructure CMA structures not otherwise
provided for.”

Discretionary

F2.19.10 (A121)*

Construction related temporary structures in
the CMA, occupation of the CMCA with, and
use of, structures for construction for more
than 40 working days will require consent as”
“the construction of CMA structures and
buildings unless provided for.”

Discretionary

Discharge Permit - Section 15(2A) - DIS60407492

Chapter E30 — Contaminated land

E30.4.1 (A7)

Land disturbance will occur adjacent to
contaminated sites (3 Reeves Road and 141
Pakuranga Road) and a detailed site
investigation has not been undertaken®. In this
regard, consent is required with respect to
discharges of contaminants into air, or into
water, or onto or into land not meeting
controlled activity Standard E30.6.2.1

Restricted
Discretionary

4 Whilst the AEE did not seek consent under Rule F2.19.10 (A121), this rule has been assessed as part of this
application to cover the consent for construction related structures/coffer dam for the proposed infrastructure

construction in the CMA.

5 As set out in the AEE, as a precautionary approach consent was sought under Rule E30.4.1(A6). In the absence
of being able to determine compliance with Standard E30.6.2.1 by way of a detailed site investigation, consent is
considered to be required under Rule E30.4.1(A7).
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National Environmental Standards

National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil
to Protect Human Health (NES-CS)

Regulation 11 Works are occurring in proximity to the existing | Discretionary
service station at 3 Reeves Road, Pakuranga,
an identified HAIL site, without the prior
preparation of a detailed site investigation.

Consent is required as an activity described in
any of regulation 5(2) to (6) on a piece of land
described in regulation 5(7) or (8) that is not a
permitted activity, controlled activity, or
restricted discretionary activity.

National Environmental Standard for National Environmental Standards for
Freshwater (NES-FW)®

Regulation 45(1) The construction of two new stormwater outfalls | Discretionary
will require the removal of approximately
4262m? of a mangrove dominated coastal
wetland within the Tamaki River.

Consent is required for vegetation clearance
within, or within a 10 m setback from, a natural
wetland. This is a discretionary activity if it is for
the purpose of constructing specified
infrastructure.

The reasons for consent are considered together as a discretionary activity overall.

2.1.4 Other matters
Other relevant contextual information outlined in AT’s AEE is:

e The proposed designation extent includes land for both temporary (construction) and
permanent occupation. As such, once construction is completed, AT will remove the parts
of the designations no longer required under section 182 of the RMA

6 With respect to earthworks and streamworks activities, the applicant originally sought consent under the NES-FW
for earthworks within 10m of a natural wetland (Regulation 45(2)), and for the temporary diversion and discharge of
water within 100m of a natural wetland (Regulation 45(4)).

As set out in paragraphs 2.14 to 2.16 of the Technical Memo prepared by Samantha Langdon — Specialist (Earth
and Stream Works), as a consequence of amendments to the NES-FW effective 5th January 2023 whereby “The
definition of ‘natural wetland’ in the NPS:FM has been amended to ‘natural inland wetland’, and now excludes
wetlands within the CMA, these reasons for consent are no longer required.

In this regard, the application for a discharge permit DIS60407135 is no longer relevant to this proposal.
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2.2 Proposal
The proposal for EB2 is set out in Section 4 of the AEE and is summarised below.

The proposed public work forms part of the previous Auckland Manukau Eastern Transport Initiative
(AMETI) programme which includes a dedicated busway and bus stations between Panmure,
Pakuranga and Botany town centres.

EB2 covers the section of the Eastern Busway between the intersection of Ti Rakau Drive/ SEART
and Pakuranga Road/William Reeves Road, Pakuranga and involves the following specific works:

¢ Road widening of Ti Rakau Drive to provide for a new road layout, including dedicated bus
lanes, walking, and cycling infrastructure and a new bus station at Pakuranga Town Centre

¢ The construction and operation of the Reeves Road flyover

¢ Modification of the South-Eastern Highway offramp onto Ti Rakau Drive

o Modifications to the intersections of Ti Rakau Drive with Reeves Road, Tiraumea Drive, Reeves
¢ Road, Palm Avenue and Aylesbury Street

e An extension of Cortina Place

e The creation of a cul-de-sac, with turning head, at the northern end of William Roberts Road

e Stormwater infrastructure

e Ecological mitigation

e Associated roading infrastructure and landscaping.
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Figure 2: EB2 Overview
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2.3 Affected land

Land requirement plans and schedule provided as Attachment B to the NoR Form 18 describe the
land that will be directly affected and required for the project and associated works. The plans
distinguish between land that will be permanently required for the proposed works and land that will
be required on a temporary basis. The temporary land is largely required for construction purposes.
It is understood that on completion of the works, the designation will be removed from the land that
is notated as being required on a temporary basis."

2.4 Site, locality, catchment and environment description

This report relies on the site and environment descriptions provided by the requiring authority as
set out in Section 6 of the AEE supporting the application.

2.5 Other designations and notices of requirement

Designation — 8507, Electricity transmission — the construction, operation and maintenance of
underground transmission lines comprising of a 220kV cable circuit to convey electricity between
Pakuranga and Penrose substations, Designations, Transpower New Zealand Limited is located
within parts of the NoR area as set out on the plan below.

1 A resource consent application (DIS60412790) has been lodged by Pakuranga Town Centre Development Limited for
earthworks and the management of in-situ contaminants within the part of 10 Aylesbury Street, described as the Stage 1
Development Site.
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Figure 3: EB2 Zoning Plan
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2.6 Comments from the Local Board - NoR
Comments from the Howick Local Board have been received on the NoR.

At its meeting on 30 March 2023 the Howick Local Board resolved as follows;

That the Howick Local Board:

a)  provide the following feedback on the Notice of Requirement for Eastern Busway Stage 2,
being a new designation:

i) continue to support the Eastern Busway project as critical transport infrastructure for
East Auckland, noting the significant potential benefits to public transport, private
vehicles, walking and cycling.

ii)  acknowledge the feedback from local businesses regarding the potential impact of
construction and request the Eastern Busway Alliance proactively works with
impacted stakeholders to mitigate issues.
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iii)  note with concern of the potential impact of noise and vibration during construction
and operation of the new roadway and busway on local residents and businesses.
Request that all possible mitigations are considered to reduce the impacts.

In particular:

A)  the retirement village and senior housing around Dale Crescent;
B) the Pakuranga Library;

C) the Citizens Advice Bureau;

D)  Pakuranga & Howick Budgeting Services;

E) Pakuranga Plaza businesses.

iv)  note with concern the potential impact of the new and existing stormwater outfalls
and request that all possible mitigations are considered to reduce the impact on
the environment:

A)  impact on the wetlands and clearance of vegetation.
B) impact of silt and other run off on local ecology.

v)  note with concern the potential impact of construction disrupting the sports fields
and park users, including restricting access, actual utilisation, the long-term impact
that the design and route has on the footprint of the sports fields/park.

vi)  acknowledge and support the efforts to dig once, with the Eastern Busway Alliance
working with Watercare to deliver underground infrastructure at the same time
reducing the cost and impact of future stormwater projects.

vii)  encourage the Eastern Busway Alliance to continue to increase communication and
awareness of the project, construction and benefits to local residents, businesses
and other stakeholders.

b)  appoint Chairperson Damian Light to speak to the local board views at a hearing on the
Notice of Requirement.

c) delegate authority to the chairperson of Howick Local Board to make a replacement
appointment in the event the local board member appointed in resolution b) is unable to
attend the hearing on the Notice of Requirement.

These matters have been considered in the preparation of this report and a copy of this feedback has
been appended as Appendix 3.
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2.7 Comments from the Local Board — Resource Consents

Comments from Mr David Collings as the Local Board Resource Consent Lead for the Howick Local
Board have also been received with respect to the resource consents sought as part of the proposal.

In summary, Mr Collings has stated: “The Howick Local Board and wider community have supported
the original AMETI project including the busway and Reeves Road flyover for a number of years. We
have seen the first stage of this developed from Panmure to the Pakuranga Town Centre, constructed
with great success with limited impact on the community. It would be desirable to see the next stages
of the project continue in such a way with minimal effects on the community at large, regarding any
impact on traffic flow, noise and vibration and other disturbances and a reasonable level of mitigation
of any environmental effects.”

Correspondingly, Mr Collings has expressed a desire that the activities for which consent is required
(earthworks, disturbance to and discharge from potentially contaminated land, vegetation removal,
disruption to the coastal marine area) be kept to a minimum, or otherwise reduced or mitigated.

Specific concerns are raised with respect to:

e the removal of approximately 4262m? of a mangrove dominated coastal wetland within the
Tamaki Estuary and approximately 1120m? of vegetation clearance within stream riparian
margins “wherever possible this can be limited or otherwise mitigated or possibly reinstated”,

e ‘the close proximity of the project and construction to the Tamaki Estuary which is a highly
valued waterway and general body of water”, and the potential effects of any improper storm
water mitigation,

e acknowledgement of the likely “significant impact on traffic flow around and through the
construction zone.”, and the expectation that “comprehensive traffic management plans are
developed to allay any effects to the network including the existing bus route.”,

¢ inrelation to the noise and vibration construction levels, the consideration of “a typical allowed
daytime construction period but also to consider earlier and later than standard start and finish
times if there was to be an optimisation to be made which meant the overall construction
period was reduced or there were specific reductions in impacts of specific work on specific
areas or communities.”

