
 
 
Note:   The report and supporting information contained within this document are a recommendation to the Hearing 

Commissioners and should not be construed as a decision of Council.   
 

 

I hereby give notice that a hearing by commissioners will be held on: 
 
Date: Monday 6 October 2025 with Tuesday 7 

October as an overflow day 
Time: 9.30am 
Meeting room: Leslie Comrie Room 
Venue: Level 1, Franklin The Centre 

 
12 Massey Avenue, Pukekohe 2120, Auckland 

 

HEARING REPORT 
PRIVATE PLAN CHANGE 110 
HEIGHTS ROAD, PUKEKOHE 
GBAR PROPERTIES LIMITED 

 

COMMISSIONERS 
 
Chairperson Richard Blakey  
Commissioners Vaughan Smith 
 Bridget Gilbert 

 
  

 
Sam Otter 
Kaitohutohu Mataamua Whakawā / 
Senior Hearings Advisor  
 
Telephone: 09 353 9587 or 021 196 2582 
Email:  sam.otter@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz 
Website: www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz 

 
  



WHAT HAPPENS AT A HEARING 
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advisor at least ten working days before the hearing so a qualified interpreter can be arranged. 

Hearing Schedule 
If you would like to appear at the hearing please return the appearance form to the hearings advisor 
by the date requested. A schedule will be prepared approximately one week before the hearing with 
speaking slots for those who have returned the appearance form. If changes need to be made to the 
schedule the hearings advisor will advise you of the changes. 
Please note: during the course of the hearing changing circumstances may mean the proposed 
schedule may run ahead or behind time. 

Cross Examination 
No cross examination by the applicant or submitters is allowed at the hearing. Only the hearing 
commissioners are able to ask questions of the applicant or submitters. Attendees may suggest 
questions to the commissioners and they will decide whether or not to ask them. 

The Hearing Procedure 
The usual hearing procedure is: 

• The chairperson will introduce the commissioners and will briefly outline the hearing procedure. 
The Chairperson may then call upon the parties present to introduce themselves. The 
Chairperson is addressed as Madam Chair or Mr Chairman. 

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

• 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 be represented by legal counsel or consultants and may can call 
witnesses and experts to support their submission on their behalf. The hearing panel may then 
question each speaker.  
o Late submissions: The council officer’s report will identify 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. 

• Council Officers will then have the opportunity to clarify their position and provide any 
comments based on what they have heard at the hearing.  

• The applicant or their representative has the right of reply to matters raised at the hearing. 
Hearing panel members may further question the applicant at this stage. The applicant’s reply 
may be provided orally, in writing after the hearing has adjourned, or a combination of both. 

• The chair will outline the next steps in the process and adjourn or close the hearing. 

• If adjourned the hearing panel will decide when they have enough information to make a 
decision and close the hearing. The hearings advisor will contact you once the hearing is closed.  

Please note  
• that the hearing will be recorded using Teams and an audio recording device. The recording will 

be publicly available after the hearing 
• catering is not provided at the hearing.
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2 Clause 22 of Schedule 1 to the RMA requires private plan changes to include an assessment of 
environmental effects that are anticipated by the Plan Change, taking into account clause 6 and 7 of the 
Fourth Schedule of the RMA. 
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Specialist Memo (technical report to contribute towards Council’s section 42A hearing report) 
 
  

To:       Joy LaNauze 

From:   Ruben Naidoo:  Specialist – Contaminated Land. 

Date:    11 July 2025. 
 
 

Subject: Private Plan Change 110 - 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road Pukekohe:      
Contamination Assessment (D.002328.01) 

 
 
 
1.0 Introduction 

 
1.1 I have undertaken a review of the request for the above Private Plan Change, on behalf of 

Auckland Council in relation to potential adverse effects on human health and the receiving 
environment, associated with the potential soil and groundwater contamination.  

 
 The area of the proposed Private Plan Change (further referred to as ‘the project site’) covers 

5.35ha of land at 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road, Pukekohe and is located in north Pukekohe, 
approximately 3km north of the Pukekohe town centre. 

 
The Private Plan Change request proposes to rezone land from Future Urban Zone (‘FUZ’) to 
Business – Light Industry. It is noted that the PPC land has a long history of light industrial use, 
where a substantial portion of the PPC land is currently utilised for existing consented rural 
business activities including the Tractor Centre, machinery hire, building businesses, and storage 
facilities, supporting the local rural sector’. 

 
 
1.2 Summary of qualifications and experience. 

I hold a B. Tech - Environmental Health Degree from the Durban University of Technology (South 
Africa). 
I am a Specialist – Contaminated Land within the Contamination, Noise & Air Team, in the 
Specialist Unit, in the Planning and Resource Consents Department.  I have held this role at 
Auckland Council and formerly Auckland City Council since 2007. I have extensive experience 
within contaminated land management, resource consenting, and consent compliance 
monitoring, relevant to contaminated land. 
 

1.3. Code of Conduct 
 

I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the Environment Court 
Practice Note 2023 and have complied with it in preparing this evidence and agree to comply 
with it when giving any oral evidence to the Hearing. Other than where I state that I am relying on 
the advice of another person, this evidence is within my area(s) of expertise. I have not omitted to 
consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express. 
I have qualified my evidence where I consider that any part of it may be incomplete or inaccurate, 
and identified any information or knowledge gaps, or uncertainties in any scientific information or 
mathematical models and analyses that I am aware of, and their potential implications. I have 
stated in my evidence where my opinion is not firm or concluded because of insufficient research 
or data or for any other reason and have provided an assessment of my level of confidence, and 
the likelihood of any outcomes specified, in my conclusion. 
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1.4  In writing this memo, I have reviewed the following documents lodged in support of the proposed 

Private Plan Change: 

• Proposed Plan Change Request- Heights Road Plan Change Planning Report- 9,33 and 49 
Heights Road, Pukekohe, GBar Properties Limited, prepared by Woods & Partners Ltd, dated 
18 /10/2024. (AEE) 

• Preliminary Environmental Site Investigation – 9, 33 & 49 Heights Road, Pukekohe, Auckland, 
Engeo, June 2023. (PSI) 

• Indicative Masterplan & Perspectives, Woods, June 2023. 
• Geotechnical Investigation 9, 33 & 49 Heights Road, Pukekohe, Auckland, Engeo, June 2023. 

 
 
2 Key contamination issues (relevant to protection of human health and the environment) 

 
I consider the following regulations, plans, and policy statements to be relevant to the 
assessment of the proposed Private Plan Change request, in the context of contamination of the 
land and the associated effects on human health and the environment: 

• Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing 
Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) Regulations, Ministry for the Environment, 
2011 (NES:CS) 

• Chapter E30 of the Auckland Unitary Plan (Operative in Part) (AUP(OP)), Objective E30.2(1) 
and Policies E30.3.(1 and 2) 

• The Auckland Council Regional Policy Statement, particularly Section 17, Objectives 17.3.1-
3, and Policies 17.4.1.1-4 

• The National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management, updated in 2020, particularly Part 
2, Objectives 2.1(1) (a-c), and Policies 2.2(1-5 and 13). 

 
The NES:CS regulations, AUP(OP), and policy statements listed above will be applicable once 
again during the consenting process, and at that stage the remaining investigation and 
remediation of the land, where required, will be carried out.  The regulations of the NES:CS and 
Contaminated Land Rules of the AUP(OP) will be relevant to those pieces of land within the 
subject site, which have formerly been affected by any contaminating activities, and they will be 
considered in the consenting process. 
 
The current assessment of the Private Plan Change request and supporting documentation is 
focused on identifying any major constraints, associated with the contamination status of the 
project area, which would present an impediment to the proposed re-zoning of the land.  Any 
other than major constraints, associated with potential contamination of the project area can be 
dealt with at a later stage, under the requirements of the relevant regulatory consenting process, 
associated with the future development. 
 
A Preliminary Environmental Site Investigation (PSI) has been undertaken at the three parcels of 
land relevant to this Private Plan Change.  The main objective of the PSI was to identify the main 
actual or potential contamination issues within the project site and confirm whether the Private 
Plan Change area is suitable or can be made suitable for the proposed land use. 
 
A Geotechnical Investigation has been undertaken within the project site to assess the 
geotechnical conditions, with the aim to confirm whether the Proposed Plan Change area is 
suitable or can be made suitable for the proposed land use.  Parts of the report contain 
information relevant to the potential contamination issues and have been reviewed to identify any 
potential hazardous materials in soil, contamination hotspots, waste dumps, and landfills.   
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3 Applicant’s assessment 
  

Based on the review of the historical and current records of the land use within the project site, 
provided in the PSI and evident from photographs in 1942, the site comprises primarily grassed 
fields partitioned into 4-5 paddocks, and close inspection of the photographs suggests sheep are 
grazing on the land. A dwelling is present in the southeast corner of the site, with a shed present 
immediately north. Additional structures (likely agricultural sheds) are evident in the northeast 
portion and southwest portions of the site. The surrounding area appears to be used for rural 
residential purposes. 

Currently the site is used for commercial / industrial purposes, containing a tractor dealership and 
service station, an engineering firm (BMC Engineering), Totalspan Steel Building office, an 
agricultural spray supplier, storage sheds, and yard areas containing storage of tractor parts, 
lawnmowers, small jeeps, tyres, piping, timber and general rubbish. 
A wash station, waste oil bath and a spray room are located on the western side of the tractor 
centre.  
Multiple above ground petrol / diesel fuelling stations were observed across the site. Hazardous 
substances included drums of fuel and compressed gases (nitrogen, argon) were located across 
the site (indoor and outdoor).  
The site at 49 Heights Road is used for residential purposes. The site comprises a single dwelling 
and a shed, comprising timber, steel and potential asbestos containing materials (PACM) within 
the soffits. Two stockpiles were observed in the southern portion of 49 Heights Road - one 
comprising soil, and the other felled vegetation, timber (crates) and plastic.  

 
The PSI has identified the following current and past historical HAIL activities with a potential for 
site contamination: 

• HAIL (A 10) – historical horticultural purposes across the northern part of the site 
Persistent pesticide bulk storage or use including sport turfs, market gardens, orchards, 
glass houses or spray sheds. 

• HAIL Item (A17) presence of a 10,000L UST at 9 Heights Road, as well as activities 
associated with a tractor maintenance and repair centre.   

• HAIL (D5)- An engineering firm is present on-site, as well as the Totalspan Steel Building 
site. 

• HAIL (F5)- tractor maintenance and repair centre, and an automotive parts shop have 
been identified as present on-site. 

• HAIL(I)- potential for contamination associated with lead-based paints and / or asbestos 
in former and current buildings and stormwater network. 

• HAIL (G5)- fill material on site 
 
In accordance with the PSI the project site is considered as being suitable for the proposed 
Private Plan Change, subject to a detailed site investigation being carried out prior to any future 
subdivision or land-disturbance works.  Once the investigation has been completed, the 
contamination status of the site can be confirmed to inform the consenting requirements relevant 
to the NES:CS and Contaminated Land Rules of the AUP(OP). 

 
A detailed assessment of the suitability of those areas within the site, which have been identified 
in the PSI Report to have likely been affected by HAIL activities will need to be undertaken prior to 
obtaining relevant resource consents required for carrying out the future subdivisions, land 
disturbance activities or the actual change of land use. 

 
The above recommendations have been incorporated into the overall recommendations relevant 
to the proposed Private Plan Change, in Section 7.0 of this Specialist Memo. 

 
 

The Geotech Report, provided in support of the request for the proposed Private Plan Change 
indicated undocumented Fill was encountered in three boreholes across the site, comprising a 
combination of site-won soils mixed with topsoil and imported fill (e.g. hardfill) and occasional 
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building refuse debris. The fill material has been stockpiled across all three properties, as well as 
used to form the terraces currently in use as storage / laydown areas 

 
The Geotech Report has concluded that based on the desktop review and site investigation, it 
considers the site generally suitable for a future light industrial development of a nature broadly 
comparable to that already completed at the site.  

 
The PSI acknowledges that the NES:CS Regulations and Contaminated Land Rules of the 
AUP(OP) set out an appropriate framework to manage the potential adverse effects associated 
with any contamination within the project site and confirms they are anticipated to be implemented 
through the future resource-consent process, associated with the site subdivision and 
development.  While no detailed site investigation has been completed, the presence of 
contamination hotspots is anticipated, and therefore a further intrusive environmental investigation 
will be required prior to the future subdivision and development of the project site.   

 
The above recommendation has been incorporated into the overall recommendations relevant to 
the proposed Private Plan Change, in Section 7.0 of this Memo. 

 

4. Comment on the Assessment of Effects by the applicant  

I have reviewed the applicant’s assessment of effects in relation to contamination and concur that 
the adverse effects of land contamination will be avoided, remediated and mitigated by 
undertaking a detailed site investigation of the potential HAIL activities identified and addressing 
the requirements of the Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing 
and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) Regulations, Ministry for the 
Environment, 2011 (NES:CS); and the provisions of Chapter E30 of the Auckland Unitary Plan 
(Operative in Part) (AUP(OP)) during the resource consenting process. 

 
5. Assessment of the effects on human health and the environment, and management 

methods 
  

The purpose of my review was to obtain an understanding of the potential constraints affecting 
the proposed Private Plan Change and the relevant future subdivision and development, 
associated with the potential contamination of soil and groundwater within the subject site. 
 
My review included the assessment of the reports submitted in support of the Private Plan 
Change request, and the compliance of the proposed Private Plan Change with the purpose of 
the NES:CS regulations, and the objectives and policies of the AUP(OP), Auckland Council 
Regional Policy Statement, and National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management, relevant 
to the contaminated land management. 
 
I consider the information provided in support of the Private Plan Change request as being 
adequate for obtaining general understanding of the scale and significance of the adverse effects 
and positive effects on human health and the environment, anticipated from the implementation of 
the proposed Private Plan Change.  I consider it being sufficient for the purpose of this review.  
However, the actual extent of the areas affected by contamination, if any, will only be able to be 
assessed at a later stage, prior to the subdivision and development process.  
 
I consider the proposed Private Plan Change as being generally consistent with the purpose of 
the NES:CS regulations, and the objectives and relevant policies of the AUP(OP), Auckland 
Council Auckland Regional Policy Statement, and National Policy Statement for Freshwater 
Management, and anticipate the land subject to the Private Plan Change as being generally 
suitable for the intended future residential and commercial development.  
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6. Submissions 
 
 I have reviewed all submissions received with regards to the proposed Private Plan Change.  
None of the submissions expressed any concerns relevant to the potential or actual 
contamination of soil or groundwater within the project site, that may affect human health or the 
environment as a result of the proposed Private Plan Change.   

  
 

7. Conclusions and recommendations 
 

I consider the documentation submitted in support of the Private Plan Change request to be 
sufficient to identify the relevant potential effects of the implementation of the proposed Private 
Plan Change on human health and the environment.  The Preliminary Site Investigation Report 
and Geotech Report provided adequate description of the potential contamination issues and 
relevant risks.   
 
There appear to be no significant issues of concern with regards to contamination within the 
project area, that would affect the Private Plan Change. 
 
The Preliminary Site Investigation report identified a number of potentially contaminating 
activities, described on the Ministry for the Environment’s HAIL list, formerly or currently taking 
place within selected parts of the project area.  Those areas are considered to require further 
environmental assessment in order to determine the contamination status of the subsurface soils 
and inform the relevant remediation or management requirements prior to the future subdivisions 
and land development. 
 
From the perspective of contamination and the associated potential effects on human health and 
the environment, the proposed Private Plan Change is considered to be consistent with the 
purpose of the NES:CS, and relevant objectives and policies of the Contaminated Land Rules of 
the AUP(OP), Auckland Council Regional Policy Statement, and National Policy Statement for 
Freshwater Management.  
 
None of the submissions received have raised an issue of concern relevant to the contamination 
of the soil, surface water, or groundwater, associated with either current or historical land use 
within the project area.   
 
Overall, from the perspective of the inferred contamination status of the project site and 
the potential adverse effects on human health and the environment, I recommend that the 
proposed Private Plan Change be supported, subject to the following recommended 
actions to be taken prior to any future change of use, subdivisions and land-disturbance 
activities associated with the land development: 

• Undertaking a detailed site investigation within the site (9, 33 and 49 Heights Road, 
Pukekohe) to identify the potential risks to human health and the environment, and enable to 
determine the relevant mitigation options (remediation or management of contaminated soil) 

• Undertaking targeted remediation or implementing the long-term management of those 
selected areas, where soil contamination in concentrations exceeding the relevant Soil 
Contaminant Standards for protection of human health and/or environmental guidelines for 
protection of the receiving environment has been confirmed to be present. 

100



1 

 

 

TECHNICAL EXPERT S.42A REPORT / MEMO TEMPLATE FOR PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 110 - 9, 
33 AND 49 HEIGHTS ROAD PUKEKOHE 

1. Introduction 

My name is Abhiram Ravi Pandith, and I am a Development Engineer at 

Auckland Council. I hold a Master’s degree in Engineering Studies (Civil 

Engineering). I have been working in this role for the past 3 years and 9 

months, during which I have been responsible for reviewing engineering 

assessments for a range of developments—from small to large-scale 

subdivisions. These assessments typically include stormwater management, 

flooding analysis, wastewater and water supply capacity checks, and traffic 

assessments. 

I took over the assessment of this application after another Development 

Engineer, Sai Kumar, went on leave. As part of my review, I have examined 

the Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA), Stormwater Management Plan 

(SMP), and Civil Infrastructure Reports, and have also considered submissions 

from Watercare Services Limited (WSL), Auckland Transport (AT), and Waka 

Kotahi NZ Transport Agency (NZTA). 

1.1 Code of Conduct 

I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the 

Environment Court Practice Note 2023 and have complied with it in preparing 

this evidence and agree to comply with it when giving any oral evidence to the 

Hearing. Other than where I state that I am relying on the advice of another 

person, this evidence is within my area(s) of expertise. I have not omitted to 

consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract from the 

opinions that I express. 
I have qualified my evidence where I consider that any part of it may be 

incomplete or inaccurate, and identified any information or knowledge gaps, 

or uncertainties in any scientific information or mathematical models and 

analyses that I am aware of, and their potential implications. I have stated in 

my evidence where my opinion is not firm or concluded because of insufficient 

research or data or for any other reason, and have provided an assessment of 

my level of confidence, and the likelihood of any outcomes specified, in my 

conclusion. 

 

 

2. Scope and Structure 
 

2.1 Subject Matter 
This report / memo relates to Proposed Plan Change 110 - 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road 
Pukekohe, which is a private plan change request from GBar Properties Limited to: 
a) Rezone 5.35 hectares of land at Pukekohe from Future Urban Zone to Business - Light 

Industry Zone, 
b) And apply the Stormwater Management Area Flow 1 – “SMAF1” control to the plan 

change land. 
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2.2 I do not address any planning, ecology, streamworks matters. 
2.3 My memo will be structured as Stormwater, Wastewater, , Traffic, Flooding, 

 
3. Summary of key issues 

3.1 The subject site that is being rezoned has a civil infrastructure report prepared by woods , 

geotechnical report by ENGEO and ITA prepared by commute- the application documents 

provide details how the site can be serviced and work- the main issue is regarding WW and 

WS – due to the timing of the availability of bulk infrastructure; 

3.2 key issues in contention 

 

Key issues  

 
DE Assessment 

• Existing Stormwater Devices: 

Details about the size and performance of existing 

stormwater devices are missing. The masterplan 

shows some of these devices may be removed, which 

could lead to poor stormwater management, reduced 

water quality, and increased flooding both on-site and 

downstream. 

 

• Stream Erosion Risk: 

The plan change will increase impervious surfaces, 

raising the volume and speed of stormwater runoff. 

Without proper mitigation, this could cause erosion in 

nearby streams, especially in the Whangapouri 

Catchment. 

 

• Water Quality Concerns: 

New buildings and hard surfaces can introduce 

pollutants into stormwater runoff if not properly 

treated. 

 

 

 

. 

 

Retention Requirements: 

 

The site is located within SMAF 1, which 

requires retention of the first 5 mm of 

rainfall and detention of runoff from the 

95th percentile storm event. The applicant 

has proposed three mitigation approaches 

for retention: 

 

• Primary Option: Retention via 

infiltration to aquifers, as soakage is 

available. However, the applicant’s 

engineer notes that further on-site 

investigations are needed at the 

proposed locations of soakage devices 

to confirm suitability. 

• Alternative Options: Retention through 

existing rain gardens and/or the use of 

retention tanks for new impervious 

areas. 

• Fallback Option: If retention is not 

feasible on-site, the applicant proposes 

offsetting the retention volume to the 

two proposed wetlands, which are 

designed with extended detention 

capabilities. 
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• Detention Strategy:Roof areas will 

discharge to detention tanks. 

• Existing impervious areas will be 

serviced via an existing rain garden. 

• The proposed wetlands will also 

contribute to detention and provide 

capacity for the 100-year storm event. 

• 10-Year Storm Event 
Conveyance:Stormwater from the 10-
year event will be conveyed through a 
private piped network up to the 
existing NZTA culvert. 

• Downstream of the culvert, the 

stormwater will discharge to the public 

network. 

• Healthy Waters supports this 

approach. 

Water Quality Treatment: 

 

• The applicant proposes a centralized 
proprietary treatment device to remove 
total suspended solids and heavy 
metals from stormwater runoff. 

• This device will require prior approval 
from Healthy Waters. 

• In addition, the two proposed wetlands 
are expected to provide supplementary 
water quality treatment 

 

Wastewater & WatersupplyThe main key issue is that Plan 

Change 110 is proposed ahead of the planned 

development timeline, with the Future Development 

Strategy (FDS) indicating the area is not intended for 

development until after 2040. Critical infrastructure, such 

as the Isabella Drive Wastewater Pump Station, is not 

expected to be delivered until 2028, and there is concern 

that development could proceed before this is in place. 

Additionally, no new precinct is proposed to manage the 

timing of development and relying solely on the existing 

Business – Light Industry Zone provisions may not 

adequately control the sequencing to ensure bulk 

infrastructure is available before subdivision or 

development occurs. 

 

Wastewater 

The applicant has proposed four servicing 

options; however, I do not support any of 

them due to the lack of adequate bulk 

infrastructure. The existing private pump 

station does not have sufficient capacity, 

the proposed new pump station is not 

feasible and would not be maintained by 

Watercare Services Limited (WSL), there is 

inadequate space for on-site wastewater 

treatment fields, and tankering of 

wastewater is not an acceptable option. 

Tankering poses a significant nuisance to 

the local community, and numerous case 

studies have shown that it is not a reliable 

long-term solution—for example, at Clarks 
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Beach Stage 7, where a similar 

arrangement was not managed well and 

created ongoing operational issues. The key 

risk in granting the Plan Change without 

bulk infrastructure is that the applicant may 

be unable to obtain resource consent (RC) 

and will be forced to wait until servicing 

becomes available, as was the case at Kohe 

in Pukekohe. I have been directly involved 

with the Isabella Drive Pump Station and 

the associated rising main across Pukekohe. 

While RC has recently been granted for this 

infrastructure, WSL will need to provide an 

update on the Engineering Plan Approval 

(EPA) process and the expected timing for 

the commencement of physical works 

Watersupply 

The subject site is currently serviced by a 

private borehole. A connection to the public 

300mm PE watermain is proposed, and WSL 

has confirmed there is sufficient capacity 

within the existing network to service the 

catchment. Planned infrastructure upgrades 

in the area include the Wesley–Paerata 

Watermain (anticipated to commence post-

2030) and a new reservoir at Adams Road 

South. Although the reservoir was initially 

identified as a prerequisite for this Plan 

Change (refer to Section 2.15 of the WSL 

submission), WSL has since clarified that 

both the reservoir and associated upgrades 

are intended to improve network resilience 

and are not required for enabling 

development of the Plan Change area. I 

support WSL’s position that the private 

borehole should be decommissioned for 

potable supply purposes. 

 

The effect of traffic on local road and Vehicle crossing 

width 

The Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA) 

provided with the application assesses the 

effects of the proposal on both the local 

road network and the State Highway. 

However, this assessment will require 
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further review and acceptance by Auckland 

Transport (AT) and Waka Kotahi NZ 

Transport Agency (NZTA). Key design 

elements such as vehicle crossing widths 

will be finalised based on tracking curves at 

the resource consent stage. Additionally, all 

internal traffic management matters—

including lighting, road markings, and 

signage—will be reviewed and confirmed 

during the RC stage 

Flooding 

• Upstream Flow Capacity: 

The existing private stormwater network does not have 

enough capacity to carry flows from upstream areas. 

Without upgrades, this could cause flooding within the 

PPC area. 

• Onsite Flooding Risk: 

The 600mm culvert under State Highway 22 cannot handle 

large storm events. Since SH22 sits higher than the site, 

runoff gets trapped, causing potential flood depths of: 

 

580mm in the 10% AEP event 

890mm in the 1% AEP event 

 

 

A major Overland Flow Path is traversing 

east to west. GIS data does not account for 

the culvert underneath the highway which 

belongs to NZTA- NZTA has raised multiple 

concerns the culvert is undersized and needs 

to be upgraded to bring the flooding from 

700mm to 225mm HW have indicated to 

mitigate the flood before it reaches the 

culvert- the proposal is to have detention 

wetlands and use them as storage nodes to 

control the flooding  to 3.8degree climate 

change, velocity X depth assessment was 

carried out and the output value is safe for 

both pedestrian and vehicular traffic 

 

Table 1: Key Development Engineering Issues in Proposed Plan Change 110 - 9, 33 and 49 Heights 

Road Pukekohe 

 

4. Comment on the assessment of effects by the applicant  
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4.1  

4.2 The main issues are with the WW and Water supply for the site and the timing for bulk 

infrastructure- interim solutions do not work 

 
5. Submissions 

 
Topic Issues Number of Submissions 

Traffic 2 
Wastewater and Watersupply 1 

Table 2 Topic Issues raised in Submissions 
 
 

Submission Point 
Number 

Submitter Name Issue Relief Sought 
Technical 
Assessment 

3.3 
Auckland 
Transport 

Improvements 
to frontage 

Provide Kerb and 
channel, footpaths 
berms lighting 

I agree with AT’s 
comments these 
needs to be provided 
during the initial part 
of the development 

4.2 NZTA 
Improvements 
to culvert 

Upgrade the culvert 
underneath SH22 

The flooding is severe 
and when the light 
industry zone 
become active 100% 
can be impervious 
and the culvert 
underneath SH22 is 
undersized and needs 
to be upgraded to 
ensure safe SW 
discharge and to 
avoid flooding 

5.2,5.3,5.4 WSL 

Decline PC due 
to the fact Bulk 
services cannot 
be delivered by 
the time they 

Wait or stage the 
development, new 
precinct wording to 
be added to ensure 
staging can happen 

Wastewater:  

The applicant has 

proposed four 

servicing options; 

however, I do not 
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start this 
development 

support any of them 

due to the lack of 

adequate bulk 

infrastructure. The 

existing private pump 

station does not have 

sufficient capacity, 

the proposed new 

pump station is not 

feasible and would 

not be maintained by 

Watercare Services 

Limited (WSL), there 

is inadequate space 

for on-site 

wastewater 

treatment fields, and 

tankering of 

wastewater is not an 

acceptable option. 

Tankering poses a 

significant nuisance 

to the local 

community, and 

numerous case 

studies have shown 

that it is not a reliable 

long-term solution—

for example, at Clarks 

Beach Stage 7, where 

a similar arrangement 

was not managed 

well and created 

ongoing operational 

issues. The key risk in 

granting the Plan 

Change without bulk 

infrastructure is that 

the applicant may be 

unable to obtain 

resource consent (RC) 

and will be forced to 

wait until servicing 

becomes available, as 

was the case at Kohe 
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in Pukekohe. I have 

been directly involved 

with the Isabella 

Drive Pump Station 

and the associated 

rising main across 

Pukekohe. While RC 

has recently been 

granted for this 

infrastructure, WSL 

will need to provide 

an update on the 

Engineering Plan 

Approval (EPA) 

process and the 

expected timing for 

the commencement 

of physical works 

 

Watersupply 

The subject site is 

currently serviced by 

a private borehole. A 

connection to the 

public 300mm PE 

watermain is 

proposed, and WSL 

has confirmed there 

is sufficient capacity 

within the existing 

network to service 

the catchment. 

Planned 

infrastructure 

upgrades in the area 

include the Wesley–

Paerata 

I support the idea of 
having a its own 
Precinct and staging 
the development to 
allow for the bulk 
infrastructure to 
develop first 
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Table 3 Assessment of Development Engineering Issues Raised in Submissions 
. 

 
 
 

6 Conclusion / Recommendations 

Based on the information provided, I support the position of Healthy Waters and consider that 

Plan Change 110 (PPC 110) has sufficiently demonstrated, at a conceptual level, that 

stormwater effects can be appropriately managed through a combination of water quality 

treatment, hydrological mitigation (including 5mm retention and 95th percentile detention), 

and flood attenuation using two centralised wetlands designed to accommodate 1% AEP flows 

under a 3.8°C climate change scenario. Detailed stormwater management measures can be 

finalised and assessed at the resource consent stage, and as such, I agree that PPC 110 can be 

supported from a stormwater and flooding perspective. 

 

However, I also agree with the position of Watercare Services Limited (WSL) that PPC 110 

should not be supported in its current form due to the lack of available bulk wastewater 

infrastructure. The proposal is out of sequence with the development timeline set out in the 

Future Development Strategy, and advancing the plan change without this infrastructure in 

place would likely result in delays at the resource consent stage. If PPC 110 is to be approved, 

I support WSL’s recommendation that a new precinct be introduced to manage the staging and 

sequencing of development, and that appropriate provisions be included to ensure 

development does not proceed ahead of the required bulk infrastructure. 

Date24/07/2025. 

 

----------------------------------------------- 
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Memorandum 

To: Joy LaNauze, Senior Policy Planner, Central/South Planning Team, Plans and 

Places, Auckland Council 

From: Sanaz Safavian, Ecologist, Environmental Services 

Date 22 July 2025  

 

Subject: Heights Road, Pukekohe - Private Plan Change request – Ecology  

Introduction  

My name is Sanaz Safavian, and I am an Ecologist at Auckland Council’s Environmental 

Services unit. My role in relation to this private plan change request (PPC110) is to provide 

technical ecological advice. In preparing this evidence, I undertook a site visit to the subject 

site and reviewed the following documents: the ecological assessment report titled "9, 33 

and 49 Heights Road, Pukekohe, Auckland: ecological values" (RMA Ecology Ltd, 2023); all 

Clause 23 response documents submitted by the applicant (dated 2023 and 2024); and all 

associated application documents, including the masterplan, stormwater management plan, 

and planning assessment. This memo constitutes my technical evidence on Proposed Plan 

Change 110. 

2.0 Code of Conduct 

I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the Environment Court 

Practice Note 2023 and have complied with it in preparing this evidence and agree to 

comply with it when giving any oral evidence to the Hearing. Other than where I state 

that I am relying on the advice of another person, this evidence is within my area(s) of 

expertise. I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions that I express. 

I have qualified my evidence where I consider that any part of it may be incomplete or 

inaccurate, and identified any information or knowledge gaps, or uncertainties in any 

scientific information or mathematical models and analyses that I am aware of, and their 

potential implications. I have stated in my evidence where my opinion is not firm or 

concluded because of insufficient research or data or for any other reason, and have 

provided an assessment of my level of confidence, and the likelihood of any outcomes 

specified, in my conclusion. 
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3.1  Subject Matter 
This memo relates to Proposed Plan Change 110, a private plan change request by 

GBar Properties Limited to: 

• Rezone approximately 5.35 hectares of land at 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road, 

Pukekohe from Future Urban Zone to Business – Light Industry Zone; and 

• Apply the Stormwater Management Area Flow 1 (SMAF1) control. 

3.2  Exclusions 

This memo does not address freshwater ecology, detailed stormwater engineering 

effects, or noise/traffic matters. 

3.3  Structure 

The memo is structured under the following headings: 

• Summary of Key Issues 

• Comment on the Assessment of Effects 

• Submissions 

• Conclusions and Recommendations 

4.0  Summary of Key Issues 

4.1  This memo addresses terrestrial ecological effects associated with the proposed 

rezoning and anticipated future development of the site. It focuses on habitat removal 

for indigenous lizards and potential bat habitat. 

4.2  The key terrestrial ecological issues in Proposed Plan Change 110 are: 

• Clearance of habitat previously occupied by copper skinks, and lack of proposed 

mitigation for habitat loss and translocation. 

• Potential adverse effects on bat habitat following vegetation clearance. 

• Absence of significant ecological constraints for rezoning following updated surveys 

5.0  Comment on the Assessment of Effects by the Applicant 

5.1  I have reviewed the ecological assessment prepared by RMA Ecology Ltd (2023) and 

the associated Clause 23 response from February 2024. The ecological values were 

appropriately described, and the assessment concluded that: 

• There are no areas of indigenous vegetation or wetlands present on site; 

• Long-tailed bat surveys (January 2024) detected no bat activity, and no further 

mitigation was proposed; 
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• Copper skinks were confirmed on site and were relocated during vegetation 

clearance without landowner approval or consent from Council; 

• No mitigation was proposed for the permanent loss of lizard habitat or post-

translocation management. 

5.2  I agree with the general findings of the ecological assessment. While the presence of bats 

was ruled out based on formal survey results, the removal of copper skinks and their 

habitat without mitigation or follow-up management remains a concern. Where resource 

consent is not required, fauna protection obligations under the Wildlife Act 1953 still apply, 

and any handling or relocation of protected species (including indigenous lizards) requires 

approval from DOC. 

       Wildlife Act 1953: 

       “All native birds, lizards and specific invertebrates are absolutely protected under the 

Wildlife Act 1953 under which it is an offence to disturb, harm, or remove them without a 

permit from the Minister of Conservation. This includes the deliberate disturbance of 

potential habitat even if presence of native species has not been specifically surveyed."  

       As such, skink protection would typically occur at the resource consent stage where 

relevant Auckland Unitary Plan (Operative in part) rules are triggered, or through 

adherence to the Wildlife Act, even if no consent is required under the Plan. 

5.3 Notwithstanding the above, the presence of additional copper skinks cannot be ruled 

out. 

5.4 I consider the ecological effects associated with the proposed rezoning to be low overall, 

and that no significant ecological constraints remain that would prevent rezoning. 

However, the applicant should provide some form of mitigation by way of habitat 

improvements within the site, for the confirmed loss of lizard habitat to align with national 

direction under the NPS-IB. 

6.0  Submissions 

Based on the submission summary, no ecological issues were raised in the original 

submissions. If any relevant ecological matters are later identified in the submissions, 

supplementary comment can be provided if needed. 

7.0 Conclusions and Recommendations 

Based on my review of the application and supporting ecological information, I consider that: 
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• There are no significant residual ecological effects that would prevent the rezoning of 

the site from Future Urban Zone to Light Industry Zone. 

• Clearance of lizard habitat without mitigation remains a minor outstanding matter. If 

this plan change proceeds, any future vegetation clearance should be subject to 

ecological oversight, including the preparation of a Lizard Management Plan (LMP), 

to address the potential ongoing presence of copper skinks. 

• Any restoration or landscape planting associated with future development should 

incorporate features suitable for copper skinks to support long-term habitat provision. 

• I support the proposed plan change from an ecological perspective and recommend 

no amendments to the plan change itself from an ecological standpoint. 

Regards 
Sanaz Safavian 

 
 
Ecologist – Environmental Services  
Ecological Advice | Environmental Services 
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TECHNICAL EXPERT S.42A REPORT FOR PROPOSED PLAN 
CHANGE 110 - 9, 33 AND 49 HEIGHTS ROAD PUKEKOHE 

 
 

1. Introduction 

1.1 My full name is Derek Richard Foy. I am a Director of Formative Limited, an 

independent consultancy specialising in economic, social, and urban form 

issues. I have held this position for four years, prior to which I was an Associate 

Director of research consultancy Market Economics Limited for six years, having 

worked there for 18 years. 

Qualifications and experience 

1.2 I hold the qualifications of a BSc in Geography and an LLB from the University of 

Auckland. I have 25 years consulting and project experience, working for 

commercial and public sector clients. I specialise in retail analysis, assessment 

of demand and markets, the form and function of urban economies, the 

preparation of forecasts, and evaluation of outcomes and effects. 

1.3 I have applied these specialties in studies throughout New Zealand, across most 

sectors of the economy, notably assessments of retail, commercial, services and 

industrial demand, urban form, land demand, housing, tourism and local 

government. 

1.4 I have worked for many Councils, assisting them with assessing and reviewing 

consent and plan change applications and providing input into development 

planning and policy development. My private sector clients include large national 

retail chains, residential land developers, infrastructure providers and industry 

bodies. 

1.5 I have undertaken assessments for plan change requests and District Plan 

reviews throughout New Zealand, including throughout Auckland, and have 

broad experience assessing developments under the national policy statements 

on urban development and highly productive land. 