¢ relative to an increase in noise levels in the long term, consideration is sought on the mitigation
of any noise effects, and potential vibration effects.

Mr Collings has asked to speak at the hearing.

These matters have been considered during the review of the applications for resource consent, and
a copy of this feedback has been appended as Appendix 3.
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3 Notification and submissions

3.1 Notification

The NoR and resource consents were jointly publicly notified on 21 November 2022. The closing
date for submissions was 19 December 2022.

3.2 Submissions

Following the public notification of the applications, 14 submissions collectively’ were received from
the following people/organisations. A map of these submissions is appended as Appendix 2, whilst
copies of these submissions are appended as Appendix 3.

Submitter Location Summary of Submission

MPKD Group Ltd t/a Porterhouse Pakuranga Plaza Access to business
Grill (NoR)(RC)
Loss of car parking
Roadside presence

Noise and dust

Access for deliveries

Brownsons Jewellers (NoR)(RC) Pakuranga Plaza Access to business
Loss of car parking
Roadside presence

Noise and dust

JTY Tech/ Novo Tech/ Mango Pakuranga Plaza Access to business
Tech (NoR)(RC)
Loss of car parking
Roadside presence

Noise and dust

Blockage to way to shop

7 Those submissions specifically lodged with respect to the NoR are identified as (NoR) and with respect to the RCs are
identified as (RC)
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Pakuranga Plaza Limited
(NoR)(RC)

Pakuranga Plaza

Adverse effects on the operation
and safety of access and egress
from the Pakuranga Town
Centre.

Adverse effects on the loading
and parking following
completion.

Access, loading and parking
effects during construction.

Other construction effects.

Kainga Ora (NoR)(RC)

Various

Supports in part but considers
that further analysis or details
are required in respect of

Urban design outcomes,

Crime Prevention through
Environmental Design,

Severance and improved
connectivity for pedestrians

Noise and vibration
Flood hazards

More certainty around the
removal of the designation from
land required temporarily.

The Warehouse Group (NoR)

Pakuranga Plaza

The Pakuranga Plaza will be a
less desirable retail destination

The removal of car parking

Disruption to key Christmas/
New Year trading

Restricting access to the store
for customers and delivery/
service vehicles
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Unacceptable noise during
construction

Vibration effects that will cause
discomfort to customers and
disrupt displays

Dust
Adverse economic effects

Long term viability effects due to
less convenient access and
reduction in parking.

Noise from the flyover
Requests a 5 year lapse period.

Concern about no consultation
and certification required in
proposed management plan
conditions.

Gibb and Milner Holdings Ltd t/a
F45 Pakuranga (NoR)(RC)

Pakuranga Plaza

Access to business
Loss of car parking
Roadside presence
Noise and dust

Access for deliveries

Simeon Brown MP (NoR)

Pakuranga

Supports the completion of
stage 2 of the Eastern Busway.

Nga Tamariki Puawai o Tamaki
Auckland Kindergarten
Association (NoR)

Tiaka Place and Reeves
Road, Pakuranga.

Neutral in respect of the NoR
but would like to ensure road
access to kindergartens is
unimpeded or takes place in
term breaks or weekends; and
that work is communicated to us
in advance so we can advise
staff and whanau.
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Ministry of Education (NoR)

Various

Construction traffic and effects
on schools and students.

The times construction traffic
must avoid schools.

Contemporary Art Foundation/Te
Tuhi Contemporary Art Trust
(NoR)

Reeves Road

No specific requests but have
noted undertakings by the
requiring authority to
accommodate the requirements
of the submitter.

General Distributers Limited
(Countdown Pakuranga)
(NoR)(RC)

Pakuranga Plaza

Adverse effects on traffic and
the transport network during
construction,

Adverse noise and vibration
effects, including as a result of
high noise generating activities
during construction.

Business disruption effects
caused by construction activities
which will affect access to
essential services such as
Countdown Pakuranga.

Adverse visual and amenity
effects, including as a result of
dust from construction activities
and the removal of existing
vegetation surrounding the
Pakuranga Plaza

Adverse effects on carparking
through the permanent loss of
245 parking spaces at
Pakuranga Plaza on Ti Rakau
Drive between Pakuranga Road
and Reeves Road

Inadequate consideration has
been given to alternative sites,
routes and methods of
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undertaking the works for EB2
and in particular alternative
routes, sites and methods that
would minimise the impact on
the Pakuranga Plaza and
Countdown Pakuranga

Just Trading Limited T/A Book
Barn (NoR)(RC)

Pakuranga Plaza

Removal of close parking and
easy access.

Equal Justice Project (NoR)(RC)

N/A

Supports the Project because it
will reduce greenhouse gas
emissions from transport.
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4.1

Statutory considerations

Designations under the Resource Management Act 1991

The RMA provides that the procedures adopted in processing a notice of requirement are generally
those adopted for processing a resource consent application. This includes lodgement, requiring
further information, notification, receiving and hearing of submissions. In respect of this NoR, all of
those procedures have been followed.

The procedure differs from the resource consent process in respect of the council consideration of
the NoR. Section 171(1) of the RMA states:

(1)

When considering a requirement and any submissions received, a territorial authority must,
Subject to Part 2, consider the effects on the environment of allowing the requirement, having
particular regard to—

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

any relevant provisions of—

() a national policy statement:

(i) a New Zealand coastal policy statement:

(i) a regional policy statement or proposed regional policy statement:
(iv) a plan or proposed plan; and

whether adequate consideration has been given to alternative sites, routes, or methods
of undertaking the work if—

(i)  the requiring authority does not have an interest in the land sufficient for
undertaking the work; or

(i) itis likely that the work will have a significant adverse effect on the environment;
and

whether the work and designation are reasonably necessary for achieving the objectives
of the requiring authority for which the designation is sought; and

any other matter the territorial authority considers reasonably necessary in order to
make a recommendation on the requirement.

Section 171(1) is subject to Part 2 of the RMA. Part 2 contains the purpose and principles of the
RMA. It has been confirmed by the Environment Court that, in relation to a designation matter:

...all considerations, whether favouring or negating the designation, are secondary to the
requirement that the provisions of Part Il of the RMA must be fulfilled by the proposal.
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4.2

After considering these matters, the council needs to make a recommendation to the requiring
authority under section 171(2) of the RMA which states:

(2)  The territorial authority may recommend to the requiring authority that it —
(a) confirm the requirement:
(b) modify the requirement:
(c) impose conditions:
(d)  withdraw the requirement.

Reasons must be given for the recommendation under section 171(3) of the RMA.

Resource consents under the Resource Management Act 1991

(6) In considering any application for resource consent and any submissions received, the
council must have regard to the following requirements under s104(1) of the RMA — which
are subject to Part 2 (the purpose and principles

(a) “any actual and potential effects on the environment of allowing the activity,

(ab) any measure proposed to or agreed to by the applicant for the purpose of ensuring positive
effects on the environment to offset or compensate for any adverse effects on the
environment that will or may result from allowing the activity,

(b) any relevant provisions of a national environmental standard, other requlations, a national
policy statement, a New Zealand coastal policy statement, a regional policy statement or
proposed regional policy statement, a plan or proposed plan, a

(c) any other matter the council considers relevant and reasonably necessary to determine the
application.”

When considering any actual or potential effects, the council may disregard any adverse effects
that arise from permitted activities in a NES or a plan (the permitted baseline). The council has
discretion whether to apply this permitted baseline. Section 9.2 of the AEE provides an assessment
of the permitted baseline.

In addition, any effect on a person who has given written approval to the application must be
disregarded. No written approvals have been provided by Auckland Transport.

For a discretionary activity or non-complying activity, the council may grant or refuse consent (under
s104B). If it grants the application, it may impose conditions under s108.

Sections 105 and 107 address certain matters (in addition to the matters in s104(1)), relating to
discharge permits and coastal permits where the proposal would otherwise contravene s15 (or
ss15A or 15B).

Sections 108 and 108AA provide for consent to be granted subject to conditions and sets out the
kind of conditions that may be imposed.
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5.1

Effects on the environment

AT’s assessment of environmental effects is summarised in Section 9 of the AEE.

The assessment of effects in this report considers the effects on the environment of allowing the
NoR and resource consents, having particular regard to the matters set out in 171(1)(a) to (d) of the
RMA.

Positive effects

Positive effects are discussed in Section 9.1 of the AEE, and are summarised as follows:

e The project will assist in alleviating traffic congestion in the area particularly in the face of
currently increasing congestion in this part of Auckland.

e The Reeves Road Flyover will particularly assist in alleviating congestion around the
Pakuranga Plaza area and reduce traffic on local roads.

e The busway will increase travel choice and make public transport in the area more reliable.
e The project will result in a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions.
¢ Walking and cycling will be made easier and safer.

o There will be improved accessibility where reduced congestion, better public transport, safer
walking and new cycling infrastructure will improve the ability for both local residents and
visitors to access jobs, education, recreation, housing and healthcare.

The positive effects identified in the AEE are almost exclusively transport related, which is expected
given the nature of the works proposed. These effects have been assessed by Mr McKenzie for
the Council. Mr McKenzie agrees that;

The project to which the EB2 NOR relates will contribute in part to providing an opportunity
tfo reduce East Auckland’s reliance on private car travel, providing enhanced alternative
travel modes (i.e. public transport), reduce overall (personal) travel times and provide
improvements for general traffic.

Other positive effects that have been identified by the Council specialists include those relating to
greenhouse gas emission reductions which have been identified as a positive effect by Mr
Crimmins, Senior Specialist — Contamination, Air & Noise.

Overall, we have concluded that the works will have positive effects in respect of transportation
improvements and a reduction on greenhouse gas emissions.
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5.2

5.2.1

Adverse effects associated with the notice of requirement (Prepared by David Wren)

The following discussion addresses the overall environmental effects in the same order that they
are addressed in the AEE, with additional matters at the end. The relevant specialists’ reports are
referred to, and are provided in Appendix 1 to this report. Submissions have also been considered
and are referred to where relevant. The AEE for the NoR has divided its assessment into
construction phase effects and operational effects. In this report, | have chosen to assess various
effects from both a construction phase perspective and operational phase together, in order to avoid
repetition.

Traffic Effects

Application

Construction traffic effects are addressed in Section 9.4.1 of the AEE, and in the Integrated
Transport Assessment (ITA) dated July 2022.

Construction Effects

The key construction related traffic effects relate to the routing of heavy vehicles, disruption of
access to property in the area including the various activities located to the south of Reeves Road
and the Pakuranga Plaza, temporary road closures as development proceeds and the removal of
car parking spaces within the Pakuranga Plaza and other locations for use by construction yards.

In respect of heavy transport routes — these have been specified to be mainly on arterial routes with
about half the projected trips associated with the construction yards. The AEE states that the
construction traffic is not considered to have any significant effects on traffic flows or road
congestion.

The construction works will result in the temporary closures of some roads including Pakuranga
Road, Ti Rakau Drive, Reeves Road, and William Roberts Road. The AEE finds that congestion
will occur but that the area’s road network is able to cope with these temporary effects.

The AEE notes that intersection performance in the area will be affected by the construction works
and this is not unexpected due to the scale of EB2’s construction. The AEE also notes that these
effects are temporary and once the project is complete it will alleviate congestion around the
Pakuranga Town Centre.

The applicant proposes that construction staff will utilise car parking provided at the primary
construction yard at 169-171 Pakuranga Road and at other yards and offices, while site office staff
will be encouraged to use public transport for commuter trips wherever possible.

The AEE provides that existing footpaths will be maintained as much possible, although there will
be temporary closures.

There will be temporary diversions to some bus routes around the works particularly in respect of
services that use Reeves Road. The AEE concludes that subject to clear communication to bus
users regarding the timing of closures, the effects of bus stop and bus route changes are considered
to be negligible given the overall improvements generated by EB2 on bus service reliability and
timeliness. While the project will generate some changes to the locations of school bus stops
following completion of the project, the construction works will not disrupt current services.

38



The works will also result in changes to access arrangements to some locations. The AEE states
that the access arrangements are indicative only and will be confirmed following further direct
engagement with landowners.

During construction, 108 car parking spaces within the Pakuranga Plaza car park will be used as a
construction staging area. An additional 245 parks will be lost for the offline bus lanes and bus
station.

Operational Effects

The operational transport effects are addressed in Section 9.5.1 of the AEE, and in the Integrated
Transport Assessment (ITA) dated July 2022.

The AEE in summarising the overall operational effects states that the project will result in significant
benefits to the Auckland transport network. It states that the functioning of the regional bus services
will be transformed by the ability to provide increased services, reduced journey times and
improvements in the ability to transfer between services.

It is stated that the benefits are delivered in a manner which also avoids significant disruption to
general traffic. While some intersections will experience minor delays, these are offset by the
improved performance by other components of the transport network. In addition, these delays are
further offset by the modal shift towards public and active transport modes.

Submissions
A number of submissions have raised issues regarding traffic matters.

Those submitters with businesses within the Pakuranga Plaza are concerned about disruption to
access for themselves (including staff and deliveries) and for their customers both during
construction and following completion of the works. Many are also concerned about the removal of
car parks from within the plaza area.

The Ministry of Education and the Nga Tamariki Puawai o Tamaki Auckland Kindergarten
Association are concerned about specific access to the kindergartens on Taika Place and Reeves
Road and the effects of construction traffic on school and students. They seek that the times when
construction traffic must avoid schools be conditioned.

Council Specialist Advice.

The traffic aspects of the proposal have been reviewed by Don McKenzie of Stantec Ltd. Mr
McKenzie has structured his comments in a thematic manner, addressing the matters raised by the
submitters. This summary follows the themes from Mr McKenzie’s assessment.

Removal of parking and access to parking spaces at Pakuranga Plaza during construction period.

Mr McKenzie identifies that the survey’s undertaken to identify the vacancy are of car parking for
typical weekdays or weekends are appropriate. However he notes that;

Notwithstanding, the Applicant has not assessed the parking occupancy rates during the
peak shopping periods such as during pre-Christmas and key school holiday periods when
retail parking demand is likely to be notably greater than “typical weekday or weekend”
periods. Given the Construction Site Area (CSA) will occupy the parking spaces for more
than two years it is considered that a parking occupancy assessment is undertaken to
determine the parking occupancy rates during the typical weekly and holiday peak periods
and to ensure that there is an appropriate management approach available should parking
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occupancy levels reach capacity levels where there is a risk that overspill parking will occur.
This data should then be used to assess occupancy rates to ensure sufficient car parking
spaces will be available during the construction period

Permanent removal of car parking spaces

Mr McKenzie agrees with the applicant that following the completion of the project the increase in
modal share of public transport will reduce private car usage and that car parking demand at the
retail complex will reduce as well. However, he remains concerned that the applicant has not
assessed the parking occupancy rates during the peak shopping periods as noted above in respect
of the temporary loss of car parks.

Management of construction sequencing and access to Pakuranga Plaza.
Mr McKenzie concludes as follows;

It is concluded that with the appropriately wayfinding and associated signage within the
CTMP’s (and other associated management plans applying to the Project works), the
closure of the Reeves Road and several other access points to Pakuranga Plaza, sufficient
arrangements can be put in place through relevant traffic management plans applying to
the Project works to ensure the key retail node at Pakuranga Plaza will continue to operate
safely and efficiently, albeit with reduced overall convenience to customers and other
visitors to the site.

However, he does recommend that the construction of the Ti Rakau Drive/Palm Avenue/Aylesbury
Street crossroads intersection will be completed prior to the closure of Reeves Road, to ensure that
these phases are separated temporally to manage the potential adverse construction effects that
could occur should these two construction phases overlap. This would require a specific condition
if the NoR was recommended for approval.

Loss of street presence concerns

There are several submissions that are concerned with the loss of street presence and with difficulty
for customers to find their way to stores in the Plaza during the construction process. Mr McKenzie
notes that;

The Application documents do not provide the level of detail necessary within Traffic
Management Plans (“TMP’s”) and associated signage/wayfinding to ensure that these
concern can be addressed. It is considered however that the Project works subject to
CTMP and other associated TMP’s can be developed in a manner that can specifically
address the general safety and convenience of customer approach and departure
movements in a manner that is generally appropriate.

It is accordingly recommended that the CTMP and other associated TMP’s required as
conditions of the NoR include specific consideration of customer wayfinding and minimising
blockages in terms of customer access to the Pakuranga Plaza.
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Specific concerns with Access to Pakuranga Plaza.

Submitters have raised a number of concerns with the access arrangements to the Pakuranga
Plaza both during construction and following completion of the works. Concerns include the
efficiency of, the number and adequacy of the access points, safety issues, together with the
impacts of intensification of development in the area. The submitters also express concerns about
access to the Countdown and Warehouse loading docks.

Mr McKenzie notes that some of these concerns may have been met by changes to proposed
access points in the updated ITA from the applicant which was received following notification of the
NoR. In other aspects Mr McKenzie considers there could be improvements, such as providing
specific physical and operational mitigation options (e.g. raised platform) to improve the safety of
cyclists at the intersection of the SEART and the Reeves Road flyover and Ti Rakau Drive.

In respect of the effects of infill development Mr McKenzie notes that;

The traffic modelling reported within the ITA has been discussed with the Applicant and its
transportation advisers. It was noted by the Applicant’s transportation engineers and traffic
modellers that the latest land-use scenario information from the Auckland Forecasting
Centre’s regional transportation model have been adopted and incorporate the latest
assumptions and considerations of infill density increases expected to occurs through
achievement of the PC78 (and related Plan Changes). It is however, recommended that
the Applicant and its adviser reiterate at the hearing the approach to consideration of traffic
effects of the greater general infill within East Auckland and specially in close proximity to
high frequency public transport corridor (e.g. EB2/EB3R along Ti Rakau Drive).