1.6 I am a member of the New Zealand Association of Economists, the Population 

Association of New Zealand, and the New Zealand Association for Impact 

Assessment. 
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Involvement with this application 

1.7 In July 2023 Auckland Council (Council) requested that I provide economic 

services for the assessment of the private plan change (PPC) application on 

behalf of Council. 

1.8 I have subsequently reviewed various application materials and provided input 

to guide Council’s clause 23 requests for further information, as follows. 

1.9 I produced a memo dated 10 August 2023 to provide Auckland Council with 

guidance on further information I considered was required to adequately assess 

the likely economic effects of the PPC application. In preparing that memo I 

reviewed: 

a. The economic effects assessment prepared by Insight Economics 

Limited titled “Economic Assessment of Proposed Industrial Plan 

Change in Pukekohe” (22 February 2023).  

b. The Section 32 assessment report, prepared by Woods and Partners 

Consultants Ltd (4 July 2023), and titled “Private Plan Change Request 

Assessment of Environmental Effects and Section 32 Report, 9, 33 

and 49 Heights Road, Pukekohe”. 

c. Various other technical reports provided as part of the application 

package. 

1.10 I was then asked to provide a new memo to assist a revised clause 23 request 

following the receipt of an amended application. I produced a memo dated 30 

October 2024 which revised and updated my August 2023 memo to refer to the 

revised application. In preparing that memo I reviewed: 

a. The economic effects assessment prepared by Insight Economics 

Limited titled “Economic Assessment of Proposed Industrial Plan 

Change in Pukekohe” (29 August 2024) (IEL report).  

b. The Section 32 assessment report, prepared by Woods and Partners 

Consultants Ltd (18 October 2024), and titled “Proposed Plan Change 

Request Heights Road Plan Change Planning Report, 9, 33 and 49 

Heights Road, Pukekohe” (s32 report). 
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c. Various other technical reports provided as part of the application 

package. 

1.11 My review of the application has been undertaken as a desktop review. I have 

visited the site on an informal basis in August 2023 to understand the general 

location and site surrounds, but not as part of an organised site visit.  

1.12 In the first half of 2025 I have reviewed material relevant to enable me to 

complete this specialist review of the application, including reviewing 

submissions. 

Code of Conduct 

1.13 I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses set out in the Environment 

Court's Practice Note 2023. I have complied with the Code of Conduct in 

preparing my evidence and will continue to comply with it while giving oral 

evidence before the panel. My qualifications as an expert are set out above. 

Except where I state I rely on the evidence of another person, I confirm that the 

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

and I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from my expressed opinions. 

2. Scope and Structure 

2.1 This report is my expert technical evidence on Proposed Plan Change 110 - 9, 

33 and 49 Heights Road Pukekohe and submissions relevant to my area of 

expertise (economics). The PPC is a private plan change request from GBar 

Properties Limited to: 

a. Rezone 5.35 hectares of land at Pukekohe from Future Urban Zone 

(FUZ) to Business - Light Industry Zone (BLIZ), 

b. And apply the Stormwater Management Area Flow 1 – “SMAF1” 

control to the plan change land. 

2.2 In the following sections of this report I: 

a. Summarise the key issues from an economics perspective (section 3). 
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b. Comment on the applicant’s assessment of economic effects (section 

4). 

c. Comment on submissions (section 5). 

d. Provide a conclusion on the overall merits of the PPC request from an 

economics perspective, and provide recommendations relating to the 

application (section 6). 

3. Key economics issues 

3.1 From my assessment the key economics issues are: 

i. Demand for industrial land 

ii. Efficient land use 

iii. Consistency with future anticipated land use and timing 

iv. Infrastructure and servicing costs 

v. Benefits of proposed zoning. 

4. Applicant’s Assessment of Effects 

4.1 I accept and adopt the site description provided in the s32 report, including the 

zoning and description of existing activities. 

4.2 I accept the methodology applied in the applicant’s economic assessment (the 

IEL report) in relation to how to assess the demand for and supply of industrial 

land. Overall, I agree with the IEL report’s assessment of: 

a. The site description and attributes, and indication of the potential 

development capacity of the PPC area. 

b. The strategic and planning context. 

c. The current state of the industrial land market, being a market in which 

demand is high and current supply in and around Pukekohe is 

constrained. I note industrial land research updated to the second half 

of 2024 (post-dating the IEL report) indicates a continuation of low 
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vacancy rates and high consent numbers, although slightly lower than 

in the previous year. 

d. The positive economic effects of the PPC request, including increasing 

industrial land supply and affordability, making efficient use of the PPC 

area’s land, increasing employment, GDP and wages in Pukekohe in 

both the construction and operational phases,  

4.3 There are two aspects of the IEL report’s assessment that I wish to provide some 

response on. In the rest of this statement I provide only limited expansion on the 

matters in the application with which I agree, and focus most of my response in 

on those other matters that I consider require some response. Those matters 

are: 

a. Timing of the proposed development in relation to that anticipated by 

the Future Development Strategy (FDS). 

b. Costs associated with providing infrastructure to service the PPC area. 

Timing of development 

4.4 The IEL report identifies that the PPC area is  

located within the Pukekohe-Paerata FUA cluster and is part of the Pukekohe 
North-West node. The reassessment of this cluster does not identify any 
significant challenges that would make development inappropriate, provided 
plan changes occur in line with the associated structure plan and after all 
infrastructure provisions are met.1 

4.5 The IEL report does not identify that the PPC area is within “Pukekohe 

Northwest”, an area which is not planned to be serviced by bulk infrastructure 

until “2040+”.2 The IEL report does, however, recognise that the timing of 

infrastructure provision will be relevant to the appropriateness of development on 

the PPC area, but concludes that that timing is not a ‘significant challenge’.  

4.6 As discussed below in relation to infrastructure servicing, and in my response to 

submissions, the challenge related to infrastructure servicing may be more 

significant that the IEL report anticipates. I am not an infrastructure expert, so in 

my commentary about this matter I defer to the appropriate infrastructure 

 
1 IEL report, page 4 
2 FDS, Appendix Page 53 
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agencies and experts, and limit my assessment to identification of infrastructure 

matters insofar as they may be a potential economics issue. 

Infrastructure servicing 

4.7 There are potential economic consequences arising from infrastructure servicing 

of the PPC area. As discussed above, the PPC area is not envisaged by the FDS 

to be development ready until 2040+, which potentially means that agencies 

responsible for servicing the PPC area and its surrounds do not anticipate having 

all the required infrastructure in place for some time yet, and potentially up to 15 

years.  

4.8 The IEL report identifies this as a relevant issue: 

A potential economic downside of the proposal is the cost and risk of 
providing the infrastructure needed to enable it, such as roads, water, 
wastewater, and parks/reserves. However, all works within the boundary of 
the development are the sole responsibility of the applicant, with the cost and 
risk of works beyond the subject site also able to be (mainly or largely) 
transferred to them via development contributions levied on future industrial 
land use development. Accordingly, any infrastructure costs and risks on the 
Council should be negligible.3 

4.9 In my opinion that summary is too simplistic, and the IEL report does not 

recognise the consequences related to when infrastructure might be required, 

and the fact that the rezoning is earlier than the FDS development ready timing 

might result in servicing issues. I recognise that the applicant’s s32 Civil 

Infrastructure report4 has investigated servicing of the PPC area, including 

waters infrastructure, and concludes that “the proposed development can be fully 

serviced utilising either public or private infrastructure, so therefore there is no 

reason to consider that the civil infrastructure should constrain the proposed plan 

change.”5 

4.10 If that assessment is accurate, then the PPC request should not, as the IEL report 

concludes, give rise to material financial risks to Council. However, two 

submissions indicate that there may be infrastructure-related reasons to have 

concern about the potential economic effects of the proposal, including in relation 

 
3 IEL report, page 14 
4 “Heights Road Plan Change Civil Infrastructure Report, 9-49 Heights Road, Paerata, Auckland”, 
Woods and Partners Ltd, Clause 24 revision, 31 July 2024 
5 Ibid page 15 
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to both waters and transport infrastructure. I discuss those submissions more in 

the next section. 

4.11 In response to those submissions I note that infrastructure challenges extend 

beyond the boundaries of the PPC area, and there can be challenges with 

funding the servicing of out of sequence developments. Notwithstanding the 

observations of the applicant’s civil engineering assessment, the submissions 

identified below indicate that it is difficult to be confident that public funding will 

not be required to supplement funding shortfalls arising out of unanticipated 

infrastructure should the PPC application be approved. The Watercare and 

Auckland Transport submissions allude to that potential, and to the possibility 

that changes to infrastructure requirements can occur beyond the boundaries of 

the PPC area.  

4.12 It is important that these requirements are understood and, if necessary, are 

appropriately captured in any private funding agreements established, although 

my understanding is that no such agreements have been proposed by the 

applicant. If any private funding agreement comes to be proposed during the 

course of the hearing, it will be very important that it appropriately captures a 

sufficiently broad range of infrastructure funding so as to avoid unintended future 

public funding liabilities. 

4.13 I defer to infrastructure specialists on the adequacy of current infrastructure, and 

the timeliness of future infrastructure to service the PPC area, but note that 

infrastructure matters may give rise to economic effects, and from the 

submissions received those effects do not appear to have been fully identified or 

planned for yet. I consider that this is a matter that the applicant should address 

in evidence at the hearing. 

5. Submissions 

5.1 Six submissions were received, of which the submissions by Auckland Transport 

(#3), and Watercare Services Limited (#5), contain matters relevant to my 

economics area of expertise. 

5.2 Those submissions are relevant because, as identified above, they identify that 

there are some challenges associated with the timing of the proposed rezoning 

being in advance of the timing anticipated in the FDS.  
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5.3 Auckland Transport’s submission notes that: 

While discussions with the applicant continue to progress, the agreement and 
covenant has not been finalised by the submission close date. AT recognises 
there is a possibility that this agreement may not be finalised and enforced via 
a covenant. Therefore, in the absence of a finalised private agreement and 
covenant, AT requests that the plan change includes appropriate 
mechanisms such as a precinct plan and precinct specific provisions to 
ensure the frontage upgrades are delivered at an appropriate time.6 

5.4 The crux of that submission appears to be that Auckland Transport believes that 

the applicant should be required to undertake frontage upgrades, and those are 

required to support safe and efficient connections as adjacent land become 

urbanised in the future. If the required upgrades are privately funded, there would 

be no economic implications in relation to road infrastructure. However, without 

private funding the out of sequence development of the PPC area would place 

some unanticipated (as to timing) funding burden on Auckland Transport, which 

would be a negative economic effect of the application, because it would require 

spending to be brought forward to achieve an appropriate standard of service.  

5.5 Watercare’s submission notes that the PPC area is not currently serviced by the 

public water supply network, and is concerned that: 

the technical feasibility of the proposed water and wastewater servicing is 
addressed and that the potential adverse effects of the future development 
enabled under Plan Change 110 on Watercare’s existing and planned water 
and wastewater networks, and the services they provide, are appropriately 
considered and managed7 

5.6 Watercare is also concerned that development of the PPC area should not occur 

in advance of bulk wastewater infrastructure with sufficient capacity to service 

the development being constructed and commissioned.8 

5.7 The Watercare submission contains the following excerpt from the FDS, which 

well sums up the issues of out of sequence development from an economics 

perspective: 

The timing of the live-zoning future urban areas spans over 30 years from 
2023 – 2050+ and is necessary in acknowledging the council’s limitations in 
funding infrastructure to support growth. Distributing the live zoning of future 
urban areas over this timeframe enables proactive planning in an orderly and 
cost-efficient way, ensuring the areas are supported by the required bulk 

 
6 Submission point 3.2, page 3 
7 Submission 5, paragraph 2.6 
8 Submission 5, paragraph 2.17 
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infrastructure and able to deliver the quality urban outcomes anticipated in 
this FDS.9 

5.8 Overall, Watercare opposes the PPC as currently proposed “on the basis that it 

is out of sequence with the expected timing for development of the Pukekohe 

Northwest FUA, in advance of the required bulk wastewater infrastructure and 

does not propose a precinct with provisions to manage effects on the bulk 

wastewater infrastructure.”10 

5.9 Ultimately the infrastructure servicing issues identified in the submissions of 

Watercare and Auckland Transport are matters that may be able to be resolved, 

but from an economics perspective it is important that that resolution should be 

achieved in a manner that minimises or avoids unanticipated and out of 

sequence public expenditure on infrastructure, so as to minimise the adverse 

economic effects of the PPC request, including those identified in the IEL report. 

5.10 The Franklin Local Board resolved to support the PPC request, including on the 

basis that local employment opportunities would result. I agree with the Local 

Board’s observation on that matter, and note that that benefit is also identified in 

the IEL report, making employment provision a positive economic effect of the 

application. 

6. Conclusion / Recommendations 

6.1 Overall, I support the application from an economics perspective, on the 

condition that infrastructure servicing concerns identified by Auckland Transport 

and Watercare are able to be resolved, and the PPC does not require 

unanticipated public expenditure on infrastructure to service the PPC area. I 

defer to those two agencies on the matter of what modifications might be required 

to avoid the concerns raised in their submissions.  

6.2 I also defer to other infrastructure providers that may make recommendations at 

the hearing as to any other required infrastructure servicing or upgrades which 

may be recommended by them to enable the PPC to proceed, also so as to avoid 

unanticipated public expenditure on infrastructure to service the PPC area. 

 
9 FDS, Appendix 6, page 41 
10 Submission 5, paragraph 3.1 

122



10  

6.3 Apart from those potential infrastructure-related effects which arise from the 

proposed timing of the PPC rezoning, the economic effects of the proposed 

rezoning are positive, and if infrastructure matters are able to be appropriately 

addressed, I support the application from an economics perspective. 

 

Derek Foy 
11 July 2025 
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Memo  30/06/2025 

To: Joy LaNauze, Senior Policy Planner, Auckland Council 

From:  Nicole Li, Engineering, Assets and Technical Advisory (EATA), Auckland Council  

Subject: Geotechnical Review of Private Plan Change Application 110 at 9, 33 & 49 Heights Road, Pukekohe, 
Auckland 

Status:  Issued for Information Version: 1 

 
 

1 Introduction 

We have been requested by Joy LaNauze, planner for Auckland Council Plans & Places to review geotechnical aspects 

of a private plan change application at 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road, Pukekohe. It is understood that the developer is 

seeking to rezone land at 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road, Pukekohe from ‘Future Urban to Business’ to ‘Light Industry’ to 

enable consolidation of existing activity and development of new light industrial activities. No earthworks concept 

has been submitted to Auckland Council at the time of this geotechnical memo preparation.  

The following documents have been attached to the application and reviewed by us: 

 

• ENGEO Limited “Geotechnical Investigation - 9, 33 & 49 Heights Road, Pukekohe, Auckland”, reference: 

21253.000.001 and dated 23 June 2023 

• Woods Limited “Indicative Masterplans”, drawing numbers: P18-188-UD101 to P18-188-UD104 and dated 

29 June 2023 

• Franklin Local Board “Franklin Local Board Open Minutes”, dated 24 June 2025 

We understand that the above documents were prepared to support the private plan change application. Our 

findings and recommendations are summarised in the following sections. Please note that the EATA geotechnical 

team has not undertaken a site walkover inspection as part of this review. Our findings and recommendations are 

based on a review of the submitted and existing available geotechnical information only. Our review is of 

geotechnical matters arising from the proposal, it excludes assessment of any other engineering components. 

2 Proposed Plan Change 

It is understood that the conceptual new light industrial activities proposed in this private plan change comprise of 

new warehouse buildings, landscaped areas, and two proposed stormwater ponds. The general layout of the 

proposal is shown in Figure 1 below. 
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Figure 1: Proposed Indicative Masterplan Layout (from Woods Limited) 

3 Geological Setting  

The site is situated on a mixture of volcanic derived and alluvial materials. These include undifferentiated Kerikeri 

Volcanic Group tuff and basalt lava of the South Auckland Volcanic Field (SAVF) and recent alluvium of the Puketoka 

Formation from the Tauranga Group. The Kerikeri Volcanic Group tuff typically comprises of pre-volcanic materials 

with basaltic fragments, and unconsolidated ash and lapilli deposits. The Kerikeri Volcanic Group basalt lava generally 

consists of fine-grained and coarse-grained, porphyritic, olivine basalt, basanite and hawaiite lava flows. 

The alluvial material (Holocene alluvium) in reference to its relatively young geological age at the time of deposition, 

typically comprises compressible clay, silt, and organic material. Holocene alluvium is typically found in isolated low-

lying areas adjacent to streams and gullies. 

4 Review of Aerial Photographs and Terrain Map 

A review of aerial photographs available through the Council Geomap has been undertaken by the EATA geotechnical 

team to identify any significant geomorphic features at 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road, Pukekohe that may affect the 

proposed plan change. The terrain map available on the Council Geomap has also been reviewed for the same 

purpose. No large scale, obvious instability features were identified at 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road, Pukekohe through 

review of the abovementioned aerial images and terrain map. 
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5 Assessment of Geotechnical Effects 

A review of the provided geotechnical investigation report prepared by ENGEO indicates that the following 

geohazards have been assessed and considered: 

• Slope instability 

• Consolidation settlement 

• Ground rupture by faulting 

• Liquefaction and lateral spreading 

• Soil erosion 

Slope Instability  

The ENGEO report states that the site does not appear to be subject to global slope instability based on their site 

observations and review of historical aerial photographs. This assessment conclusion is consistent with the findings 

from our desktop review discussed in Section 3 above.  

ENGEO further states that “Evidence for shallow-seated, local instability was observed on some of the man-made 

batter slopes and is attributed to the oversteepened slope angles together with uncontrolled surface water flows. 

Future land development work would need to address the potential for instability in the existing uncontrolled batters, 

as well as for future cuts and fills that may be proposed”. We concur with this recommendation, and detailed stability 

assessment and /or further field investigations should be undertaken based on site-specific development to support 

future resource consent application(s).  

Consolidation Settlement 

The ENGEO report states that “the native ground identified at the site typically comprises stiff to very stiff cohesive 

soils that are unlikely to be susceptible to consolidation settlements under lightweight industrial building loads. 

However, these soils may be susceptible to settlement where they are subjected to fill loads in conjunction with 

building loads, and / or where heavily loaded buildings are proposed”. We consider the justification made by ENGEO 

generally adequately captures the likely hazard. Therefore, specific settlement analysis of the Holocene alluvium 

should be included in the future resource consent application(s). The analysis should consider both total and 

differential settlements. Further field investigation and laboratory testing should also be considered to differentiate 

horizons of potentially compressible soils. In addition, structures that are sensitive to settlement or structures on high 

compressibility defined areas will require specific investigation and engineering design. 