In respect of access to the Countdown and Warehouse loading docks the NoR notes that access
to The Warehouse loading dock will be maintained throughout the project works including during
the closure of Reeves Road. Upon completion of works on Reeves Road the existing access will
be reinstated.

The situation appears to be less clear in respect of the Countdown loading dock. Mr McKenzie
suggests that the applicant address this matter at the hearing and also that;

Should PPL require further confirm of this position, it is recommended that a specific
statement of maintaining access to both The Warehouse and Countdown throughout the
construction works with specific minimum operational and accessibility levels be made
through the NoR conditions.

Kainga Ora — Homes and Communities (KO).

In respect of traffic matters Mr McKenzie has identified that KO considers that the project does not
improve provisions for pedestrians and cyclists compared to the existing situation.

Mr McKenzie’s report considers that generally the applicant is intending to provide enhanced
facilities and amenities to improve the safety of pedestrians and cyclists compared to the base
scenario. However, the report does state that;

Nonetheless, it has been observed that the Applicant has perhaps not fully demonstrated
how the overall pedestrian and cyclist facilities will connect with the existing and planned
land-use activities (including the Pakuranga Town Centre/Pakuranga Plaza) located
adjacent to the EB2 area. The Applicant provides information regarding the active mode
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connections between individual sites and locations along the Eb2 corridor without fully
explaining how the corridor and proposed facilities will serve the surrounding communities
in a broader sense. Limited information is provided within the Application materials
regarding the overall connectivity between the active mode amenities and the generation
of those active mode trips.

As such, it is recommended that the Applicant provide an enhanced strategic assessment
of the pedestrian and cycling connectivity, with respect to the current and future (including
higher-density land-use expectations that will be facilitated by PC78 and associated Plan
Changes) parts of the adjoining residential, community and social infrastructure
development in the area.

The KO submission also requests a lowering of the speed limits on Ti Rakau Drive (50kph) and on
other roads (30kph). Mr McKenzie considers that this will largely be a matter for consideration
under the EB3 resource consent report. However he does consider that;

...an SSA should be prepared to assess the safety impact of reducing the speed on Ti
Rakau Drive, Pakuranga Road, and the local roads. If a significant reduction in the SSA
score is achieved, the Applicant should consider proposing a lower speed limit in
consultation with the AT management and delivery of safety outcomes for these routes.

The Warehouse Operations
In respect of access to the Warehouse premises Mr McKenzie concludes that;

It is considered that the Applicant has provided satisfactory arrangements to reduce the
impact that the works will have on The Warehouse by maintaining access to the
underground carpark and loading zone via these alternative arrangements. The remaining
access points to the Plaza are expected to have sufficient capacity to cater for customer
and service traffic during the temporary closure of the Reeves Road/Aylesbury Street
accessway.

The Warehouse Group also requests that the extension of William Roberts Road to Ti Rakau Drive
and the Cortina Place link be completed prior to the closure of Reeves Road. Mr McKenzie
recommends that the NoR be subject to such a condition.

Ministry of Education (MoE)

The MoE’s submission relates to the blackout periods where heavy traffic must avoid schools and
the main routes school students use. The MoE requests that these periods be extended to more
fully covers peak school pick-up and drop-off times. Mr McKenzie considers that this is matter that
can be subject to additional consultation and refinement through the CTMP plan required by the
draft NoR conditions.

Planning assessment

Based on Mr McKenzie’s advice, | consider that the NoR will result in some adverse effects and
that some of those effects are unknown. Mr McKenzie has recommended a number of actions
including conditions that could assist in resolving these matters including the following;

o A parking survey is undertaken during the annual peak parking/customer activity periods (e.g.
pre-Christmas retail peak) to determine the parking occupancy rates of the Pakuranga Plaza
car park and risk of overspill parking outside the Plaza site. This data/monitoring process should
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be used to assess the impact of the reduction in parking both during and after construction. If a
parking shortfall is found, appropriate steps/conditions should be put in place to address the
shortfall;

o The Applicant should consult with businesses within the Pakuranga Plaza to ensure appropriate
signage is provided to ensure appropriate wayfinding and redirection of customers during the
construction phase of the project when there are changes to the layout/access points of the
Pakuranga Plaza. The signage should be incorporated into the existing signage plans to ensure
limited overlap and excessive signage.

e To improve the safety of active transport users the Applicant should consider providing
treatments for the cycle lane running across the Pakuranga Road/Brampton Road intersection.
A potential treatment option could be to provide a raised table which will encourage drivers to
reduce their speeds which will improve the safety of cyclists.

e The Applicant should provide information regarding access to the Countdown loading dock
during the construction phase of the project and ensure appropriate access for delivery vehicles
is provided at all times.

e The Applicant should prepare a high-level assessment of the pedestrian and cycling connectivity
for the surrounding and served community.

e A Safe System Assessment should be prepared to assess the safety impact of reducing the
speed on Ti Rakau Drive, Pakuranga Road, and the local roads. If a significant reduction in the
SSA score is achieved (compared to the SSA score achieved by the roads incorporating the
EB2 changes), the Applicant should consider proposing a lower speed limit.

e The applicant should undertake further consultation with the Ministry of Education as part of the
Construction Traffic Management Plan phase to ensure appropriate ‘black-out’ periods are
incorporated and to find an appropriate route for the Edgewater College bus.

From a planning viewpoint | am generally supportive of the approaches recommended by Mr
McKenzie. Some of the assessments recommended by Mr McKenzie should be addressed at the
hearing by the RA. | will also recommend some amendments to the conditions proposed by the RA
later in this report to address the matters raised by Mr McKenzie.

5.2.2 Noise and vibration

Application
Construction noise and vibration

Construction noise effects are addressed in Section 9.4.2 of the AEE, and in the Construction Noise
and Vibration Effects Assessment prepared by Shivam Jakhu dated January 2022.

In respect of construction noise this assessment notes that while there will be some sensitive
receivers affected by construction noise:

In general, the assessment concludes that with the use of effective mitigation, noise
levels are predicted to comply with the 70 dB LAeq noise criterion at surrounding
receivers for the majority of the construction works. With regard to mitigation, the
assessment has identified a number of measures that should be employed during EB2's
construction, including:
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e Managing times of activities to avoid night works and other sensitive times
e Liaising with neighbours so they can work around specific activities

e Selecting equipment and methodologies to restrict noise

e Using screening/enclosures/barriers

e Using temporary noise barriers

e Employing additional measures and consultation for any night works.

The noise mitigation measures proposed for EB2 have been incorporated into the proposed
conditions set and draft CNVMP.

Given the above assessment, the proposed mitigation and further engagement planned, the
temporary construction noise effects of EB2 will not be substantial.

In respect of construction vibration the assessment notes that:

Modelling undertaken for the Project and based on the methodology/effects above, indicates
38 residential dwellings may experience vibration levels 2 mm/s if a roller compactor is used
on the construction boundary in the closest position. Once the compactor is 8m away from
the dwellings, then less than 2 mm/s would be experienced. The noise and vibration
assessment also found that 12 commercial buildings may experience vibration levels above
10 mm/s PPV, exceeding the DIN 4150 commercial building criterion, if a roller compactor is
used within 2m of the building.

To address these construction vibration effects, AT propose the following measures:
e Managing times of activities to avoid night works and other sensitive times

e Liaising with neighbours so they can work around specific activities

o Operating vibration generating equipment as far from sensitive sites as possible
o Selecting equipment and methodologies to minimise vibration

e Undertaking pre and post works building inspections at properties where the 2
mm/s limit will be exceeded.

Given the above assessment, the proposed mitigation and further engagement planned, the
construction vibration effects of EB2 will not be significant.

Operational noise

The operational noise effects are discussed in section 9.5.4 of the AEE and in the Operational Noise
and Vibration Effects Assessment prepared by Shivam Jakhu dated July 2022.

The AEE notes that a number of scenarios were modelled for determining four mitigation options.
Option 4 which included the implementation of 1.8m noise barriers at many single-storey PPFs
(protected premises and facilities such as housing, healthcare and community facilities) at 23B Dale
Crescent and 2 Dale Crescent.
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Submissions

A number of submissions particularly those within the Pakuranga Plaza have raised noise and
vibration, both construction and operational, as a matter of concern. Kainga Ora (KO) have also
raised concerns about the operation noise effects. KO requests that;

41. Kainga Ora support the application of structural mitigation measures (low noise and
vibration road surfaces, acoustic barriers, insulation and heat pumps, where appropriate)
in NZS6806 to all roads within the NoR and nearby dwellings, respectively.

42. Kainga Ora request that a new condition is placed on the designation for the Requiring
Authority to restrict noise emissions to adjacent receivers, in line with the predicted road-
traffic noise levels submitted with the NoR application material.

43. Kainga Ora request that a new condition is placed on the designation for the Requiring
Authority to specifically require the construction of low noise and vibration road surfaces,
such as an Asphaltic mix surface, for all road surfaces within this designation.

Specialist assessment

The noise and vibration effects of the Project have been reviewed by Jon Styles of the Styles
Group, Acoustics and Vibration Consultants in memos dated 10 April 2023, which are provided in
Appendix 1 to this report.