Ground Rupture by Faulting 

The ENGEO report states that “there are no active faults mapped within the site or immediate surrounds, so the risk of 

ground rupture associated with faulting is assessed to be negligible”. We have no objection to this assessment 

conclusion. 
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Liquefaction and Lateral Spreading 

The ENGEO report states that “a low to moderate risk of soil liquefaction may be expected in this geological setting, 

and a future development should be supported by a site-specific liquefaction analysis to confirm the level of risk and 

inform the land development proposals” and “conventional mitigation measures (e.g. limiting foundation embedment 

depths) can be adopted to manage this risk”. The ENGEO’s assessment conclusion is considered appropriate. Whilst 

isolated areas of the recent alluvial deposits may be subject to potential liquefaction, it is considered these will likely 

have little impact on the overall developability of the land and can be mitigated via specifically geotechnical and/or 

structural designs. 

Soil erosion  

 The ENGEO report states that “evidence for surface water scour was observed away from the overland flow path, 

where uncontrolled surface water appears to have overtopped batter slopes”. We consider the control of surface 

water can be addressed via civil design during the development. This is unlikely to be an issue for the overall 

proposed private plan change. 

6 Public Submissions  

A review of the public submissions indicates that no opinion has been provided either in support of or in opposition 

to the geotechnical conditions at the site. As such, the submissions received to date do not affect the geotechnical 

conclusion outlined in this memo. 

7 Franklin Local Board Views 

A review of the Open Minutes (dated 24 June 2025) from the Franklin Local Board shows that no geotechnical related 

agenda was discussed. Therefore, the geotechnical conclusion outlined in this memo remain unchanged.  

8 Recommendations and Conclusions 

At the plan change stage, it is appropriate to comment on the suitability of the land for rezoning. We consider that 

the site is suitable from the geotechnical perspective to support the proposed private land change, provided that 

detailed assessments, specific engineering designs of earthworks, associated remedial measures, structures, 

infrastructure and appropriate construction methodologies are submitted for proposed works once the scope is 

decided. We recommend that the resource consent stage is the most appropriate time to address the specific 

geotechnical issues on the site. Inputs from the Council geotechnical specialists will be required at the future 

resource and building consent stages. 
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9 Quality assurance 
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1 Introduction and Area of Expertise 

Qualifications and Experience 
1.1 I am an Urban Designer and Landscape Architect. I hold a Bachelor of Science degree 

from Canterbury University, Christchurch, a Bachelor of Landscape Architecture 
(Hons.) degree from Lincoln University, Christchurch and a Master of Built Environment 
(Urban Design) degree from Queensland University of Technology in Brisbane, 
Australia. I am a director of the consultancy R. A. Skidmore Urban Design Limited and 
have held this position for approximately fifteen years. 

1.2 I have approximately 30 years’ experience in practice in both local government and the 
private sector. In these positions I have assisted with district plan preparation and I 
have reviewed a wide range of resource consent applications throughout the country. 
These assessments relate to a range of rural, residential and commercial proposals. 

1.3 In my current role I regularly assist local authorities with policy and district plan 
development in relation to growth management, urban design, landscape, and amenity 
matters. I also have considerable experience in carrying out character assessments. 

1.4 I am an independent hearings commissioner. 

1.5 I have extensive experience providing expert evidence in the Environment Court. I have 
appeared as the Court’s witness in the past. 

Scope of evidence 
1.6 I have been engaged by Auckland Council to carry out a landscape review of PPC 110.  

My review primarily relates to the Assessment of Landscape and Visual Effects by LA4 
(dated 14th February 2023 and included in Appendix 10 of the updated PC request 
Planning report (dated 18/10/24). 

1.7 My review has also been informed by considering the following: 

• The Planning report by Woods (18/10/24); 

• AUPOP: RPS Assessment 2024 (Appendix 2 of Planning report); 

• Indicative masterplan and perspectives (Appendix 3 of Planning report); 

• Summary of Iwi consultation (Appendix 12 of the planning report); 

• Summary of Stakeholder consultation (Appendix 14 of planning report); 
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• Submissions received; 

• Comments received from Franklin Local Board (24 June 2025). 

1.8 I visited the site and surrounding environs on the 8th August 2023 and the 15th July 
2025. 

1.9 The following memo sets out my expert evidence on Proposed Plan Change 110 - 
9, 33 and 49 Heights Road Pukekohe and submissions relevant to my area of 
expertise. 

Code of Conduct 
1.10 While this is not a hearing before the Environment Court, I confirm that I have read 

the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the Environment Court 
Practice Note 2023 and have complied with it in preparing this evidence and agree 
to comply with it when giving any oral evidence to the Hearing. Other than where I 
state that I am relying on the advice of another person, this evidence is within my 
area(s) of expertise. I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that 
might alter or detract from the opinions that I express. 

1.11 For completeness, I also note that I have not used any artificial intelligence tools in 
preparing this evidence. 

2 Summary of Key Issues 
2.1 Having carried out a full review of the PPC and, in particular, the Assessment of 

Landscape and Visual Effects (“ALVE”) by LA4 Landscape Architects, I generally agree 
with the assessment provide.  The only outstanding matter relates to visual effects 
experienced from users of the adjacent Heights Road Cemetery. 

2.2 An overview of the ALVE and comments in relation to it are set out in the following 
section. 

3 Assessment of Effects by the Applicant 
3.1 Appendix 3 of the Planning report contains an Indicative Masterplan and perspective 

images.  I note that this imagery is helpful to demonstrate how a development scenario 
could be accommodated on the Site in accordance with the Business: Light Industry 
(B:LI”) zone provisions.  However, this is just one possible outcome.  My review has 
been guided by the range of activities and scale of development that can be achieved 
within the parameters enabled by the zone. 
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3.2 The Plan Change request is accompanied by an Assessment of Landscape and Visual 
Effects (“ALVE”) report by LA4 Landscape Architects (dated 14th February 2023, 
Appendix 10 of the Planning report).  In my opinion, the report sets out a suitably 
detailed assessment and the methodology used is in accordance with Te Tangi a te 
Manu – Aotearoa New Zealand Landscape Assessment Guidelines (Tuia Pito Ora 
NZILA, 2022).  Following is a brief overview and comment on the assessment provide. 

3.3 Section 4 of the report sets out a description of the Site and its landscape setting.  I 
agree with that description.  Key features include: 

• The sloping topography of the Site; 

• The existing commercial activities established on the Site; 

• Established mature trees both on the Site and in the immediately 
surrounding context (particularly within the neighbouring Heights Park 
Cemetery); 

• The location and characteristics of surrounding transport infrastructure, 
including streets and the North Island Main Trunk Railway line; 

• The land-use pattern in the area including rural production activities, rural 
residential properties and proximity to the urbanized area of North 
Pukekohe. 

3.4 As noted in the ALVE, the Site is located within the Pukekohe North Tuff Ring.  
However, it is not identified in the AUP as being an Outstanding Natural Feature or 
Outstanding Natural Landscape. 

3.5 Section 5 of the report provides a summary of relevant statutory considerations and 
refers to the AEE for a more extensive description.  In assessing the PPC, I consider 
the RPS provisions of the AUP(OiP) to be of particular relevance (B2.2 – Urban Growth 
and Form, and B2.3 – A quality Built Environment).  

3.6 The report also provides a brief overview of the Landscape Assessment by Opus 
Consultants that was used to inform the Pukekohe-Paerata Structure Plan (the “SP”).  
While the SP is not a statutory document, it provides important context as it sets out 
Auckland Council’s strategic direction for growth in the Pukekohe-Paerata area.  It has 
been prepared in accordance with the Appendix 1 Structure Plan Guidelines set out in 
the AUP (OiP).  The Opus Landscape Assessment assessed Landscape Character 
Area 7 (including the Site) as having a low sensitivity to change. 

3.7 Heights Road forms the boundary to the SP area.  I note the SP identifies the Site as 
suitable as being zoned B:LI. 
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3.8 Section 6 of the ALVE sets out an evaluation of the Proposal in terms of landscape 
effects, and visual effects.   The latest guidance provided in Te Tangi a te Manu, notes 
that “visual effects” are a subset of an overarching consideration of “landscape effects”.  
Therefore, a better characterization of the two parts of the assessment is “landscape 
character effects” and “visual effects” both sitting under the umbrella of “landscape 
effects”.  This doesn’t alter my opinion, that the content of the assessment itself is 
appropriate. 

3.9 In relation to landscape character effects, I agree with the observation that: 

Development enabled by the PC would not introduce new elements or features 
that would adversely influence the landscape values and character of the area.  
There would be short term effects associated with earthworks and construction 
activities, however these would be for a brief duration.1 

3.10 When taking into account the planned built character indicated by the Future Urban 
zoning and SP, I agree that development in accordance with the proposed B:LI zoning 
would result in low adverse landscape character effects. 

3.11 In terms of visual effects, I agree with the identification of the six groups that comprise 
the viewing audience.2  The assessment that follows in the ALVE is informed by 
photographs from a number of representative viewpoints (from public locations).  These 
are contained in Annexure 2 of the report. 

3.12 The assessment makes numerous references to the character of the Site created by 
the established use of the land.  In particular, it highlights the recently constructed GMC 
Engineering building, noting the way it successfully sits into its landscape setting with 
a recessive colour finish and location below the adjacent ridgeline.3  I agree.  However, 
I note that the zone enables a range of different development scenarios including 
buildings as a permitted activity meeting development standards (including a 20m 
height standard).  Therefore, the zone could accommodate buildings with considerably 
greater visual prominence.  

3.13 When considering the transient nature of views for people travelling on the surrounding 
transport network, I agree that adverse visual effects will range from low to low-
moderate.  For the more static views experienced from the property at 1173 Paerata 
Road (represented by Viewpoint 3), I consider the adverse effects could be low-
moderate (depending on the development scenario) rather than low as assessed in the 
ALVE.  I agree with the assessment that visual effects experienced from the 
neighbouring Heights Park Cemetery would be, at most, low-moderate. 

 
1 Para. 6.14, p.12, Assessment of Landscape and Visual Effects, LA4, 02/23 
2 Para. 6.22, p.13, ibid. 
3 Para. 6.44, p.17, Assessment of Landscape and Visual Effects, LA4, 02/23 
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3.14 In relation to users of the neighbouring Heights Road Cemetery, the ALVE provides an 
assessment in relation to Viewpoint 5 (contained in Annexure 2)4.  The assessment 
notes that the existing outlook would change noticeably from the current partially 
developed outlook, however this would not be unexpected within the planning context 
of the area.  The report finds, overall, that for this viewing audience the adverse visual 
effects would be ‘low-moderate with views from large parts of the cemetery screened 
or filtered by the mature tree plantings’5. 

3.15 I note that since that report was prepared, there has been clearance of a large amount 
of vegetation adjoining the Cemetery within the PPC area.  In addition to the large, 
deciduous, mature trees, it was the evergreen and lower, dense vegetation that 
provided effective visual screening, particularly along the main entrance into the 
Cemetery and area of plots adjacent to the PPC boundary.  There are now very open 
views into the PPC area (see Figure 1 and 2 below). 

 
Figure 1: View from Cemetery entranceway with PPC land on left of image (August 2023) 

 
4 Para. 6.44 – 6.46, p. 16-17, Assessment of Landscape and Visual Effects, LA4, 02/23 
5 P.ara. 6.46, ibid. 
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Figure 2: Views towards PPC area from Cemetery accessway (July 2025) 
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3.16 The B:LI zone includes a number of additional controls for buildings that adjoin more 
sensitive zones (including residential, open space, Special Purpose – Maori Purpose 
and Special Purpose – School zones) including a height in relation to boundary control 
and yard controls (including landscape requirements for rear and side yards).  
However, these controls do not apply to the Special Purpose – Cemetery zone.  20m 
high buildings are enabled on the boundary as a permitted activity.  In my opinion, this 
could result in moderate-high adverse visual effects in relation to viewers visiting the 
adjacent Cemetery. 

3.17 In my opinion, it would be appropriate to apply the additional controls that apply to other 
sensitive zone interfaces, in order to reduce adverse visual effects to a low-moderate 
level for those using the neighbouring Cemetery. 

3.18 The assessment conclusions are set out in Section 7 of the ALVE.  I agree with the 
overall conclusion that, while the proposed zoning will enable development that may 
result in significant visual change, that change is anticipated and in accordance with 
the change indicated by the current FUZ and SP.  I agree that, in terms of landscape 
values, the proposed zone change is appropriate in relation to the Site’s current 
character and its surrounding context.  As set out above, I agree with the assessment 
of visual effects provided, except in relation to visitors to the neighbouring Heights Road 
Cemetery. 

4 Submissions 
4.1 I have reviewed the submissions received in relation to the PPC.  There were no further 

submissions received.  No submissions directly raise any landscape effects issues. 

4.2 The submission by Peter Fa’afiu (#1) support the PPC.  However, notes the proximity 
of the land to the Heights Cemetery which is ‘well known to the Pukekohe community”.  
The submission notes that the landscape report confirms a significant buffer between 
the site and cemetery.  I don’t think this is the case, and I have set out above my opinion 
regarding the interface between the PPC land and the adjacent Cemetery. 

4.3 The submission by Gerald Baptist (#6) raises concerns about the amenity effects on 
his property at 1173 Paerata Road, but these are focused on effects such as noise and 
environmental pollution rather than landscape (including visual effects).  As noted 
above, I consider the adverse visual effects experienced from this property will be low-
moderate. 

4.4 I have also reviewed the comments provided by the Franklin Local Board (dated 24th 
June 2025).  The Local Board support the rezoning and consider that it is appropriate 
for light industrial use, noting that it is indicated for this use in the SP. 
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5 Conclusions and Recommendations 
5.1 The PPC is supported by a suitably detailed ALVE.  From my review of the assessment, 

together with other documentation lodged with the PPC request (updated in 2024), site 

visit and review of relevant statutory and non-statutory planning documents and 
submissions and comments received, I am in agreement that the proposed B:LI zone 

is appropriate in relation to its setting from a landscape effects perspective.   

5.2 In my opinion, when taking into account the planned built character indicated by the 
Future Urban zoning and SP, development in accordance with the proposed B:LI 
zoning would result in low adverse landscape character effects. 

5.3 Adverse visual effects will differ for the various groups that comprise the viewing 

audience.  Depending on the development scenario that eventuates within the B:LI 

zone parameters, I conclude that adverse visual effects will vary for the different groups 
that comprise the viewing audience.  For most, these will be at most low-moderate.  

However, for those visiting the Heights Road Cemetery, I consider adverse visual 

effects may be moderate-high unless additional controls area applied. 

5.4 As set out above, I recommend that the same interface controls that apply to other 

sensitive zone boundaries should apply to the boundary with the Special Purpose – 

Cemetery zone boundary (the Heights Road Cemetery). 

 

 

 

Rebecca Skidmore 
Urban Designer/Landscape Architect 
July  2025 
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TECHNICAL EXPERT S.42A MEMO FOR PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 
110 - 9, 33 AND 49 HEIGHTS ROAD PUKEKOHE 
To: Joy LaNauze, Senior Policy Planner: Central/South 

From: Daniel Kinnoch, Consultant Parks Planner, CoLab Planning 

Date: 6 July 2025 

Subject: Parks Specialist Input on Private Plan Change 110 – 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road, 
Pukekohe 

1. Introduction 

1.1 My name is Daniel Kinnoch, and I am a Consultant Planner at CoLab Planning. 
I have been engaged by the Auckland Council Parks Planning team to provide 
specialist input into the private plan change (PPC) proposed by GBar 
Properties Limited for the rezoning of land at 9, 33, and 49 Heights Road, 
Pukekohe. 

1.2 I have reviewed the application documents, submissions, and the Franklin 
Local Board's views on this matter. This memo constitutes my final specialist 
comments. 

2. Code of Conduct 

2.1 I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses in the Environment 
Court of New Zealand Te Kōti Taiao o Aotearoa Practice Note 2023 and agree 
to comply with it. This evidence is within my area of expertise, except where I 
state that I am relying on the advice of another person. I have not omitted to 
consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract from the 
opinions I express. 

3. Subject Matter 

3.1 This memo relates to Proposed Plan Change 110 - 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road 
Pukekohe, which is a private plan change request from GBar Properties Limited 
to: 

a) Rezone 5.35 hectares of land at Pukekohe from Future Urban Zone to 
Business - Light Industry Zone, and 

b) Apply the Stormwater Management Area Flow 1 – “SMAF1” control to the plan 
change land. 

6 Parks and Open Space Assessment of the Private Plan Change 

3.2 Zoning Consistency: The sites proposed for rezoning align with the structure 
plan's designation for Business – Light Industry Zone. 

3.3 Riparian Buffer: A 20m riparian buffer is shown on the structure plan, but the 
applicant’s assessment indicates that no stream exists on this site. Their expert 
ecological assessment and Auckland Council GeoMaps appears to support this, 
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and their planning report (see Sections 3.2, 3.7 and 6.6.3) includes background 
information about a stream that was piped in 2002 under resource consent. In 
this regard, I do not see that there would be any future esplanade reserve 
requirements in this location, and have no further comment in that regard. 

3.4 Cemetery Interface: The PPC area adjoins Heights Park Cemetery. Cemeteries 
function under Auckland Council’s Regional Operations, so it's not my purview 
to comment on potential effects on the cemetery. Though if helpful: 

a) The applicant’s assessment at Section 8.4.2 suggests that the Auckland 
Council Cemetery Services team raised concerns about noise and vibration. 
There are existing standards in AUP(OP) E25 that control noise from the 
Business – Light Industry Zone to the Special Purpose Cemetery Zone. See 
Standards E25.6.12 and E25.6.22. 

b) The Business – Light Industry Zone lacks specific boundary controls with the 
Special Purpose – Cemetery Zone. This could allow buildings to be constructed 
along the cemetery boundary as a permitted activity, with no requirement for 
yards, and no height in relation to boundary. 

3.5 Open Space Requirement: I have undertaken an internal check and review of 
the structure plan, and confirm that there is no envisaged requirement for open 
space in the area of the PPC. 

4. Submissions 

4.1 I have reviewed all submissions and can confirm that none raise any matters 
relevant to my area of expertise. I am advised that no further submissions were 
received. 

5. Franklin Local Board Input 

5.1 The Franklin Local Board has suggested that pedestrian, cycling, and public 
transport infrastructure considerations are addressed by the developer. While 
this is outside the direct scope of Parks Planning, I support initiatives that 
improve connectivity and access to public spaces. 

6. Conclusion 

6.1 Overall, the PPC doesn't raise significant concerns from a park and open 
space perspective. No matters have been raised in submissions or the Local 
Board comments that necessitate any additional input beyond that which has 
been previously provided. My earlier comments on this plan change remain 
unchanged. 

 
Daniel Kinnoch 
Parks Planning Consultant 
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Private Plan Change 110 – 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road, Pukekohe (PPC110) 

Specialist Review (Stormwater and Flooding) on behalf of Auckland Council 

(Sameer Vinnakota and Jack Thompson) 

 

 

Introduction 

1. This memo has been written by Sameer Vinnakota, Environmental Planner at Jacobs 
and Jack Thompson, Senior Healthy Waters Specialist assessing stormwater and 
flooding effects on behalf of Auckland Council Healthy Waters and Flood Resilience 
(Healthy Waters). 

 
2. Sameer Vinnakota has worked as a Consultant Planner for Healthy Waters since 2021 

and holds a Bachelor of Urban Planning (Honours) from University of Auckland. Mr 
Vinnakota’s experience includes preparing and processing resource consent 
applications, providing planning/policy input in relation to stormwater and flooding for 
plan change applications. Mr Vinnakota’s experience also includes undertaking 
environmental audits to assess for compliance with consent conditions. With respect to 
PPC110, Mr Vinnakota will be providing planning input with respect to the applicant’s 
stormwater management approach.  

 
3. Jack Thompson has worked as a Senior Healthy Waters Specialist for Healthy Waters 

since 2024 and holds a New Zealand Diploma in Engineering (Civil) from the New 
Zealand Institute of Highway Technology. Mr Thompson’s experience includes providing 
technical input in relation to stormwater and flooding for plan change and resource 
consent applications. My Thompson’s experience also includes undertaking flood 
hazard assessments and reviewing stormwater management plans. With respect to 
PPC110, Mr Thompson will be providing technical input with respect to the applicant’s 
stormwater management approach.  

 
4. Mr Vinnakota was engaged by Healthy Waters at the time PPC110 was lodged in 2023. 

Mr Thompson has had involvement with PPC110 since 2024, and has taken over the 
role of Catchment Manager from the incumbent Catchment Managers, Ms Charlotte 
Arcus and Ms Sarah Basheer.  

 
5. Our role has been to: 
 

• Review the original plan change application documents; 
• Identify matters, within our area of expertise, that required further information from 

the applicant, and assessing the applicant’s response; 
• Review the submissions and further submissions;  
• Identify issues relevant to our area of expertise; 
• Give our expert opinion on the issues, with recommendations where appropriate; 
• Provide this Review as part of Council’s RMA s42A reporting process to the 

Commissioners. 
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6. In preparing this memorandum, we have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses 
contained in the Environment Court Practice Note (2014) and agree to comply with it.  
Except where we state that we are relying on the specified evidence of another person, 
the content of this memorandum is within our area of expertise. We have not omitted to 
consider material facts known to us that might alter or detract from the opinions we 
express. Where there is an opinion expressed in this memorandum, it is clearly stated 
whose opinion it is. 

7. In writing this memorandum, we have reviewed the following documents: 

• Stormwater Management Plan titled: Heights Road Plan Change – 9, 33 and 39 
Heights Road – GBar Properties, Final – Clause 23 Revision, Version 7, prepared 
by Woods and dated 27/11/2024.   

• Submissions received (and particularly any focussing on stormwater related issues)  

8. The following sections are provided to assist the reporting planner’s consideration of the 
plan change proposal in terms of stormwater and flooding effects.  

 

Key Stormwater Issues  

9. The PPC110 Applicant has indicated that they wish to continue to discharge both their 
existing and any new stormwater flows from the PPC area to a 600mm diameter culvert 
under State Highway 22, which is an asset owned by the New Zealand Transport Agency 
– Waka Kotahi. Additionally, the Applicant has indicated that any future private drainage 
infrastructure within the PPC area is intended to remain in private ownership. As such, 
the stormwater discharge cannot be authorised under Auckland Council’s Regionwide 
Network Discharge Consent (NDC) and any subsequent development at resource 
consent stage will be subject to a private discharge consent under Chapter E8 of the 
Auckland Unitary Plan (Operative in Part) (AUP(OP)).  

10. We rely on the reporting planner to explain PPC110 including its location and what the 
plan change is seeking. We would like to add that the PPC is within the Whangapouri 
Creek Catchment. Stormwater from the PPC area discharges to a culvert underneath 
SH22 before flowing into Whangapouri Creek and then into the Manukau Harbour. It is 
noted that portions of the PPC area are legally established with existing developed 
impervious areas as follows: 
 
• Land use consent (Ref: L01146) was granted in 2001, authorising the tractor centre 

at 9 Heights Road (denoted as Existing Building 1 in Appendix 3 Indicative 
Masterplan and Perspectives1). This consent included a requirement for a 
stormwater treatment system to capture and treat stormwater from all roofs and 
sealed or paved areas. There is no associated stormwater discharge consent.  

• The accessory buildings at 9 Heights Road (in the approximate area shown as New 
Building 1 in Appendix 3 Indicative Masterplan and Perspectives) that were 
consented in 2005 included a 29m3 soakhole. This was consented under a land 
use consent (Ref: L05102 / R-LUC-2005-500604) with no associated stormwater 
discharge consent.  

 
1 Appendix 3 of the notification documents for PPC110. 
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• Consent was obtained in 2017 to build a proposed shed at 33 Heights Road 
(denoted as Existing Building 2 in Appendix 3 Indicative Masterplan and 
Perspectives). Raingardens were proposed as part of this consent. This was 
consented under a land use consent (Ref: R/LUC/2017/818 or LUC60134266) and 
did not include a stormwater discharge consent.  

11. The following issues pertaining to stormwater have been identified: 
 
• Performance and Integration of Existing Stormwater Devices: While it is noted that 

there are existing lawfully established impervious surfaces with stormwater 
management requirements as noted in paragraph 9 above, details around the 
sizing or current performance of these devices have not been made available for 
the assessment of PPC 110. Additionally, the indicative masterplan (Appendix 3 
Indicative Masterplan and Perspectives) shows that the existing stormwater 
management devices noted in the background consents above are to be removed. 
This could compromise stormwater management for these existing impervious 
areas or fragment the management of stormwater across the entire PPC area 
leading to a range of effects such as compromised water quality, increasing both 
onsite and downstream flood risk.   

• Stream Hydrology and Erosion: The increase in impervious surfaces that PPC 110 
enables will result in an increase in the peak flow rate and volume of stormwater 
discharging from the site. This has the potential to result in erosion in watercourses 
(particularly in the Whangapouri Catchment) if unmitigated. 

• Water Quality: Runoff from new building and cladding materials as well as 
impervious surfaces can result in contaminants leaching into the receiving 
environment if unmitigated. 

• 10% and 1% AEP Conveyance of Upstream Flows: The current private stormwater 
infrastructure does not have sufficient capacity to convey either primary or 
secondary flows from the catchment directly upstream of the plan change area. 
Allowing for an increase of impervious surface without ensuring secondary flows 
can be conveyed safely though the PPC area could result in onsite flooding within 
the PPC area.  

• Onsite Flooding Risk: The existing 600mm diameter culvert underneath State 
Highway 22 is confirmed to have insufficient conveyance capacity for both the 10% 
AEP and the 1% AEP event2. Due to this limitation, flooding can occur within the 
plan change area during storm events, as State Highway 22 is topographically 
higher and prevents runoff from escaping efficiently. Without mitigation, flood 
depths within the PPC site are likely to be 580mm during the 10% AEP event and 
890mm for the 1% AEP event3.   

• Recharging Aquifers: There are three underlying high use aquifers (Te Hihi South 
Waitemata and Pukekohe Central Volcanic and Pukekohe Kaawa) within the PPC 
area4. Increasing impervious area will result in a change in the rate at which these 
aquifers recharge and will impact base flows of streams.   

 

Applicant’s Assessment  

 
2 Section 8.3.1.1 of the SMP. 
3 Section 8.3.1.1 of the SMP.  
4 Section 2.5.3 of the SMP.  
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Performance and Integration of Existing Stormwater Management Devices  

12. In terms of the sizing and performance of existing stormwater management devices 
managing stormwater from existing lawfully established impervious surfaces, the 
Applicant notes that “at the time of acceptance of resource consents, the applications 
would have included necessary stormwater mitigation measures suitable for the scale 
of development proposed in the resource consent”5. 

13. With respect to incorporating existing stormwater management devices to manage 
stormwater flows from existing impervious surfaces that have been lawfully 
established, the Applicant notes the following: 
“In accordance with AUP(OP) requirements, any future hydrology mitigation and water 
quality treatment devices will be constructed/installed prior to new/redeveloped 
impervious areas being established within the PPC. If existing treatment devices are 
removed as part of development, stormwater management for existing surfaces that 
are to remain will need to be provided for”6. 

Stream Hydrology and Erosion  

14. The Applicant proposes to provide the equivalent of SMAF-1 hydrology mitigation (i.e., 
under chapter E10 of the AUP(OP)) by way of introducing the SMAF-1 control for the 
plan change area. This comprises retention (5mm runoff to be removed from the 
discharge through reuse and/or infiltration) and detention (discharge of the 95th 
percentile rainfall event over a 24-hour period). 

15. The Applicant has undertaken geotechnical testing across the site identifying infiltration 
rates of more than 2mm/hr and up to 10mm/hr. This confirms that infiltration into 
ground is viable, however the Applicant notes that specific geotechnical testing should 
be undertaken at resource consent stage to identify if there are high ground water 
levels or any other geotechnical constraints that make retention to ground unfeasible. 
This is to enable aquifer recharge and maintain base flows of streams.  

16. The retention hierarchy as stipulated under Table E10.6.3.1.1(2) will also be observed, 
which will prioritise infiltration to ground subject to geotechnical testing and 
investigation (as noted above) at resource consent stage. If infiltration is not feasible, 
then retention will be provided for roof runoff by rainwater tanks providing for non-
potable reuse, otherwise the retention volume will be taken up as detention volume.  

17. No direct discharge to the Whangapouri Stream is proposed. As demonstrated in the 
submitted SMP, stormwater from the plan change area can be treated and detained 
within two centralised wetlands before being slowly released over a 24-hour period for 
the 95th percentile rainfall event. This can prevent stream bank erosion.  

Water Quality 

18. With respect to water quality, the Applicant has identified the likely contaminants of 
concerns which include total suspended solids, heavy metals and temperature.   

19. To demonstrate that water quality effects can be addressed, the SMP notes that new 
buildings are intended to be constructed using inert roofing and cladding materials to 
avoid contaminants leaching into runoff. Additionally, it has been demonstrated in the 
SMP that all stormwater flows can go to a centralised proprietary device(s) which will 

 
5 The Applicant’s Cl23 RFI response dated 08/04/2024. 
6 Section 6.4.1 of the SMP. 
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remove total suspended solids and heavy metals from stormwater runoff. The 
Applicant has outlined a mix of proprietary devices in Appendix C of the SMP. 
Stormwater flows can then receive further treatment in two centralised wetlands before 
being discharged to the NZTA culvert underneath SH22. It is stated in the SMP that 
any centralised proprietary devices and wetlands proposed will be designed and 
constructed in accordance with GD01 - Stormwater Management Devices in the 
Auckland Region December 2017 (GD01) to achieve the necessary level of 
contaminant or sediment removal. Design of any required treatment devices is 
proposed to be undertaken at the resource consent stage when redevelopment of the 
site occurs. 

Onsite Flooding Risk  

20. To address the issue of the private stormwater network being under capacity to 
facilitate the level of impervious surfaces this PPC will allow, the Applicant proposes to 
design a primary stormwater reticulation network on site (that will remain in private 
ownership) that will be designed to accommodate 10% AEP flows from the PPC area 
and the upstream catchments.  

21. The Applicant has indicated a proposal of two centralised wetlands which can 
attenuate post-development peak flows to match pre-development levels. The 
wetlands have been sized to attenuate the 1% AEP flows with a climate change factor 
of 3.8 degrees. These two centralised wetlands will be designed to reduce the volume 
and rate of discharge to the SH22 culvert and ensure that flows from the PPC area do 
not exceed the capacity of this existing culvert.  

22. Overland flow paths can be maintained and designed to accommodate 1% AEP flows 
with a climate change factor of 3.8 degrees. The SMP notes that entry and exit points 
of the overland flows can be maintained and will be unobstructed by buildings and 
structures. The Applicant has undertaken modelling and analysis of a representative 
cross-section at the most impacted location to demonstrate the safe conveyance of 
external flows through the PPC area (shown in Figure 15 of the SMP). The modelling 
and analysis undertaken by the Applicant in the SMP notes that with the flood 
attenuation measures provided by the two centralised wetlands, the maximum depth 
and average velocity of flow will be less than 0.3 m²/s at the location shown by yellow 
arrow in Figure 15 of the SMP. This complies with Auckland Transport requirements for 
pedestrian and vehicular safety. Additionally, the modelling undertaken by the 
Applicant shows that overland flows can be safely conveyed with acceptable flood 
depths of approximately 122 mm at the location shown by the yellow arrow in Figure 
15 which does not pose any effects from a trafficability and pedestrian safety 
perspective.  

Assessment of Effects 

Incorporating Existing Stormwater Management Devices  

23. It should be noted that effects of existing impervious areas are covered by the consent 
conditions of the background consents noted above and effects of new and additional 
impervious surfaces enabled by PPC 110 will be subject to Chapter E8 of the 
AUP(OP). 

24. Following on from the above, it should be noted that the PPC area is 5.35ha. Under 
the AUP(OP), Applicants need to obtain resource consent for the diversion and 
discharge of stormwater runoff from impervious areas greater than 1,000m2. It is 
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therefore likely that the development of the PPC area will require resource consent 
which will address the requirements to achieve hydrology mitigation, measures to 
avoid flood risk, the management of adverse effects on receiving environments 
including stream bank erosion and water quality treatment, flood risk to buildings and 
property, operation and maintenance requirements, and also to stipulate monitoring 
and reporting requirements. The existing AUP(OP) provisions are therefore considered 
sufficient to address stormwater effects in the PPC area. We therefore consider that no 
precinct provisions are considered necessary.  

Stream Hydrology and Erosion  

25. Mr Thompson supports the Applicant’s approach for requiring further geotechnical 
testing and investigation at resource consent stage. He also supports the Applicant’s 
approach to observe the retention hierarchy as stipulated under Table E10.6.3.1.1(2). 
Mr Thompson considers this a reasonable approach to ensuring aquifer recharge and 
that base flows of streams are maintained  

26. Additionally, Mr Thompson also considers the application of SMAF-1 controls are 
appropriate to address the issue of exacerbating stream bank erosion. 

Water Quality 

27. The Applicant has demonstrated that adverse effects in relation to water quality can be 
mitigated. 

28. Mr Vinnakota notes that there are no AUP(OP) standards explicitly requiring the use of 
inert roofing and cladding materials and that Chapter E9 of the AUP(OP) only imposes 
standards for water quality treatment for ‘high contaminant generating carparks’ (i.e., 
greater than 30 carpark spaces). The new development or redevelopment of this PPC 
area will likely be greater than 5,000m2 due to the overall site size and will therefore 
trigger a discretionary activity resource consent. This means that Council is not limited 
in its discretion when assessing adverse effects related to stormwater and flooding. As 
Council will not be limited to matters of discretion, requiring water quality treatment of 
stormwater runoff from all impervious surfaces can be considered at resource consent 
stage without the need for specific precinct provisions.   

Onsite Flooding Risk 

29. Mr Thompson is satisfied with the measures the Applicant has undertaken to manage 
onsite flood risk. 

30. Mr Vinnakota also notes that the PPC area is subject to the 1% AEP floodplain and 
overland flowpaths going through the PPC area as per Auckland Council GeoMaps. 
Chapter E36 of the AUP(OP) will therefore apply and impose restrictions on 
development activities affecting overland flowpaths and the 1% AEP floodplains. PPC 
110 is not proposing to override these provisions. There will be an opportunity at 
resource consent stage to assess detailed design. 

Submissions  

31. The submissions received on PPC110 which raised stormwater related matters are 
summarised in Table 1 below. Discussion on the matters and our recommendations 
are also included in the table below. 
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Table 1. Summary of Submissions, Discussions and Recommendations on PPC 110. 

Sub. No. Name of Submitter Relevant stormwater issues raised by the Submitter 

1.1 Peter Fa'afiu Approve the plan change without any amendments. Light 
Industrial use confirms site history and location, and 
stormwater concerns have been resolved. 
 
Discussion 
Mr Vinnakota and Mr Thompson agree that the 
stormwater management identified and demonstrated in 
the SMP is appropriate. 

4.2 NZ Transport Agency 
Waka Kotahi 

No stormwater discharge to the state highway culverts, 
although it is noted that runoff cannot be avoided in some 
instances and that the applicant has done sufficient due 
diligence in mitigating stormwater runoff impacts. 
 
Discussion 
The existing stormwater runoff currently discharges to the 
culvert underneath SH22. 

Additionally, it is noted that the Applicant has had 
discussions with NZTA early on at pre-lodgement stage7. 
The Applicant has given NZTA the opportunity to review 
the draft SMP and consideration has been given to 
NZTA’s P46 Stormwater Specification to ensure the 
culvert obeys specifications stipulated in the document in 
particular the following: 
• Convey the 10-year ARI storm event flow without 

surcharge of the pipe for the MPD scenario  
• Convey the 100-year ARI storm event flow without 

surcharge of the pipe more than 2m above the pipe 
soffit, whilst ensuring a minimum 500mm freeboard 
is provided from the peak water level to the outer 
edge line level for the MPD scenario.  

The Applicant has addressed NZTA’s concerns through 
the following measures: 

• SMAF-1 controls to be implemented on site to 
address hydrological mitigation requirements. 

• The use of inert roofing and cladding materials to 
ensure contaminants do not leach into stormwater 
runoff. The use of centralised proprietary devices 
and two centralised wetlands to address water 
quality effects from runoff at the PPC area. 

• Ensuring the private stormwater network on site is 
sized to allow for the conveyance of 10% AEP flows 
including from the upstream catchment.  

• Ensuring that flows up to the 1% AEP flows are 
conveyed through the PPC area safely and to the 
two centralised wetlands for attenuation. This will 
allow stormwater flows to discharge into the NZTA 
culvert underneath SH22 and meet NZTA’s technical 
specifications.   

 
7 Section 5 of the SMP 
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Conclusion and Recommendations  

32. We consider that PPC 110 has sufficiently demonstrated that stormwater can be 
appropriately managed to ensure that stormwater discharge effects of future 
developments can be avoided or mitigated. The SMP has sufficiently demonstrated 
that based off a conceptual design in the Business – Light Industry Zone, water quality 
treatment can be achieved. In addition to this, the SMP also demonstrates that 
hydrological mitigation comprising retention (5mm runoff to be removed from the 
discharge through reuse and/or infiltration) and detention (discharge of the 95th 
percentile rainfall event over a 24-hour period) can be provided. Based off the 
conceptual design, the SMP has demonstrated that the two centralised wetlands can 
be sized to attenuate the 1% AEP flows with a climate change factor of 3.8 degrees.  