Construction Noise and Vibration
Mr Styles concludes as follows;

Managing the noise and vibration effects from constructing large infrastructure projects
can be challenging. The often-heavy nature of the works and close proximity to
receivers often results in the generation of noise and vibration effects high enough to
cause significant disruption to normal business or residential activity.

The Original Assessments provide predicted noise levels for a ‘worst-case’ scenario
where there is noisy construction plant in use close to a receiver, and a ‘typical’ scenario
where there is work occurring in the vicinity of a receiver but where the plant is perhaps
further away and there are noise barriers in place. | generally agree with the concept of
providing worst-case and typical noise level predictions. This helps to convey that the
effects will not always be as bad as the highest predicted noise levels.

| consider that there is likely to be some considerable variation in the actual noise levels
that will be received in-reality. The noise level predictions provided by the Requiring
Authority are useful to give an indication of the approximate magnitude of the effects, but
they should be considered indicative only.

The Responses provide a very general indication of the duration of time that a receiver
or group of receivers could be exposed to noise or vibration levels that exceed the
project standards. It is difficult to determine if the Requiring Authority’s assessment of
these durations is accurate without involving a construction expert. However, based on
my experience, | agree with the Requiring Authority that there will be some receivers
that will experience significant disruption potentially for several weeks. These effects
can be significant, even when managed by adopting the BPO in terms of physical
mitigation and management measures. This is commonplace for large infrastructure
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projects. | have made several specific recommendations for managing the effects on
several key receivers and submitters where such effects are expected.

| have proposed a set of conditions that establish a regime where all work that can
comply with the project noise and vibration standards can proceed, essentially as
permitted activities. The condition set provides a process to be followed where the noise
or vibration levels will exceed the project standards. The process involves the
development of a Schedule. The objective of the Schedule is to require a closer look at
the way the effects can be managed and to set out specific management measures to
minimise the noise and vibration effects are far as practicable. This includes working
with the receivers. A Schedule is typically a few pages long and is appended to the
CNVMP as they are developed. | consider that the extra attention and effort required by
the Schedule process is appropriate given that they are managing the very worst of the
construction noise and vibration effects arising from the project.

The Requiring Authority has proposed the use of Schedules also. The main difference
between the Requiring Authority’s proposal and my aadvice is that the Requiring Authority
seeks to manage the effects of some exceedances of the project standards in the main
CNVMP, and some by the use of Schedules. | consider that this creates an uncertain
arrangement whereby the CNVMP could seek to manage exceedances by very broad or
general mitigation methods which could be so general that a Schedule would never be
needed. In my view, this could result in a lack of focus and effort to manage the very
worst of the noise and vibration effects that the project will generate.

The Original Assessment sets out that there will be a number of locations where works
will be necessary at night. | understand that works at night are required to complete
tasks when traffic flows are low and traffic disruption can be minimised, on the basis that
completing such works during the day would cause significant disruption. The downside
of avoiding bad traffic disruption during the day is the creation of potential sleep
disruption for nearby receivers at night. It is my experience that allowing for some work
at night is reasonable and consistent with the approach taken for most large
infrastructure projects.

The key is to ensure that the noise and vibration levels from night works are minimised
as far as practicable, and that where the residual noise and vibration levels exceed the
project noise and vibration standards, a Schedule is developed to manage those
effects. This is the typical approach that has been successfully adopted for several
recent infrastructure projects.

The Requiring Authority has proposed night works that exceed the project noise and
vibration standards “when works cannot practicably take place during the day.” |
consider that the conditions should limit the scope of night works to this. | have
suggested an advice note to deliver this outcome. The key issue is ensuring that
construction work is not carried out at night to make up for lost time or other delays,
where that work can be completed during the day.

Overall, | expect that the construction noise and vibration effects generated by the works
will be typical of a large roading project with receivers in close proximity. Most receivers
will experience a moderate level of construction noise and vibration for most of the
project. The closest receivers will be likely to experience construction noise and
vibration levels that exceed the project standards for short periods as the works
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progress past them. There are some receivers that will be exposed to construction
noise and vibration levels above the project standards for longer periods — perhaps
regularly for several weeks. These are predominantly in the vicinity of the RRF and
associated structures. | consider that the construction noise and vibration effects could
cause considerable disruption to these activities, even if they are managed well. |
consider that it is critical for the designation conditions to set out a clear and robust
process for the management of these effects and to ensure that they are minimised as
far as practicable.

Operational Noise and Vibration
Mr Styles concludes as follows;

The Original Assessments of operational road traffic noise are heavily focussed on
addressing only the provisions of NZS6806:2010. It is well recognised in New Zealand
that this standard has a number of limitations. These have been well-documented by
various decision makers including several Boards of Inquiry. | consider it critical that the
limitations of NZS6806:2010 are clearly understood, along with the additional assessment
that is necessary to ensure that the limitations are addressed for these projects.

It is well accepted and globally recognised that exposure to noise from road, rail and air
transport infrastructure, industry, ports commercial activities and a variety of other sources
has the potential to generate high levels of annoyance and adverse health effects if it is
not managed carefully. The adverse effects can be significant where the noise exposure
is high.

Minimising these effects by adopting the best practicable option to minimise noise from
inside the road and in the receiving environment is critical to avoid the worst of the adverse
health and amenity effects that could otherwise arise.

The noise level predictions make it clear that the road traffic noise levels in the area are
generally well above the WHO target noise levels. This demonstrates that there is a
significant incentive to ensure that the Requiring Authority is adopting the BPO to minimise
the noise generated by the operational phase of the project.

The management of exposure to road traffic noise is a responsibility that is traditionally
shared between the noise-maker (in this case the Requiring Authority) and the occupants
and developers of the receiving environment. The common arrangement is that the road
controlling authority would adopt the BPO to minimise the noise exposure in the receiving
environment as the priority.

The receiving environment is then left to contend with the noise effects that ‘spill’ outside
of the road corridor. The AUP does not include any standards that would contribute
towards the receiving environment managing the road traffic noise effects that cannot be
contained inside the road corridor. | have completed my assessment on the basis that the
scope is limited to adopting the BPO inside the road corridor and acoustically treating
PPFs in accordance with the procedures set out in NZS6806:2010. This forms the
background and reasoning for the assessment of noise effects and the scope of this
review.
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| agree with the noise modelling methods and calculation procedures. | consider that the
identification and representation of the receiving environment is sufficiently accurate for
the purpose of the noise modelling.

The only issues | have identified that are fundamental to the veracity of the outputs are
set out in the Councils requests for further information. The inclusion of the already-
planned speed limit reduction as part of the Do Minimum and Mitigation Options was the
primary issue, along with the exclusion of any diesel buses from the bus noise
assessment. These have been addressed in the Responses.

Removing the already-planned speed limit reductions from the benefits of the projects
results in a small change in noise level at each receiver (+1 to +2dB). However, the
characterisation of the change in noise level arising from the wider project changes
significantly when assessed across the extent of the projects. The figures and statements
in the Original Assessments that describe the overall change in noise level arising from
the projects must not be relied on.

| suggest that the Requiring Authority produce updated versions of Figures 7 and 8 of the
Original Assessments to show the overall changes arising from the projects.

I have reviewed the process for adopting the selection of the preferred mitigation option
4.

Many of the selection criteria involve considerations beyond the scope of an acoustics
expert. The main non-acoustical factors are:

1) The Requiring Authority’s assertion that a low-noise Open-Graded Porous Asphalt
(OGPA) pavement is “unsuitable” for the project, as advised by the EBA Pavements
teamb; and

2) The practicability of more extensive and / or higher road-side noise barriers.

| consider that the Requiring Authority should demonstrate that there are no practicable
options for a pavement that would be quieter than DG10.

If the Requiring Authority’s assertions regarding the pavement type and barriers are
reasonable and correct, | consider that mitigation option 4 has been selected
appropriately, and that it is likely to represent the BPO.

The only submissions that deal with operational noise and vibration effects are the
submissions from The Warehouse Group and Kainga Ora.

| agree with the points made in the Kainga Ora submission. | agree with the concerns
raised in The Warehouse Group submission but | anticipate that no change to the design
will be required to address it. | have suggested a brief process for the Requiring Authority
and The Warehouse Group to follow to determine whether any further action is required
to address the submission.

The Requiring Authority proposes the same singular operational noise condition for EB3,
except that the addresses are 2 Wheatley Avenue and 4 and 148 Edgewater Drive.

| consider that the conditions should be more comprehensive than these singular
conditions. The objective of the extra conditions is to ensure that the level of effect is
approximately no greater than the level of effect that has been considered in this process,
and to ensure that the noise mitigation measures that either inherent or specifically
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proposed in the Operational Noise Assessments and applications generally are delivered
and maintained.

Additionally, the Requiring Authority has not proposed any conditions that set out the
process for acoustically treating any Category C PPFs that may arise in the Update Noise
level predictions (that have not been summarised or incorporated into the conclusions of
the Assessments). | have proposed a set of conditions that set out the process if the
Requiring Authority

The Assessments conclude that:

“We consider that, following construction of EB2 and EB3R, the resulting noise levels from
road traffic will be reasonable as they are typical for an urban environment.”

| fundamentally disagree with this reasoning. The determination of whether the noise
levels will be reasonable must be based on an assessment of far more factors than simply
whether the noise is typical in an urban environment. It is well recognised that the
determination of whether the noise levels are reasonable must take into account a variety
of factors such as including the level of noise likely to be received, the degree and
effectiveness of mitigation proposed, the sensitivity of the surrounding environment and
the adverse effects arising from the noise, balanced against the need for and benefits of
the project. Many of these factors will require weighing by the decision-makers before a
determination can be made on whether the noise levels are reasonable or otherwise.

Mr Styles has also proposed a number of conditions that ensure that the effects authorised by the
conditions are approximately no greater than what has been assessed by the Requiring Authority
and this review.

Planning assessment

Construction Noise

Based on the conclusions of Mr Styles it is considered that the construction noise and vibration can
be managed by appropriate conditions, but that there will be construction noise and vibration effects
that are disruptive especially to close receivers of noise. | accept that the conditions proposed by
Mr Styles (and which are included in the draft conditions in Appendix 4) will assist in setting out a
clear and robust process for the management of these effects and to ensure that they are minimised
as far as practicable.

Operational Noise

Based on the conclusions of Mr Styles, it is considered that there are some matters to resolve
before it can be concluded that the operational noise effects of the proposal are reasonable. |
agree with Mr Styles that there are matters that still need to be demonstrated by the RA. Mr Styles
has suggested some conditions that are included within the draft conditions in Appendix 4.
Whether all of these can be imposed will of course depend upon the evidence the RA presents at
the hearing, but based on the advice of Mr Styles | consider that these are reasonably necessary
given the current level of assessment.
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5.2.3 Urban design effects
Application

The application material does not include a separate urban design assessment and does not
contain a specialist urban design appendix. The application material does include a landscape
and visual effects assessment.

The requiring authority has proposed the following Urban Design and Landscaping Mitigation
conditions for EB2.

39. At least 10 working days prior to the commencement of any construction activity the
Requiring Authority shall submit an Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) to Council
for certification in accordance with Conditions 7 to 11 above [Conditions 7 to 11 deal with
the Management Plan, Certification and Amendment processes]. The objective of the
UDLP is to mitigate any landscape and visual effects of the Eastern Busway Project
(Package EB2).

40. The UDLP shall include:

a) Urban design details for works: i. The Reeves Road Flyover; ii. Pakuranga Bus Station;
iii. Ti Rakau Drive widening between Pakuranga Road and Reeves Road

b) Landscape design details for works at: i. Paul Place Reserve; ii. Bus Stop Reserve;
iii. Within Ti Rakau Drive; and iv. SEART.

c) A maintenance plan and establishment requirements over a three-year period for
landscaping and five years for specimen trees following planting.

d) Lighting, signage and street furniture details for Eastern Busway Project (Package
EB2);

e) Measures to achieve a safe level of transition for cycling and walking modes, including
providing advanced warning and signage to cyclists and pedestrians, and safe and
convenient cycling transitions at the ends of the project;

f) Design features and methods for cultural expression;

g) A Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design Assessment of the Pakuranga Bus
Station; and

h) Design features associated with the management of stormwater, including both hard
and soft landscaping.

41. The Requiring Authority is required to carry out all works out in accordance with the
certified UDLP, unless otherwise amended by the process in Conditions 9 to 10.

Submissions

The submission from Kainga Ora (KO) while overall supporting the proposal raises the following
urban design issues;
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e In light of PC78 and the NPS-UD which signifies a clear direction to increase building heights
and densities around town centres and planned RTS such as Pakuranga bus station, KO
considers that a greater emphasis should be placed on the importance of urban design
outcomes.

e That more should be done to mitigate the severance effects of the proposal which will further
isolate the Pakuranga Plaza area from the surrounding residential area.

e That the requiring authority undertakes Crime Prevention through Environmental Design
(CPTED) assessment and prior to the hearing, and that this should go further than simply an
assessment of the Pakuranga Bus Station as currently proposed, rather, it should include all
aspects of the project, including the RRF.

e Thatthe design of the EB2 is updated to incorporate the full suite of recommendations contained
within the assessments requested in (a) and (b) above, or alternatively that appropriate
conditions are recommended requiring the recommendations within these assessments to be
incorporated.

Specialist assessment

Urban design effects have been assessed by Trevor Mackie, Consultant Urban Design and Planner,
in a memo dated 14 March 2023, which is provided in Appendix 1 to this report. The memo covers
the NoR as well as the associated EB2 and EB3R resource consents. | refer only the NoR aspects.

Mr Mackie’s concerns with the NoR and the proposed conditions are;

e The objective of the UDLP is to “mitigate any landscape and visual effects of the Eastern
Busway Project”, and does not necessarily acknowledge any wider urban design or place
shaping purpose.

e The proposed UDLP condition, for a required management plan and its certification, may be
able to achieve good urban design, landscape and visual effects outcomes, as has largely
been achieved in EB1. He does not consider the existing environment effects assessment
to provide a suitable standard for designing the Project. The effects to be managed and the
performance required of the mitigations in the UDLP should have a focus on the future
environment, which will likely have a substantially greater scale and intensity of built
environmental context than the existing environment.

e A CPTED assessment should have been undertaken for the whole project, with
recommendations implemented in the design, rather than be left to a certification process
which occurs 10 days prior to commencement of construction. In the absence of a CPTED
assessment to inform the overall design, CPTED design audits of each of the stations, the
RRF and the walking and cycling routes and their connections will likely be needed within
the UDLP, and may have the implication of changes being needed to facilities design at a
relatively late stage.

¢ The mitigation planting proposed shows a focus on addressing effects on the existing
environment, rather than the creation of a new high quality urban environment. ‘Low
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beneficial’ as an outcome is a bare pass mark, being a minor positive effect on the existing
environment.

e The UDLP requirements should be expanded to address the need for planting of a sufficient
number and suitably scaled trees within the street and parks frontages to achieve an
increase in tree canopy cover.

Overall Mr Mackie considers that the NoR EB2 should be recommended confirmed with
amended Conditions 39 and 40 UDLP as set out in his report.

Planning assessment

Based on Mr Mackie’s advice, and considering the submission from KO, | agree with both the
changes proposed to conditions and the information deficiencies identified that could be resolved
by the RA at the hearing. The proposed works will create a significant expanse of road-like surface
(some of it elevated) in the area and will be a significant component of the urban fabric in this
location. The location is also one of significant future change and this should be reflected in the
design. The combination of the RRF and the bus station/ bus lanes have potential to reduce
connections between the surrounding residential areas and the Pakuranga Plaza. Ensuring good
urban design that provides safe and attractive connections between the surrounding residential
areas and the Plaza and bus station will be important.

In my view, the ability of bus passengers to get from their houses and work places to and from the
bus station safely and easily will be necessary to ensure the full potential of the bus lane upgrades
and the RA’s objectives are achieved.

5.2.4 Landscape and visual effects

Application

Landscape and visual effects are addressed in Section 9.5.2 of the AEE, and in the Assessment of
Landscape and Visual Effects (‘ALVE’) prepared by Tom Lines and Chris Bentley, and dated July
2022.

The ALVE notes that EB2 is focused around the Pakuranga Town Centre within an established
urban environment. As works tend to occur along the road corridor, in an environment which is
modified, effects are generally contained to the designation or just beyond in the case of viewing
audiences. During construction, the greatest landscape effects will be due to the removal of
vegetation, being moderate adverse. However, this will be temporary, occurring for a short period
prior to replacement mitigation planting. Once replacement planting has established, residual
effects on vegetation during operation are considered to be low beneficial.

There will be some effects to the Open Space values within the EB2 area, with the greatest effects
being on Paul Place Reserve. Effects are considered to be low during construction and operation
due to the loss of the southern portion of the reserve needed for the realignment of SEART. Low
effects on views along Ti Rakau Drive toward Mount Wellington are expected due to a vista of the
maunga present along Ti Rakau Drive.

In relation to urban development and land use, the AEE considers any effects during construction
will be low adverse due to the removal of land uses (particularly residential) as a result of the project
alignment. Following construction, it is anticipated that any residual space that is suitable for
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development will in future be developed, in line with the underlying zoning. Overall, it is considered
residual effects will be very low neutral. Overall, effects on landscape character during construction
will be moderate, reducing to low once the project is completed.

Natural character effects within the coastal environment will be limited due to the broadly modified
and managed nature of the area.

In considering visual effects, the greatest visual effects are anticipated to be on those residential
viewing audiences adjacent to the construction of EB2. The effects on these viewing audiences
would be up to moderate-high. Such effects may remain for some residents which are proximate to
the RRF following construction.

The AEE concludes that it is noted that much of the RRF is a permitted activity given that it is a road
network activity and the most visually prominent RRF structural elements will be located within
existing road corridors.