33. Future development of the PPC area will require a private stormwater discharge 
consent under Chapter E8 of the AUP(OP) to authorise their stormwater discharges 
and is likely to be a discretionary activity based on site size. The stormwater 
management measures can be finalised and reviewed at the resource consent stage 
and will be implemented when development and/or redevelopment occurs. As such, no 
precinct provisions are considered necessary.   

34. Based on the above, we consider that PPC 110 can be supported from a stormwater 
and flooding perspective. 

 

 

Sameer Vinnakota and Jack Thompson 

11 July 2025 
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TRANSPORT TECHNICAL EXPERT S.42A REPORT FOR 
PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 110  
9, 33 AND 49 HEIGHTS ROAD PUKEKOHE 

 
16 July 2025 

1 INTRODUCTION 

Background and Experience 

1.1 My full name is Wesley John Edwards (Wes).  I am a Transportation 
Advisor and Director at Arrive Limited, a transportation engineering 
practice I founded in 2002.   

1.2 I hold a Bachelor of Engineering (Civil) from the University of Auckland, 
and a New Zealand Certificate of Engineering (Civil). 

1.3 I am a Chartered Professional Engineer and an International 
Professional Engineer.  I am an Engineering New Zealand Fellow, a 
Chartered Member of Engineering New Zealand, and a Member of the 
Institute of Transportation Engineers.   

1.4 I am a member of Standards Australia Committee CE001 which is 
responsible for preparing and updating the AS/NZS 2890 Parking facility 
series of standards. 

1.5 I am accredited by KiwiRail as a Level Crossing Safety Impact Assessor; 
have formerly been accredited by Waka Kotahi New Zealand Transport 
Agency as a Traffic Controller, Traffic Inspector, and Site Traffic 
Management Supervisor. 

1.6 I was formerly accredited by the Ministry for the Environment as a 
Resource Management Act Hearings Commissioner. 

1.7 I have 40 years of engineering experience, including over 33 years 
specialising in traffic engineering and transport planning in New Zealand 
which includes:    

(a) the design of traffic infrastructure and facilities such as roads, 
intersections, bus facilities, and parking facilities;   

(b) road safety auditing, road safety engineering, railway level crossing 
safety impact assessment, and forensic collision investigation; 

(c) computer analysis and modelling of roads and intersections.   
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(d) providing specialist opinions on traffic and transport matters as an 
expert witness in council hearings, and in District Court, Environment 
Court, Land Valuation Tribunal, Environmental Protection Agency 
Board of Inquiry, and High Court proceedings. 

1.8 My recent relevant work experience includes:  

(a) advising Auckland Council reporting officers and hearing 
commissioners on several plan changes in southern Auckland 
including: 

(i) PC55 Patumahoe South, 2019-22;  

(ii) PC61 Waipupuke (Drury West), 2020-21; 

(iii) PC91 McLarin Rd, Glenbrook Beach, 2021-23; 

(iv) PC87 Buckland Road Precinct, Pukekohe, 2022-23; and 

(v) PC88 Beachlands South, 2022-23; 

(b) advising Auckland Council, Waikato District Council, and Whangarei 
District Council reporting officers and hearing commissioners on 
Notices of Requirement for: 

(i) KiwiRail Wiri to Middlemore rail corridor widening; 

(ii) KiwiRail and Auckland Transport (AT) Ngaakora (Drury West) 
railway station; 

(iii) New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA) and AT – Pukekohe 
Arterials (in Drury, Runciman, Paerata, Pukekohe, and Bombay) 
including NOR 7 Pukekohe North-West Arterial; 

(iv) AT South Frequent Transport Network (Manukau, Manurewa, 
Takanini, Papakura and Drury); 

(v) Ministry of Education – several schools across Auckland; and 

(vi) NZTA widening of State Highway 1 through Whangarei. 

(c) Advising many private clients on resource consents, plan changes 
and Notices of Requirement. 

Involvement 

1.9 I was engaged by Auckland Council to advise on transport aspects of this 
plan change in July 2023 following lodgement of the application.  I visited 
the road network around the Plan Change area on 1 August 2023. 
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1.10 This report is my expert technical evidence on Proposed Plan Change 
110 at 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road Pukekohe and submissions relevant to 
transport. 

Code of Conduct 

1.11 I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the 
Environment Court Practice Note 2023 and have complied with it in 
preparing this evidence and agree to comply with it when giving any oral 
evidence to the Hearing. Other than where I state that I am relying on the 
advice of another person, this evidence is within my area of expertise. I 
have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter 
or detract from the opinions that I express. 

1.12 I have qualified my evidence where I consider that any part of it may be 
incomplete or inaccurate, and identified any information or knowledge 
gaps, or uncertainties in any scientific information or mathematical 
models and analyses that I am aware of, and their potential implications. 
I have stated in my evidence where my opinion is not firm or concluded 
because of insufficient research or data or for any other reason and have 
provided an assessment of my level of confidence, and the likelihood of 
any outcomes specified, in my conclusion. 

Scope and Structure 

1.13 The scope of this report includes assessing the likely transport-related 
effects of the proposal on the safe and efficient operation of the Plan 
Change area and the surrounding transport environment.  

1.14 In forming my opinion and writing this report, I have reviewed the 
following documents: 

(a) Private Plan Change request and the Assessment of Environmental 
Effects (AEE); 

(b) Transportation Assessment Report (TAR) prepared by Commute 
dated 2 August 2024; 

(c) Further information requests and responses;  

(d) Submissions; and 

(e) Local Board comments. 

1.15 I have also reviewed traffic data and planning material I obtained from 
Auckland Council, AT, and NZTA public and restricted-access 
information services. 
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Subject Matter 

1.16 This report relates to Proposed Plan Change 110 at 9, 33 and 49 Heights 
Road Pukekohe, which is a private plan change request from GBar 
Properties Limited to: 

(a) rezone 5.35 hectares of land at Pukekohe from Future Urban Zone 
(FUZ) to Business - Light Industry Zone (BLIZ), 

(b) and apply the Stormwater Management Area Flow 1 – “SMAF1” 
control to the Plan Change area. 

1.17 The consideration of some matters is outside the scope of this report or 
my expertise.  I do not consider: 

(a) Matters relating to noise, dust, or light spill generated by vehicle 
movements; 

(b) Matters relating to stormwater runoff, including from roads or parking 
areas; 

(c) the effect of traffic on amenity; 

1.18 This report includes the following sections: 

(a) a summary of key transport issues (Section 2);  

(b) comment on the assessment of transport effects by the applicant 
(Section 3); 

(c) comment on the consistency of the Plan Change with documents 
relating to transport (Section 4) 

(d) comment on matters raised in submissions and by the Local Board 
(Section 5); 

(e) a conclusion and recommendations (Section 6). 
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2 SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES 

2.1 The key transport issues in contention are identified in Table 1. 

Table 1: Key Transport Issues in Proposed Plan Change 110 - 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road Pukekohe 
Key transport issues 

Effects on transport efficiency 
i. forecasting of future traffic volumes 
ii. estimating of vehicle movements from development 
iii. effects on efficient operation of Paerata Road / Heights Road 

intersection 
Effects on transport safety 

i. sight distances at potential access locations 
ii. road widening at potential access locations 
iii. effects on safety along Heights Road 
iv. effects on road safety at Paerata Road / Heights Road intersection 
Ensuring upgrades 

i. means of ensuring that appropriate mitigation works are undertaken 

 
 

3 COMMENT ON THE ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS BY THE 
APPLICANT  

Proposal 

3.1 The proposed plan change involves rezoning the land from Future Urban 
Zone (FUZ) to Business - Light Industry Zone (BLIZ). 

3.2 A masterplan is provided with the application material and the TAR 
analysis and assessment are based on it.  The masterplan provides for: 

(a) Consolidation of the existing Tractor Centre into: 

(i) Showroom and offices 2,414 m2 GFA 

(ii) Warehouse 2,666 m2 GFA 

(b) New industrial buildings 12,563 m2 GFA 

3.3 No mechanism is proposed to ensure that development of the Plan 
Change area is undertaken in accordance with the masterplan.  While 
the masterplan may be a useful indicator of one possible development 
outcome, particularly for the shorter term, other outcomes are also 
enabled by the proposed zoning.   
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Expected Changes in the Area 

Future Development Pattern 

3.4 Auckland Council prepared the Pukekohe-Paerata Structure Plan 
(PPSP) in 2019 to inform and guide development and growth in the area.  
The Structure Plan was informed by transport analysis undertaken by Te 
Tupu Ngātahi Supporting Growth Alliance (SGA). 

3.5 The PPSP includes proposed zoning patterns and transport links.  The 
structure plan shows some of the Plan Change area as Business – Light 
Industry Zone (BLIZ) as shown in Figure 1. 

Figure 1: Extract from Pukekohe-Paerata Structure Plan 

 

Plan 
Change 

Area 
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3.6 In 2023 Auckland Council issued the Future Development Strategy 2023-
2053 (FDS).  Pukekohe is identified as an important area for 
accommodating growth in the long-term (years 11-30 i.e. 2034-2053) 
with areas such as the city centre and Westgate prioritised for growth in 
the first ten years. 

3.7 The FDS provides a table with infrastructure prerequisites for various 
future urban areas with timing and staging.  The plan change area is 
within the  Pukekohe Northwest area which is scheduled for development 
“Not before 2040+” with the Pukekohe North West Arterial listed as a 
transport infrastructure prerequisite for development.  (That project is 
now referred to by AT as the Pukekohe North-West Upgrade (PNWU)). 

Future Road Network 

Figure 2: Map of proposed arterials (AT) and associated infrastructure 

 
 

Pukekohe South-
East Arterial (AT) 

Pukekohe North-
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Pukekohe North-
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Drury-Pukekohe 
Link (NZTA) 
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East Rd Upgrade (NZTA) 
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Interchange (NZTA) 
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3.8 NZTA is currently widening the Southern Motorway (SH1) between 
Pukekohe and Drury.  A designation to provide for widening between 
Drury and Bombay has been secured but I understand funding is not 
currently committed. 

3.9 AT and NZTA have recently secured designations for several arterial or 
strategic roading projects in the area to support the development pattern 
set out in the PPSP and the FDS.  These include a new arterial road 
connecting Drury and Pukekohe (Drury-Pukekohe Link), a widened 
connection between Pukekohe and Bombay (Mill Rd), and new or 
upgraded roads around the periphery of Pukekohe as shown in Figures 2 
and 3. 

3.10 The Pukekohe North West Upgrade is a combination of upgrading 
Helvetia Road and constructing new sections of road connecting Helvetia 
Road, Beatty Road, Paerata Road (SH22), and points further east 
including the proposed Drury-Pukekohe Link.  These designations were 
confirmed in October 2024.  No funding is currently confirmed for these 
projects and based on the FDS this project may not be implemented 
before 2040. 

Figure 3: Transport designations and features near Heights Rd [Auckland Council] 

 

Effects on Pedestrians and Cyclists 

3.11 Further development of the Plan Change area is expected to result in 
additional pedestrian movements to and from the area, but these are 
likely to be at low volumes until new road connections and better public 
transport links are established in the longer term. 

Plan Change Area 
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3.12 The TAR notes that the closest bus stops are 1km from the Plan Change 
area and serviced by one bus route travelling between Wesley College 
and Pukekohe Station.  The TAR concludes that public transport is 
currently not considered a viable option, and I agree. 

3.13 The TAR then notes that the new Paerata Station is 2.5km from the Plan 
Change area which will make public transport a viable option in future.   

3.14 The AT Future Connect webpage provides information on AT’s plans for 
the transport network in Auckland.  It shows that one new bus service is 
proposed to connect Paerata Station with the Paerata Rise 
neighbourhood in the first decade of the plan.  No new services are 
planned near the Plan Change area in that period.  No new services are 
shown beyond the first decade, although the Pukekohe-Paerata 
Structure Plan (PPSP) Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA) does 
show a new Connector bus service using the proposed North-West 
Upgrade (described below). 

3.15 I therefore disagree that Paerata Station itself makes public transport 
access to the Plan Change area more viable as people can already use 
Pukekohe Station and the Wesley College bus to get to the nearest bus 
stop, and the nearest bus stop is expected to remain more than 1km 
away until new arterials and new bus services are provided. 

3.16 Given the limited services and the distance from bus stops, the Plan 
Change area is poorly served by public transport.  That is likely to be 
improved once the North West Upgrade is operational, but that may not 
occur until 2040 or beyond. 

3.17 Development of the Plan Change area may result in some cycle travel 
between the Plan Change area and urban Pukekohe, or between the 
Plan Change area and Paerata Station.  The existing network has 
relatively poor provision for cyclists, and that is not expected to be 
rectified until the new arterial projects are completed some time in the 
future. 

3.18 Until those arterial road projects are completed walking and cycling are 
expected to be relatively unsafe and unattractive travel options for the 
Plan Change area.  I would expect most travel to and from the plan 
change area to rely on private vehicles. 

Vehicle Access 

3.19 It is important to ensure that safe access opportunities exist as some 
activities can be established within the BLIZ without requiring consent or 
further assessment of transport aspects. 
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3.20 The TAR refers to the indicative masterplan noting it seeks to retain the 
eastern existing vehicle access, to remove all other existing access 
points, and to construct a new access towards the western end of the 
Plan Change area.  The TAR notes that establishing an access at any 
other point may be difficult due to the existing level difference between 
the Plan Change area and Heights Road. 

3.21 The primary consideration for safe access in this case is the availability 
of sufficient sight distances along Heights Road at any access points, 
and sight distance requirements increase with vehicle speed. 

3.22 Secondary considerations include the proximity of any access point to 
intersections or other accesses, and the availability of sufficient road 
width to allow a vehicle waiting to turn into the Plan Change area to be 
safely passed by a following vehicle. 

Sight Distance 

3.23 The TAR has based the assessment of sight distance on the RTS 61 
guideline and also refers to Austroads guidelines.  RTS 6 adopts the 
Austroads Safe Intersection Sight Distance (SISD) standard for higher-
volume driveways, high-speed roads, or roads with moderate to high 
traffic volumes. 

3.24 I consider the appropriate standard for this context is the SISD standard, 
however, as the 1993 RTS 6 guideline was based on now-superseded 
distances I prefer the SISD distances given in the current Austroads 
guidelines. 

3.25 The TAR notes the surveyed operating speed of eastbound traffic near 
the new access location but did not survey westbound traffic.  It seems 
reasonable to assume that westbound traffic would be travelling at a 
similar speed. 

3.26 For the measured eastbound speed of 71km/h the minimum Austroads 
SISD on a level grade using normal parameters is 154m. 

3.27 The TAR states the achievable sight distance at the proposed new 
access location is 140m to the west and 170m to the east.  A sight 
distance of 140m would meet the normal SISD requirements for speeds 
up to 66km/h, but not for the measured speed of 71km/h; however the 
stated sight distances may not be available at the masterplan access 
location. 

3.28 I have plotted the TAR sight distances in a scaled drawing as shown in 
Figure 4 which demonstrates that both TAR sight lines cross private 
property and are, or are proposed to be, obscured by trees.  

 
1 Guidelines for visibility at driveways RTS6, May 1993, Land Transport Safety Authority, Wellington. 
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Figure 4: Sightlines drawn to match distances provided in TAR 

 

3.29 I have identified a location along the site frontage that from my inspection 
of available imagery should have sight distances sufficient to meet the 
normal SISD standard.  This location is shown in Figure 5 and is 102m 
east of the western boundary of the Plan Change area. 

Figure 5: Access location with complying sight distances (154m both directions) 

 

Sightline passes across 
third-party land and 
obscured by trees 

Masterplan access 
location 

Sightline passes across 
PC110 land and obscured 

by proposed trees 

Sightline passes across 
PC110 land and obscured 

by proposed trees 

Recommended 
access location 

Sightline within road 
reserve 

Sightline within road 
reserve 

158



12 

 

3.30 As the applicant currently controls land fronting the south side of Heights 
Road it may be possible to provide sufficient sight distances at other 
locations further east by vesting some land as road.  I expect vesting of 
some plan change land as road would also be necessary to achieve the 
road upgrading proposed by the applicant in a manner acceptable to AT. 

3.31 Alternatively, some other locations may have sufficient sight distance if 
the traffic speed on Heights Road were reduced.  The TAR notes that 
with future development a change to a 60km/h speed limit would be likely 
and appropriate.  Changes to speed limits are subject to separate 
processes and cannot be relied upon to provide sufficient sight distances 
for development. 

3.32 As noted above, significant development could occur on the Plan 
Change area without resource consent if the Plan Change area is BLIZ.  
The Council and AT may therefore have no ability to assess or control 
matters such as access location or sight distance if the Plan Change is 
approved as notified. 

3.33 For that reason I consider additional controls must be introduced as part 
of this plan change, including limitations on access locations.  Potential 
controls are discussed later. 

Proximity to intersections 

3.34 The eastern existing access driveway, which is intended to be retained in 
the masterplan, is located relatively close to the Paerata Road/ Heights 
Road intersection. 

3.35 The intersection has a relatively wide “bell-mouth”, as does the existing 
driveway, and the driveway is located on a bend in Heights Road.   

3.36 If measured along the centreline of Heights Road the distance between 
the centreline of the driveway and the limit line at the intersection is 56m.   

3.37 If measured along the edge of Heights Road, the distance between the 
nearest part of the driveway and the point where traffic turning left into 
Heights Road has straightened up is 19m.   

3.38 If measured along the road boundary, the access is located within 7m of 
the Paerata Road boundary.  It is therefore located within an Auckland 
Unitary Plan Vehicle Access Restriction (VAR) and any activity using the 
access would be a Restricted Discretionary Activity2. 

 
2 AUP E27.4.1 (A5) 
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3.39 NZTA has a designation for road widening purposes that includes the 
land between the Plan Change area and the current Paerata Road 
carriageway.  NZTA could utilise this land to move the carriageway and 
intersection closer to the Plan Change area. 

3.40 The TAR does not provide a measured speed for this location but 
expects vehicles would be moving at lower speeds due to the proximity 
to the intersection which I accept in relation to westbound traffic coming 
from Paerata Road.   

3.41 The TAR notes available sight distances are 60-70m to the east and 175-
185m (depending on vegetation) to the west.  Those distances would 
meet the Austroads SISD requirements for approach speeds up to 
63km/h and 100km/h respectively.  As a result I consider the sight 
distances available here to be sufficient. 