It also outlines that proposed mitigation to address EB2’s operational visual landscape effects will
be via the use of the ULDP. The ULDP will include the following:

e Urban design details for works (e.g. station layouts)

e Landscape design details for works in public reserves and road corridors
e Type, number and location of replacement tree planting

e Lighting, signage and street furniture details

e The location of property accessways required to service affected properties and where
those properties are located in the Project footprint

e The measures to achieve a safe level of transition for cycling and walking modes, including
providing advanced warning and signage to cyclists and pedestrians, and safe and
convenient cycling transitions at the ends of the Project

e The design features and methods for cultural expression and in order to reflect outcomes
agreed through mana whenua engagement

o Design features associated with the management of stormwater, including both hard and
soft landscaping;

e A maintenance plan and establishment requirements over a three-year period for
landscaping and five years for specimen trees following planting and
reinstatement/construction of road verges, and including:

0 Measures to minimise clearing work to preserve soil and any indigenous vegetation

0 Measures to ensure the appropriate disposal of any clearance of invasive/noxious
weeds

0 Local sourcing of ‘new’ tree stock (within the Auckland Region).

Submissions

No submissions have been received in relation to landscape and visual effects.

Specialist assessment

Landscape and visual effects have been assessed by Mr Rob Pryor, Consultant Landscape
Specialist, LA4 Limited, in a memo dated 15 March 2023, which is provided in Appendix 1 to this
report.
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Mr Pryor's assessment of the Natural Character, Landscape and Visual Effects of EB2 can be
summarised as follows.

In terms of landscape effects, the removal of 61 protected trees and 177 non-protected trees within
the road reserve and private land would result in a moderate adverse effect.

The EB2 works would impact on a number of open space areas in the vicinity including Fairburn
Reserve, Bus Stop Reserve, and Paul Place Reserve. Works on Fairburn Reserve will be restricted
to the northern and eastern boundaries through the realignment of the Pakuranga Road / Ti Rakau
Drive intersection with very low adverse landscape effects.

In terms of landscape character it is considered that there will be a high degree of change to the
character of the area particularly during construction activities. Following construction and
implementation of the Landscape, Ecological and Arboricultural Mitigation Plans, Mr Pryor
considers there would be low adverse landscape character effects.

Effects on natural character will be restricted to earthworks and dredging of the coastal margins
and Coastal Marine Area to construct the stormwater outfalls. Any adverse effects during
construction are considered to be low, and very low following construction.

In respect of visual effects residential viewing audiences would be the most sensitive to change,
living locally and occupying a large area along the edges of EB2, particularly along SEART and Ti
Rakau Drive. The residential properties along Ti Rakau Drive between Palm Avenue and
Pakuranga Highway (SEART) and the newly exposed ‘front row’ properties accessed off Tiraumea
Drive will be exposed to close views towards the RRF. During construction activities there will be
moderate to high adverse visual effects due to the proximity of the works and the disruption it will
bring. Following construction the adverse visual effects will be moderate. Views from more distant
residential areas would be filtered by intervening vegetation and buildings within the line of sight.
Views from these areas would be within the context of the existing built form and road corridor and
the adverse visual effects would be low.

In respect of the mitigation proposed by the RA, Mr Pryor considers that the proposed UDLP
condition, for a required management plan and its certification, will achieve the landscape and visual
effects outcomes, as has largely been achieved in EB1. Further Mr Pryor agrees with Mr Trevor
Mackie, urban designer/planner for Council that the landscape and visual effects to be managed
and the performance required of the mitigation in the UDLP should have more of a focus on the
future environment, which will likely have a greater scale and intensity of built environmental than
the existing environment. A focus on the future environmental context, as well as the existing
environment, would be beneficial in terms of the size and scale of the mitigation tree plantings
proposed.

However, Mr Pryor considers that it would be useful to have more commentary regarding the
landscape and visual effects of the RFF presented at the hearing.

Mr Pryor’s overall conclusion in respect of EB2 is that that the NoR EB2 should be recommended
confirmed with amended Conditions 39 and 40 to address some of his concerns about required
mitigation.
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Planning assessment

Based on Mr Pryor’s assessment | consider that changes to the proposed urban design conditions
are required. The concerns identified by Mr Pryor are similar to those identified by Mr Mackie in his
urban design assessment.

| also consider that, while most aspects of the RRF are permitted within the existing road, more
commentary of the visual effects of the structure would assist.

5.2.5 Arboricultural Effects
Application

The effects of tree works are addressed in Section 9.4.9 of the AEE and in the Arboricultural Effects
Assessment undertaken by Leon Saxon and dated July 2022.

The AEE notes that the project will require the removal of a number of trees located within road
corridors and Auckland Council reserves. The assessment notes that the removal of trees within
residential and business zoned sites is a permitted activity.

The AEE notes that the RA proposes to undertake mitigation to address the tree removals and this
will be based on the draft landscape drawings and the UDLP.

Based on the scale of the works, mitigation planting and the use of a Tree Protection Mitigation
Plan, the AEE considers that the tree works will have minimal effects.

Submissions

The submission from General Distributers Limited are concerned about the visual amenity effects
of the proposal including (but not limited to) the removal of existing vegetation surrounding the
Pakuranga Plaza.

Specialist assessment

Arboricultural effects have been assessed by Gavin Donaldson — Auckland Council Senior
Specialist Arborist in in amemo dated 15 March 2023, which is provided in Appendix 1 to this report.

Mr Donaldson is concerned about the extent of replanting proposed and the certainty in the
mitigation plans, as to what will be achieved in a similar manner, to the concerns expressed by Mr
Mackie and Mr Pryor.

Mr Donaldson makes the following recommendations

6.1 | support the recommendations and conditions provided by the Council’s Urban Design
specialist in requesting more street trees, parks frontage trees and station platform trees,
with a preference for greater certainty from the Landscape, Ecological and Arboricultural
Mitigation Plans being amended to show the additional trees and their locations, and for the
UDLP condition to be amended to require implementation of those Mitigation Plans.

6.2 It is my recommendation that the UDLP be required to provide for appropriate levels of
replacement planting to account for the loss of environmental benefits and eco-system
services provided by the trees and vegetation being removed, including the eco-system
services of soil / erosion protection, storm-water reduction, wildlife habitat, and carbon
sequestration - in order to achieve sustainability and carbon neutrality throughout the
project.
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Planning assessment

It is my view, that Mr Donaldson’s assessment reinforces the concerns expressed by both Mr
Mackie and Mr Pryor. | also consider that providing additional new trees may go some way to
addressing the concerns expressed by GDL around the removal of trees in surrounding Pakuranga
Plaza, particularly along Ti Rakau Drive.

| discuss my general concerns with the certainty of the proposed conditions in section 13 of this
report below.

5.2.6 Flooding and stormwater effects
Application

Flooding and stormwater effects are addressed in Section 9.5.7 of the AEE and in the Stormwater
Effects Assessment prepared by Paul May and dated May 2022.

The AEE notes that EB2 will involve the upgrading and construction of new stormwater
infrastructure developed in line with the aspirations of mana whenua and Healthy Waters. The AEE
states that there is some existing flooding within Ti Rakau Park, under the Warehouse and within
Ti Rakau Drive.

The modelling undertaken by the RA shows that while some flooding will still occur during 1 in 10
and 1 in 100 Annual Recurrence Interval events, flood levels are generally decreased across all of
Pakuranga Town Centre. This includes flood levels within Pakuranga Plaza, sites within Cortina
Place and along Ti Rakau Drive. The AEE states that this demonstrates that the planned stormwater
attenuation works are a benefit to the local area, reducing the risks to safety and property.
Furthermore, the functioning of the road network is improved, given that there is a reduced need to
close road lanes during heavy rain.

Submissions

The submission from KO requests that further information is provided around flood hazards in order
to assess flooding conditions onto neighbouring properties; and what mitigation can be provided in
order to appropriately avoid, remediate and/or mitigate the effects of the construction activities. KO
also requests that a condition is added such that the RA does not worsen any flooding effects onto
neighbouring properties and appropriately avoids, remediates and/or mitigates the effects of their
construction activities.

Specialist assessment

Flooding and stormwater effects have been assessed for the council by Ms Maria Baring, Senior
Development Engineer/ Project Manager, in a memo dated 23 March 2023, which is provided in
Appendix 1 to this report.

Ms Baring has assessed the proposed works and supports the designation subject to conditions
regarding flooding that requires that the project not result in or increase the flooding or inundation
in specified flood events.
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Planning assessment

Based on Ms Baring’s advice, | support the imposition of the recommended conditions on the NoR
although some refinement may be required to ensure that the requirements of the conditions are
monitored.

5.2.7 Historic heritage and archaeological effects

Application
Historic heritage and archaeological effects are addressed in sections 9.4.11 of the AEE.

The AEE notes that;

There are no historic heritage or known archaeological sites present within the EB2
footprint. As a brownfield location, previous development is likely to have destroyed or
damaged any in-situ materials, such as pre- contact middens or colonial period fencing.
Regardless, an accidental discovery protocol will be employed when undertaking land
disturbance activities. Lastly, AT will be seeking an authority to modify as a precaution from
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga.

Based on the above, the historic heritage effects of EB2’s construction will be negligible.

Submissions

No submissions have been received in relation to historic heritage and archaeology.

Specialist assessment

Effects on historic heritage have been assessed by Myfanwy Eaves, Senior Specialist: Archaeology,
Cultural Heritage Implementation, Heritage Unit, Auckland Council in a memo dated 17 March
2023, which is provided in Appendix 1 to this report.

Ms Eaves is generally supportive of the RA’s assessment and the proposed conditions of the NoR
but recommends a minor addition to the associated monitoring methodology in that an addendum
should be provided to Council to accompany the Archaeological Management Plan (AMP) to
address post-1900 matters. The recommended conditions are as follows;

An addendum to the AMP3 should be provided and certified by the Manager Heritage Unit
(heritageconsents@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz) at least two weeks prior to earthworks
commencing on Site.

Matters to be included in the addendum should include (but not be limited to):

Provision in the methodology for circa 1900 and post 1900 sites and artefacts to be recorded,
and for the potential for retention of artefacts for reuse in the road reserve area (or similar) near
where they are found. This reuse is to be developed between the Consent holder (or any
contractor) and the Heritage Unit, Auckland Council.
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Reasoning: Condition 49 identified unrecorded historic heritage; however, the supplied
assessment only addresses archaeology, which forms only part of Part 2 s6(f) definition. This
minor addition also addresses matters raised in Submission #06.

Final reports submitted to comply with external requirements (archaeological authority) should
also be shared with the schools, and similar, in the area.4 This is to enable institutions to
develop an understanding of NZ history in their community.

Reasoning: Condition 50 is an ordinary Compliance and Monitoring requirement. The provision
of a copy of the final report to a larger audience may go some way to addressing concerns over
the temporary effects of construction and raised by Submitter #06.

For completeness only, | suggest the inclusion of an Advice note regarding the Protected
Objects Act 1975.

Planning assessment

Based on Ms Eaves advice | consider that the effects of the NoR on historic heritage and
archaeology will be acceptable subject to the additional recommended conditions. Given the time
in which Pakuranga was developed, the extension of archaeology to include post 1900 material is
appropriate.

5.2.8 Open space and parks
Application

Effects on public open spaces are addressed in the AEE in section 9.4.15 and section 9.5.5 and in
the Open Space Effects Assessment prepared by Tony Hart dated June 2022.

This notes that the temporary occupation of parts of the Paul Place Reserve, Bus Stop Reserve,
Pandora Place Esplanade Reserve and the Tiraumea Reserve are required to enable the
construction of stormwater infrastructure and the SEART offramp. The AEE notes that many of
these spaces are not well used and that the public’s access to recreation spaces will not be
adversely affected. In respect of the Pandora Place Esplanade Reserve no works are proposed on
the Rotary shared path. Following construction, the RA will remove all construction equipment and
materials, as well as replant any affected grassed or vegetated areas. This will ensure that longer
term amenity values associated with these open spaces are maintained.

A 312m? portion of the Paul Place Reserve will be permanently occupied for the new SEART
offramp. The AEE states that this area is not well used and that the open space effects of the loss
of this land will be negligible.

Submissions

No submissions have been received in relation to open space effects.

Specialist assessment

Effects on open spaces have been assessed by Mr Andrew Miller, Consultant Parks Planner in a
memo dated 20 March 2023, which is provided in Appendix 1 to this report.
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Mr Miller has undertaken an assessment of the effects on each affected reserve including the
Pakuranga Community Centre and advises as follows;

1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

Aside from the works areas and land designated for temporary use, access to the
respective parks for the public would be maintained for the duration of the project. This is
supported due to the temporary nature of the use.

| agree that the proposed Urban Design and Landscaping Plan (UDLP) and Construction
Environment Management Plan (CEMP) conditions are an appropriate means of ensuring
that public safety of the various reserves can be maintained during works and the parks
reinstated appropriately following works. Since areas of vegetation would be removed
from some open spaces, the UDLP must ensure that adequate replacement planting is
provided to mitigate visual impacts. The applicant has adopted a 3:1 replacement scheme
in liaison with Community Facilities which | consider to be a positive effect in terms of the
amenity and recreational enjoyment of the various parks/open spaces. It is appropriate to
leave this to a condition in this case.

There are areas where the proposal will interface with existing vegetation within parks and
reserves. Where trees are proposed to be retained, the applicant has proposed to protect
them in accordance with best practice arboricultural methods. Council’s arboricultural
advisor agreed® with the arboricultural measures provided by Arborlab, and based on the
advice of the technical experts, | am supportive of the measures offered to protect park
and reserve trees/vegetation.

| agree with the conclusions of the applicant at 2.1.1 of the submitted ‘Eastern Busway
EB2 and EB3 Residential Open Spaces Effects Assessment’ (OSEA®) that there would
be minimal impact on the future recreational use and enjoyment of the various spaces at
the completion works — unless elsewhere stated. This is due to the proposed land-takes
and works impacting only peripheral sections of the various parks.

Mr Miller also recommends a condition requiring a detailed landscaping plan.

Planning assessment

Based on Mr Miller’s advice, | consider that the effects of the NoR works on parks and open space
to acceptable.

5.2.9 Air quality effects

Application

Air quality effects arising from construction are addressed generally relation to the construction
methodology in Section 9.4.12 and the operational effects in Section 9.5.6 of the AEE and in the Air
Quality Effects Assessment prepared by Tracy Freeman dated July 2022.

8 Arboricultural memorandum for a notice of requirement for Eastern Busway Stage EB2 (NoR EB2) and resource
consent applications for Eastern Busway Stage EB2 (BUN60407133) and Eastern Busway Stage EB3R

(BUN60407121)

° ‘Eastern Busway EB2 and EB3 Residential Open Space Effects Assessment Document number: EB234-1-PL-

RP-Z2-000028
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The AEE notes that;

The assessment has identified that construction generated dust is the principal air quality
issue. In order to prevent and/or minimise dust related effects on the locations detailed above,
dust management measures will be an integral part of the ESCP, sSESCPs and the CLMP as
required by the proposed conditions (Appendix 3: Proposed Conditions Set). These measures
that are likely to be employed during construction include:

e Minimising extent of exposed dry dusty surfaces
e Hardstand surfacing for frequently travelled access routes
e Availability of water carts for dry periods
e Construction vehicle speed restrictions
e Semi-porous or solid boundary fencing to provide shelter
e Minimisation of double-handling of spoil or fill materials
e Minimisation of drop heights when transferring spoil or fill to stockpiles or trucks
o Avoiding frequently-used stockpiles close to sensitive receivers.
The AEE concludes that the construction related effects on air quality will be minimal.
In respect of the operational air quality effects the assessment has undertaken modelling that;

....Included consideration of road alignment, air contaminant types, particulate matter sizes,
rate of electric vehicle uptake and general ftraffic data. Based on Ministry for the
Environment’s guidance, the modelling found that there would be negligible impacts on air
quality.

The AEE also concludes that the operational air quality effects will be minimal.

Submissions

A number of submissions from businesses within teg Pakuranga Plaza area are concerned about the
effects of dust during construction on their operations and on their customers.

Specialist assessment

Air quality effects have been assessed by Mr Paul Crimmins, Senior Specialist - Contamination, Air
& Noise, Auckland Council in a memo dated 29 August 2022, which is provided in Appendix 1 to
this report.

Mr Crimmins considers that the project poses negligible risks to air quality. Additionally he does not
recommend any specific conditions for the NoR as any effects can be adequately mitigated by the
conditions in the resource consent.

Mr Crimmins also considers that the proposal will have benefits in respect of a reduction in
greenhouse gas emissions.

Planning assessment

Based on Mr Crimmins’s advice, | consider that the air quality effects of the NoR are acceptable.
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5.2.10 Social Effects

Application

The social effects of the NoR in respect of construction effects are addressed in Section 9.4.7 of
the AEE. Overall effects are addressed in the Social Impact Assessment (SIA) prepared by Kate
Symington and John Daly dated July 2022. In response to the Council’s request for further
information an addendum to the SIA was prepared dated January 2023.

The SIA has identified a range of potential social effects during construction, including:

* Loss of housing

» Severance from social infrastructure (e.g. medical facilities, open space, schools)
» Business disruption

* Reductions in amenity.

The AEE notes that these effects will be mitigated largely through taking a no surprises approach
to land acquisition and through the various management plans proposed to be implemented through
conditions of consent.

Submissions

There are no submission that raise social impact effects directly. | do note however that the
concerns raised by most of the submitters could be seen to relate in some way to social effects.
The submissions from businesses within the Plaza are concerned about effects on their businesses
which is an aspect of social effects for example. These are identified in the memo from Mr Quigley
as set out below.

Specialist assessment

Social effects have been assessed by Mr Robert Quigley, director of Quigley and Watts Ltd in a
memo dated 16 March 2023, which is provided in Appendix 1 to this report.

Mr Quigley states that the SIA prepared by the RA’

...does not align with usual impact assessment practice, nor social impact assessment
guidelines. The SIA has generated negative findings but broadly applied them to disparate
groups, and hence the mitigations proposed are also generic. This is likely insuffic