3.42 The TAR notes there is potential to move this driveway a few metres to 
the west where 140m sight distance would be available to the west.  As 
noted above, this would not meet Austroads SISD for the measured 
operating speed, so would only be appropriate if and when the speed 
environment is changed. 

3.43 It appears the eastern existing access does not comply with three AUP 
E27 standards: 

(a) It is within a Vehicle Access Restriction (E27.6.4.1(3)(a)); 

(b) At 17m wide (measured at the boundary) it is almost twice as wide as 
the maximum width of 9m (E27.6.4.2(2)); 

(c) The gradient within the first 6m appears to be steeper than the 
maximum 5% (1:20) gradient (E27.6.4.4.2(3)). 

3.44 For those reasons I recommend that the access be narrowed to the 
maximum width of 9m, and if the eastern side of the access were 
removed it could then be located at least 10m from the NZTA boundary .  
The land owner could make this change voluntarily, potentially when the 
road is upgraded to an urban form.  Alternatively under E27.4.1(A2) and/ 
or (A5) any use of this vehicle crossing would require consent as a 
Restricted Discretionary activity unless the crossing were modified to 
comply. 

Road width 

3.45 The TAR notes: 
Upgrades to Heights Road are required to provide a safe turning arrangement at 
any new vehicle access due to the rural nature of Heights Road, the operating 
speeds and the lack of formed shoulders between the lanes and the adjacent 
open channel drains.  
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Based on the anticipated left and right turn volumes into the site and existing 
through flows, it is considered that sufficient shoulder widening to allow a through 
vehicle on Heights Road to pass a vehicle waiting to turn right into the site safely 
is required for both the accesses.  

3.46 I agree that widening of the road at any access point is required, but I do 
not consider that the widening proposed would be sufficient to provide for 
safe operation of Heights Road. 

3.47 Austroads road design guidelines provide calculations to determine when 
various forms of auxiliary turn lanes are required at intersections.  Using 
my forecast turning volumes, the results of my Austroads calculations are 
summarised in Table 2. 

Table 2: Austroads Auxiliary Lane Warrant Summary 
Scenario A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour 

Right Turn Left Turn Right Turn Left Turn 
Two Driveways East Shoulder Widening Auxiliary Lane None Auxiliary Lane 

West Auxiliary Lane None Auxiliary Lane Shoulder Widening 
Single Driveway Auxiliary Lane Shoulder Widening Auxiliary Lane Auxiliary Lane 

3.48 In my view the road should be widened to provide a central right turn bay 
(or flush median) at any access point to meet the Austroads warrants.  In 
a higher-speed or rural environment an auxiliary lane should also be 
provided for left-turn entry movements at the northeastern-most (or only) 
access driveway.   

3.49 The TAR also notes: 
Given the proposal will urbanise the site it is also considered appropriate to 
upgrade the site frontage to include a kerb / channel and allow provision to 
provide a footpath (noting no footpath is initially considered necessary as there is 
no destination available).   

 
This would likely require some retaining walls around the access points and 
potentially to support any future footpaths, however the exact location of these 
and the demand for these, including any land modification, would be determined 
during the detailed design of the site frontage and will be assessed at 
Engineering Plan Approval.   

3.50 From my experience it is the standard practice of Auckland Council and 
AT to request that a developer upgrades the road frontage of a site to an 
urban form when urban development occurs in a formerly rural context. 

3.51 In this case I note that the PPSP envisages land on the northern side of 
Heights Road would remain as rural for the foreseeable future, so I would 
not expect the northern side of the road to be upgraded by others.  For 
that reason I consider it is important that the road is widened to an 
appropriate width to provide for further development of the Plan Change 
area. 
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3.52 I have not undertaken any design of a potential urban form for this road, 
but I do note that the northern side has steep banks and existing property 
accesses in some locations.  I expect that most or all road widening 
would be undertaken on the southern side of the road.  It appears likely 
that some land would need to be vested as road in order to complete this 
road widening.  It may be possible to avoid changes to existing buildings, 
although vehicle movement between the building and the boundary might 
no longer be possible. 

3.53 With respect to the need for a footpath in the short term, I would note that 
the cemetery to the southwest of the Plan Change area is a destination 
for pedestrians, albeit at low volumes.   

3.54 I would also note that Council and AT tend to require footpaths and all 
other upgrades to be completed in conjunction with a resource consent 
application as they have less ability to require a developer to complete 
work after development works are completed.   

3.55 In this case there may be no resource consent applications as many 
forms of development could occur as permitted activities in the BLIZ. 

3.56 Potential mechanisms for realising these upgrades are discussed later in 
this report. 

3.57 The TAR also notes: 
Of note, if additional land is required for widening during the detailed design 
stage, where it is unable to be accommodated within the road reserve this is able 
to be accommodated on the subject property.   

3.58 I would note that if development has already occurred on part of the Plan 
Change area, and potentially subdivided and sold, that vesting additional 
land to AT for road widening might be difficult to achieve for later 
development.  Ideally the land needed would be identified now to prevent 
development on that land; however, at this time I cannot determine what 
land is required to produce a design that would meet all requirements 
and be acceptable to AT. 

Effects on Transport Efficiency 

3.59 The TAR considers the  effects of the Plan Change on the efficiency of 
the road network following a typical methodology of: 

(a) reviewing historical traffic volume records; 

(b) forecasting traffic volumes; 

(c) estimating trip generation – i.e. the number of additional traffic 
movements likely to be generated by development enabled by the 
Plan Change; 

162



16 

 

(d) estimating trip distribution – i.e. where those additional traffic 
movements will come from and go to; 

(e) computer modelling to analyse the change in performance of key 
parts of the transport infrastructure. 

Historical Traffic Volumes and Growth Rates 

Paerata Road within Pukekohe 

3.60 The applicant’s TAR describes the local transport environment including 
AT traffic data on Paerata Road within Pukekohe at a site between the 
two arms of Adams Drive.   

3.61 The TAR calculates the rates of growth on Paerata Road within 
Pukekohe over the 2015-2020 period at 3% per annum on a daily basis, 
and 2% p.a. for the peak hours from the AT data.    

3.62 The AT data for Paerata Road is reproduced in Tables 3 to 5 for ease of 
reference, along with growth rates I have calculated.  Data beyond 2022 
is unavailable at the time of writing. 

3.63 Adams Drive forms a crescent which intersects Paerata Road twice.  
According to the AT database, the count site is located a short distance 
north of the southern intersection about 1.45km south of Heights Road. 

Table 3: Traffic volume data at Paerata Road north of Adams Drive S (AT) - Daily 
Date 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 
5-Day Average Volume 13,179 13,970 13,972 15,055 15,055 15,345 15,039 13,653 
Annual Change (5-Day)   6.0% 0.0% 7.8% 0.0% 1.9% -2.0% -9.2% 
Average Change from 2015   6.0% 3.0% 4.7% 3.6% 3.3% 2.4% 0.5% 

Table 4: Traffic volume data at Paerata Road north of Adams Drive S (AT) – A.M. Peak Hour 
 Year 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 
Volume 1,085 1,136 1,122 1,066 1,179 1,206 1,247 1,148 
Annual Change   4.7% -1.2% -5.0% 10.6% 2.3% 3.4% -7.9% 
Average Change from 2015   4.7% 1.7% -0.6% 2.2% 2.2% 2.5% 0.8% 

 

Table 5: Traffic volume data at Paerata Road north of Adams Drive S (AT) – P.M. Peak Hour 
 Year 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 
Volume 1,171 1,270 1,229 1,243 1,241 1,277 1,303 1,188 
Annual Change   8.5% -3.2% 1.1% -0.2% 2.9% 2.0% -8.8% 
Average Change from 2015   8.5% 2.5% 2.0% 1.5% 1.8% 1.9% 0.2% 

3.64 This data shows: 
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(a) daily traffic volumes on Paerata Road increased at an average rate of 
4.7% per annum in the 2015-2018 period, then stayed relatively 
steady from 2018 to 2021, before falling significantly (9%) in 2022.   

(b) A.M. peak hour volumes increased 2.2% on average in the 2015-19 
period and fell significantly (8%) in 2022. 

(c) P.M. peak hour volumes increased 1.5% on average in the 2015-19 
period and fell significantly (9%) in 2022. 

(d) Growth in peak hours is around 40 to 60% of growth in daily volume; 

(e) Daily volumes from 2022 were 9% to 11% lower than volumes 
recorded in the previous three years. 

(f) Peak hour volumes from 2022 were 3 to 9% lower than volumes 
recorded in the previous three years. 

Paerata Road SH22 at Paerata 

3.65 Data from the NZTA SH22 continuous count station 1.2km north of 
Heights Road is available as a daily volumes and as an annual average 
daily volume which is summarised in Table 6 and graphed in Annexure 
A. 

Table 6: Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) at NZTA Paerata count station 
Year 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 
AADT 15,808 16,634 16,836 18,636 16,112 14,125 15,658 17,420 
Annual Change  +5.2% +1.2% +10.7% -13.5% -12.3% +10.9% +11.3% 
Average Change 
from 2016 

 +5.2% +3.3% +6.0% +0.5% -2.1% -0.2% +1.5% 

3.66 The NZTA data shows annual growth rates averaging around 6% before 
2020 and lower volumes through the 2020-2023 period.  I attribute the 
lower volumes in 2020-2023 to the effects of the Covid-19 Health Orders 
and the ensuing economic recession. 

3.67 Inspection of the first chart in Annexure A shows that daily traffic volume 
on SH22 at Paerata Road can have significant weekly and seasonal 
fluctuations above and below the annual average. 

3.68 There are some differences between the AT and NZTA data which can 
be seen in the second chart in Annexure A.  There is more variation in 
the NZTA annual average daily volumes based on volumes recorded on 
many days of the year than in the AT daily volumes recorded over the 
course of one week each year. 

3.69 The AT counts target a similar week each year and do not therefore 
capture seasonal or other variations throughout the year, and that was 
particularly relevant during the Covid-19 period. 
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3.70 In 2020 the AT count recorded similar volumes to the same week in other 
years, whereas the NZTA annual average picked up significant changes 
in daily flow. 

Heights Road 

3.71 The TAR provided no traffic count data for Heights Road. Information is 
now available for Heights Road and is summarised in the Table 7. 

Table 7: Traffic volume data for Heights Road between the railway level crossing and Ostrich Farm Rd 
Date Weekday Average (v/d) Peak Hours % Heavy Vehicles 

A.M. Midday P.M. 
18/09/2024 5,433 456 367 536 12% 

3.72 Helvetia Road and Heights Road provide an alternate north-south route 
to the primary Paerata Road and Edinburgh Street route.  Heights Road 
appears to carry a significant proportion of peak-hour commuter travel 
between north-western Pukekohe and SH22.  Residential and other 
growth continues to occur in western Pukekohe, Paerata, and further 
away.  For those reasons I would expect traffic volumes on Heights Road 
to grow at a similar rate, if not a higher rate, than the historic growth rate 
on Paerata Road. 

Paerata Road / Heights Road Intersection 

3.73 The TAR provides the results of a traffic count at the Paerata Road / 
Heights Road intersection undertaken in November 2020 during the A.M. 
and P.M. peak hours. 

3.74 As the traffic volume record shows, daily traffic volumes in 2020 were 
significantly lower than volumes recorded prior to 2020 and in 2023.  It is 
possible that the November 2020 intersection count recorded lower than 
normal volumes. 

3.75 The TAR discounts this possibility as the volumes recorded at the 
intersection in November 2020 were higher than the peak-hour volumes 
recorded by AT on Paerata Road in May 2022.   

3.76 The TAR does not address the possibility that those characteristics are 
due to seasonal variations or to 2022 traffic volumes being affected by 
changes in travel patterns in the wake of the Covid-19 Health Orders. 

3.77 For example, the AADT from the NZTA count station north of Heights 
Road recorded lower traffic volumes in 2022 than in 2020, and more 
recent volumes are higher than 2020 and 2022 volumes.   
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3.78 The TAR survey recorded volumes of 412 v/h in the A.M. peak and 507 
v/h in the P.M. peak on Heights Road at the intersection in November 
2020.  AT recorded volumes on Heights Road west of Ostrich Farm 
Road of 456 v/h A.M and 536 v/h P.M. in September 2024.   

3.79 The 2020 TAR volumes are between 6 and 11% lower than the 2024 AT 
volumes despite the AT count not recording traffic travelling between the 
intersection and Beatty Road or Ostrich Farm Road. 

3.80 I conclude that the traffic volumes recorded at the intersection in 2020 
are likely to be significantly lower than current volumes because of 
temporary Covid-19 related changes in travel patterns, and I therefore 
disagree with the statements made in the TAR. 

3.81 In the absence of newer data, I consider it would be prudent to increase 
the traffic volumes recorded in November 2020 by around 9% to 
represent likely 2023 volumes. 

Forecast Traffic Volumes 

3.82 As the receiving environment includes the future environment it is 
important to consider likely future conditions, and for plan changes it is 
common to consider a ten-year period. 

3.83 Prior to lodgement of the Plan Change I requested that the applicant 
consider three modelling scenarios - one for 2034 and two for 2048.  I 
accept the reasons given for not providing modelling for the 2048 
scenarios. 

3.84 The TAR analysis has used a 2% annual growth rate to forecast future 
flows from the 2020 survey at the Paerata Road / Heights Road 
intersection. 

3.85 Given the limited data available the 2% p.a. peak-hour growth rate 
adopted in the TAR appears to be a reasonable estimate for this 
purpose, but one that is subject to significant uncertainty. 

3.86 In my view there are some issues with the TAR forecast: 

(a) The TAR forecast makes no adjustment for the 2020 count likely 
recording lower than normal traffic volumes; 

(b) The TAR forecast applies ten years of 2% p.a. growth from 2020, 
producing a 2030 forecast and not a 2034 forecast as requested; 

(c) the TAR forecast has applied growth to the through movements 
along Paerata Road, but not to the movements turning in and out of 
Heights Road.   
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3.87 I have prepared an alternate forecast for a 2034 scenario based on the 
volumes recorded at the Paerata Road / Heights Road intersection in 
2020 with: 

(a) an increase of 9% to 2023 to account for Covid-19 effects (i.e. 
average of 3% p.a. 2020-2023); 

(b) a further increase of 22% (2% p.a. for 11 years 2023-2034); 

(c) increases applied to all movements at the intersection, not just SH22 
through movements. 

Trip Generation 

Masterplan Scenario 

3.88 An estimate of vehicle movements generated by development of the Plan 
Change area is provided in the TAR.  The estimate is based solely on the 
masterplan, a survey of the existing Tractor Centre, and a trip generation 
rate sometimes recommended for factories: 

3.89 The trip generation rates in the TAR are the number of vehicle 
movements per 100m2 of gross floor area (G.F.A). 

(a) Tractor Centre  1.2 - 1.5 v/100 m2 G.F.A.; 

(b) all other activities 1.0 v/100 m2 G.F.A.; 

3.90 At those rates the TAR estimates development in accordance with the 
masterplan would generate around 152 vehicles per hour in addition to 
the existing Tractor Centre trips, resulting in a total of 185 v/h in the A.M. 
peak hour and 177 v/h in the P.M. peak hour. 

Other Scenarios 

3.91 The TAR acknowledges that the final activities are not yet known but 
considers adoption of the factory trip generation rate for all activities 
other than the Tractor Centre provides a conservative assessment as it is 
higher than the rate recommended for storage warehouses.   

3.92 The TAR has undertaken a sensitivity test with the masterplan trip 
generation increased by 25%.  The TAR states (bold emphasis added): 

 
In terms of Garden Centres and small scale retail / drive through it is also noted 
that the Light industrial zone is subject to E27.6.1. Trip generation which would 
require larger typical drive through restaurants to obtain Resource Consent and 
larger Garden Centres. 
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3.93 AUP Standard E27.6.1 Trip Generation does result in some activities 
generating more than 100 v/h being Restricted Discretionary activities; 
however, that standard “does not apply to development activities 
provided for as permitted in the applicable zone.” 

3.94 Several activities are permitted and could be established in the BLIZ 
without requiring consent for transport matters: 

(a) Warehousing and storage < 20,000 m2 GFA 

(b) Other industrial activities < 10,000 m2 GFA 

(c) Dairies < 100 m2 GFA 

(d) Accessory retail – drive-through < 333 m2 GFA 

(e) Accessory retail – not drive-through 1,667 m2 GFA 

(f) Food and beverage < 120 m2 GFA 

(g) Garden Centres3 

(h) Motor Vehicle Sales3 

(i) Marine Retail3 

(j) Service Stations 

(k) Show Homes 

(l) Trade Suppliers 

3.95 For that reason I consider the confidence placed in standard E27.6.1 by 
the TAR to prevent higher trip-generating activities from being developed 
without further transport assessment is misplaced.  The only time that 
assessment can definitely be undertaken is now. 

3.96 I agree the “all other activities” rate adopted in the TAR is reasonable for 
storage warehouses, many manufacturing activities, transport depots or 
equipment hire centres.  I consider the rate is too low for some other 
activities that could be developed on the Plan Change area as permitted 
activities, including activities like the existing Tractor Centre.   

3.97 I consider that the TAR +25% sensitivity test for the A.M. peak hour is 
appropriate for assessment purposes. 

 
3 Permitted activity provided more than 100m from Business - Heavy Industry Zone.  The nearest such zones are in Drury 
and Glenbrook. 
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3.98 In my view the +25% sensitivity test is not appropriate for the P.M. peak 
hour.  I consider trip generation in the afternoon could be 50% higher 
than the TAR masterplan trip generation estimate if a sizeable proportion 
of the Plan Change area is occupied by activities such as service 
stations, drive-through restaurants, and some retail-like activities. 

Trip Distribution 

3.99 The TAR estimates three aspects of the trip distribution based on the 
survey of the existing Tractor Centre and the survey of the Paerata 
Road/ Heights Road intersection: 

(a) the ratio of entering vs exiting movements; 

(b) origin and destination pattern (north/ south/ east/ west); 

(c) the split between two driveways; 

Entering vs exiting 

3.100 The existing Tractor Centre had 59% entering in the A.M. peak hour and 
24% entering in the P.M. peak hour.   

3.101 Light-industrial activities typically have entering proportions of around 
60% (55-75%) in the A.M. peak hour and around 40% (30-50%) in the 
P.M. peak hour4.  

3.102 The TAR estimates the Plan Change area will have entering proportions 
of 80% in the A.M. peak hour and 20% in the P.M. peak hour.  This 
estimate is likely to be conservatively pessimistic for assessing the 
driveway performance and some other situations, but it may be too 
optimistic for some other cases. 

Origin / Destination 

3.103 The existing Tractor Centre had directional proportions to and from the 
west (along Heights Road) of 18% in the A.M. peak hour and 28% in the 
P.M. peak hour.   

3.104 The TAR estimates that 25% of all trips will travel to or from the west in 
each peak hour.  That is likely to be a reasonable assumption if 
development on the Plan Change area serves a similar market to the 
Tractor Centre, but it may be significantly different if future development 
serves a different market area. 

 
4 From NZ Trips Database  Bureau industrial land uses, approximately 33%-ile to 85th-ile. 
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3.105 For traffic travelling to and from the east the TAR has used the survey of 
the Paerata Road / Heights Road intersection to determine which traffic 
would be travelling to or from the north and south. 

3.106 The 2022 survey had the turning proportions shown in Table 8. 

Table 8: Proportion of traffic using Heights Road turning to or from South 
Movement A.M. Peak P.M. Peak 
To south (right turn out of Heights Road as proportion of Heights Road exit flows) 8.2% 8.8% 
From south (left turn into Heights Road as proportion of Heights Rd entry flows) 19.2% 8.6% 

3.107 Traffic using Heights Road makes up 23% (A.M.) and 28% (P.M.) of the 
flow along Paerata Road north of the intersection, so Heights Road 
appears to function as a distributor of traffic between western Pukekohe 
and Auckland via Paerata Road (SH22).  Tractor Centre traffic makes up 
around 7% and 4% of the traffic turning at the intersection. 

3.108 It is not known how much of the Tractor Centre traffic turns right or left to 
or from Paerata Road.  It is possible that much of this traffic could turn to 
and from the south and adopting the turning distribution surveyed at the 
intersection could result in an unreasonable estimate of turning 
movements from the Plan Change area. 

3.109 In addition, future development on this plan change area could attract a 
greater proportion of traffic from urban Pukekohe, particularly if retail or 
retail-like activities located on the Plan Change area, and the area is 
likely to represent a larger proportion of intersection flows.  These 
changes may result in a higher proportion of the Plan Change area traffic 
turning to and from the south than the existing intersection flow patterns. 

3.110 In the longer term the implementation of the North-West Upgrade is likely 
to reduce the volume of traffic using Heights Road.  The implementation 
of other arterials, and particularly the new arterial between Pukekohe and 
Drury, would likely increase the proportion of traffic turning right out of 
Heights Road.  These arterials may be implemented some years apart 
and in either order.  If the Drury-Pukekohe Link is implemented before 
the North-West Upgrade there may be a need to make changes to the 
Paerata Road/ Heights Road intersection, but that would be likely 
irrespective of development of the Plan Change land. 

Split between Driveways 

3.111 The TAR considers the performance of the two driveways assuming that 
all movements would be evenly distributed across the two driveways.   

3.112 I consider an even distribution is unlikely to occur in practice.  People 
tend to take the most direct route, for example, drivers from the western 
end of the Plan Change area are highly unlikely to use the eastern 
driveway for travel to or from the west. 
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3.113 The two driveways are located towards each end of the Plan Change 
frontage, so I would expect most travel to and from the west to use the 
western driveway, and most travel to and from the east to use the 
eastern driveway.  As the TAR estimates 75% of traffic will travel to or 
from the east, I would expect the eastern driveway to have higher 
volumes than the western driveway.  I consider it would be more 
reasonable for only 20% of eastbound movements to occur at the 
western driveway rather than 50%, and for 90% of westbound 
movements to occur at the western driveway. 

TAR Traffic Modelling  

3.114 The TAR has used Sidra Intersection v9 software to model the Paerata 
Road / Heights Road intersection, which I consider is an appropriate tool 
for this assessment.  The TAR does not model the performance of either 
driveway. 

TAR Modelling Results 

3.115 As reported in the TAR the intersection is modelled as having relatively 
good performance with the traffic volumes recorded in 2020.  The right 
turn out of Heights Road is the most difficult movement, but due to the 
low number of vehicles making that movement the queue lengths and 
delays are moderate. 

3.116 With TAR forecast 2030 flows and no further development of the Plan 
Change area, the intersection is modelled as having relatively poor 
performance for the right turn out of Heights Road, but at a level common 
to many intersections across the region for peak hours.  The other 
movements have good performance.   

3.117 When the additional traffic from development enabled by the proposed 
plan change is added to the TAR 2030 forecast the intersection is 
predicted in the TAR to have poor performance for the right-turn out 
movement but good to moderate performance for other movements. 

3.118 As expected, the sensitivity test with 25% more Plan Change area traffic 
has poorer performance. The right-turn-out movement has an average 
delay of 130 seconds in the A.M. and 110 seconds in the P.M. peak 
hour. 

3.119 The TAR notes (bold emphasis added): 
 
It is recognised that the right turn out movement is the critical movement at the 
intersection. From the SIDRA assessment this movement is approaching 
unacceptable levels in relation to average delay while the degree of 
saturation (volume to capacity) is well below critical levels. Overall predicted 
traffic levels (which are relatively low) would need to more than double that 
predicted above for the degree of saturation to reach unacceptable levels.   
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Critically, it is noted that with the high levels of delay experienced it is more 
likely that vehicles would travel west via Heights Road towards Pukekohe 
rather than undertake the critical right turn. With this alternative available and 
the reduced speed on Paerata Road to 60km/hr, the existing intersection form is 
considered appropriate. 

3.120 I agree the performance of this movement, as predicted by the TAR 
model, is reaching unacceptable levels of delay.  I acknowledge that the 
degree of saturation is non-critical but I do not accept that has any real 
bearing on this assessment, as in my view it is the average delay that is 
likely to lead to unsafe turning behaviour and the degree of saturation is 
less important for intersections controlled by Give Way or Stop signs. 

3.121 I accept that long delays may result in some drivers travelling west 
instead; however, the TAR does not consider the impact of the longer 
travel distances or the impact of that diverted traffic elsewhere in the 
network.  While diversion may mitigate the adverse effects associated 
with the right turn movement to some degree, it would not avoid or 
substantially mitigate the wider-network effects. 

3.122 For the reasons set out above, I consider the future-year modelling 
presented in the TAR should not be relied on. 

Alternate Modelling 

3.123 As noted above, the forecasts and estimates used in the TAR analysis 
are subject to uncertainty, which in some cases may be significant.  This 
includes uncertainty in: 

(a) the impact of Covid-19 health orders on traffic surveys in 2020; 

(b) traffic growth rates; 

(c) trip generation rates; and  

(d) travel distribution patterns. 

3.124 The TAR analysis does include a sensitivity analysis for trip generation.  
As noted earlier, I consider that the 2034 volumes should have been 
forecast differently, and I consider it would be prudent to also consider: 

(a) trip generation in the P.M. peak increased by 50% (25% more than 
the TAR sensitivity test) to test performance in the event activities 
such as service stations, fast-food and other retail-like activities are 
present. 

(b) a greater proportion (16% instead of 8-9%) of plan change area 
traffic turning right to the south at the Paerata Road intersection. 
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(c) an uneven split between the two driveways. 

(d) all development accessed from a single driveway as a sensitivity test. 

3.125 I have undertaken this analysis.  Outputs are provided in Annexure B and 
summarised below. 

Paerata / Heights Intersection in 2034 With No Development 

3.126 As a result of my 2034 forecast being calculated differently to the TAR 
2030 forecast, the Paerata Road / Heights Road intersection is modelled 
as having poor performance with no further development of the Plan 
Change area.   

3.127 The right turn out of Heights Rd has an average delay of 211 seconds 
(3.5 minutes) per vehicle (s/v) and is at Level of Service5 (LOS) F in the 
A.M. peak hour.  It is at 143 seconds (2.4 minutes) per vehicle and LOS 
F in the P.M. peak hour.  Queue lengths remain modest because of the 
relatively low number of vehicles currently turning right out of Heights 
Road. 

3.128 Other movements at the intersection range from LOS A to D for Paerata 
Road movements, and LOS C for the left turn out of Heights Road. 

3.129 The performance of the intersection under my 2034 no-development 
scenario is worse than under the TAR 2030 with-development scenario, 
performance the TAR describes as approaching unacceptable levels of 
delay. 

3.130 Many priority-controlled intersections across Auckland have one 
movement at LOS F in peak periods and most such intersections are not 
prioritised for improvements by AT or NZTA; however, in many cases 
long delays can result in poor safety outcomes. 

3.131 With delays at these levels I would expect some drivers turning right out 
of Heights Road to resort to unsafe behaviour to avoid these long delays, 
or to take an alternate route.  In either case there would be adverse 
effects on the safe and efficient operation of the road network. 

Paerata / Heights Intersection in 2034 With Development 

3.132 As expected, when development traffic is added using the TAR volumes 
(+25% sensitivity test) the intersection performance is degraded.   

 
5 Level of Service (LOS) is a measure of performance ranging from good conditions at LOS A to congested conditions at LOS 
F.  For intersections LOS is determined by the average delay.  LOS C or D is commonly adopted as a maximum for design 
although many priority-controlled intersections across the Auckland Region have one or more movements at LOS F for 
parts of the peak periods 
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3.133 The right turn out of Heights Road is modelled to have an average delay 
of over 9 minutes in the A.M. peak and over 13 minutes in the P.M. peak.  
In my view delays of that magnitude are unlikely to be realised in practice 
due to diversion and unsafe driver behaviour.   

3.134 Queues on Heights Road are predicted to be up to 67m long in the A.M. 
hour and 101m long in the P.M. hour.  That is likely to impact the ability 
of vehicles to move in or out of the eastern existing access and other 
driveways along this section of Heights Road.   

3.135 The right turn from Paerata Road into Heights Road is forecast to be 20 
s/v LOS C in the A.M. peak and 52 s/v LOS F in the P.M. peak.  The 
queue is predicted to be up to 132m long in the P.M. peak hour.  That is 
nearly three times longer than the available queue storage in the right 
turn bay and is likely to result SH22 southbound through traffic being 
impeded with a consequential risk of rear-end collisions. 

3.136 In my view this represents an intersection that has failed to operate 
adequately.  In light of that result I have not modelled the intersection 
with the +50% P.M. trip generation scenario. 

3.137 As noted earlier, the daily traffic volumes on SH22 recorded by NZTA 
show considerable weekly and seasonal variation.  I consider the models 
are likely to be a reasonable approximation of average conditions, so I 
would expect the performance of the intersection to be significantly 
worse on busier days. 

3.138 From this modelling I conclude the existing transport infrastructure is 
insufficient to support development that would be enabled by the 
proposed plan change. 

3.139 To accommodate the development of the Plan Change area it would be 
necessary to improve the capacity of the intersection by introducing a 
roundabout or traffic signals, or to wait until implementation of the 
Pukekohe North-West Upgrade and potentially other arterials have 
substantially reduced traffic flows along both Paerata Road and Heights 
Road. 

3.140 I have evaluated the performance of the Paerata Road / Heights Road 
intersection based on concept designs of potential upgrades.  My 
modelling shows: 

(a) a single-lane roundabout would have adequate performance6 in the 
A.M. peak  hour, but not in the P.M. peak hour; 

 
6 AM: LOS A-C, Deg Sat 75%. PM: LOS A-C, Deg Sat 92%, 
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(b) a dual-lane roundabout would have adequate performance7 in both 
peak  hours; 

(c) traffic signals could have adequate performance8 if Paerata Road 
was widened to provide an additional northbound lane and additional 
storage in the right turn bay. 

Access Intersections 

3.141 I have modelled the two proposed plan change area access driveway 
intersections on Heights Road and modelled a single driveway serving all 
development.  I can confirm that the proposed intersections are predicted 
to operate with good levels of efficiency in either case. 

Effects on Transport Safety 

Crash History 

3.142 Crash history is typically reviewed for a five-year period to identify 
hazards.  The TAR provides crash data for 2017 to 2021 within 100m of 
the Plan Change area and for a wider area.  

3.143 More recent data is now available.  The map in Figure 6 shows crashes 
reported in the 2020-2024 period for the smaller area.   

Figure 6: Crashes reported near plan change area 2020-2024 

 

3.144 In mid-2020 the speed limit on Heights Road was reduced to 80km/h, 
and the speed limit on Paerata Road was reduced to 60km/h. 

 
7 AM: LOS A-B, Deg Sat 62%. PM: LOS A-B, Deg Sat 71%, 
8 AM: LOS B-C, Deg Sat 79%, 50 s cycle time (no peds).  PM: LOS A-C, Deg Sat 89%, 50 s cycle time (no peds).   
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3.145 For the 2020-2024 period there were 8 crashes in the smaller study area 
including: 

(a) three non-injury crashes at the intersection for a variety of reasons; 

(b) one serious-injury head-on crash on Heights Road along the Plan 
Change frontage; 

(c) two minor-injury loss-of-control crashes on Heights Road along the 
Plan Change frontage; 

 

3.146 The 2020-2024 crash history for the wider study area is shown in Figure 
7.   

Figure 7: Crashes reported in wider area 2020-2024 

 

3.147 There are several points to note from this wider crash history: 
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(a) Twenty-three crashes were reported at the bend in Heights Road 
east of Beatty Road including: 

(i) two serious-injury loss-of control crashes; 

(ii) four minor-injury loss-of control crashes; 

(iii) one minor-injury head-on crash; 

(iv) thirteen non-injury loss-of-control crashes; and 

(v) four non-injury head-on crashes. 

(b) There were three crashes at the Heights Road / Beatty Road 
intersection including one serious-injury cyclist crash and two non-
injury crashes; 

(c) There were six loss-of-control crashes at the bend in Heights Road 
north of the railway level crossing including one serious-injury crash 
and one minor-injury crash. 

 

3.148 Overall, the 2020-2024 period has fewer crashes than the 2017-2021 
period and I expect this is partly due to lower traffic volumes in the 2021-
2023 period and partly due to the lower speed limit.  There is a significant 
crash history on Heights Road near Beatty Road. 

Heights Road Level Crossing 

3.149 There are two road crossings of the Mission Bush Branch railway west of 
the Plan Change area – an overbridge on Beatty Road and a level 
crossing on Heights Road.  The TAR considers development traffic is 
more likely to use Beatty Road as it is closer to the Plan Change area, 
and a Level Crossing Safety Impact Assessment (LCSIA) is unlikely to 
be required.   

3.150 Traffic counts are not available for Beatty Road, but AT estimates the 
volume and records the width of every road for road maintenance 
purposes.  The most recent data is summarised in Table 9. 

Table 9: AT data for roads south of Mission Bush Branch railway 
Data Heights Road Beatty Road 
Counted Volume, Feb 24 (v/d) 5218  
Estimated Volume, Jun 24 (v/d) 5218 560 
Proportion of Heavy Vehicles 11% 5.5% 
Road classification Arterial Access 
Road width (m) 10 7.5 
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3.151 Heights Road provides better connections to southern and western 
Pukekohe via Helvetia Road.  This is reflected in the AT traffic volumes, 
road classification, and road width.  For that reason, I would expect 90% 
of development traffic using Heights Road to use the Heights Road level 
crossing and the remaining 10% to use Beatty Road.   

3.152 KiwiRail often requests an LCSIA where development has the potential 
to impact a railway level crossing to ensure that the crossing is upgraded 
if necessary.   

3.153 I cannot speak for KiwiRail requesting an LCSIA; however, I do note that 
the Heights Road level crossing already has flashing lights, bells, and 
half-arm boom barriers for vehicles. 

3.154 There are currently no pedestrian facilities at the level crossing, but a 
proposed pedestrian crossing on the western side is present in the 
KiwiRail level crossing database, so would have been considered by 
some party in the past.   

3.155 There have been no recorded road crashes on or near the crossing in 
the past five years.  The KiwiRail level crossing database records known 
gradient and sightline issues, but no significant safety risk flags. 

3.156 As a result, I expect the Plan Change is unlikely to require any changes 
to the level crossing. 

Effects of Plan Change on Road Safety 

3.157 Crashes are generally a product of the hazards that are present in the 
environment, and the exposure of people to those hazards.  A route with 
many hazards may have few crashes if few vehicles use that route, but 
an increase in the number of vehicles using that route would result in a 
corresponding increase in crashes. 

3.158 In the case of the Heights Road route it is evident that the bend near 
Beatty Road and the bend near the level crossing are hazardous. 

3.159 In assessing the impact of crashes the TAR states: 
 
In this regard additional traffic will always increase the exposure in relation to 
crashes in the local network. However, adding employment to this area will mean 
workers in Paerata and Pukekohe will need to travel less distance and thus 
reduce overall exposure. Essentially workers in these areas will need to travel 
somewhere for work (regardless of this proposed Plan Change).   
 
In terms of Heights Road in particular, the crash analysis shows there is a 
potential existing safety concern on Heights Road on a corner some 150-180m 
east of Beaty Road with loss of control crashes being the dominant issue. While 
the proposal will add traffic to Heights Road (including this corner) this is 
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considered to be an existing wider network issue and the responsibility of 
Auckland Transport rather than directly linked to the proposed Plan Change.   

3.160 I agree that additional traffic enabled by the Plan Change would likely 
result in a corresponding increase in the number of crashes. 

3.161 To quantify that, using the TAR assumption that 25% of plan change 
area traffic will use Heights Road west of the Plan Change area, 
additional development of the Plan Change area would increase peak-
hour traffic volumes on Heights Road by around 8% to 13%, and would 
likely increase daily traffic volumes by around 10% to 15%.   

3.162 The TAR opines that providing employment at this plan change area will 
result in reduced travel distances for employment and therefore reduce 
the crash risk over a  broader area.   

3.163 That might be true if every route had similar hazards; however roads 
such as SH22 and SH1 are generally safer than minor local roads on a 
per-vehicle-kilometre basis. 

3.164 While some people employed at this plan change area could live locally, 
it is also likely that some employees may travel a considerable distance 
to and from the area.  While this might result in less travel overall, it is my 
view that any reduction in regional crash risk would not offset the 
increase in the crash risk on Heights Road.   

3.165 The TAR suggests that the crash risk on Heights Road is an existing 
problem and it is the responsibility of AT to address rather than being 
linked to the Plan Change.  That position ignores that development 
enabled by the Plan Change would increase traffic volumes on Heights 
Road resulting in a proportional increase in the number of crashes on 
Heights Road, exacerbating the problem. 

3.166 To summarise, I would expect development enabled by the Plan Change 
to result in a 10-15% increase in the number of crashes occurring on 
Heights Road. 

3.167 These effects could be mitigated by undertaking improvements along 
Heights  Road to reduce the risks.  Improvements could include crash 
reduction measures such as the installation of additional delineation 
(signs and markings), improving the road surfacing, and installing street 
lighting. 
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3.168 The NZTA Crash Estimation Compendium contains tables providing 
typical crash reduction rates achieved by various forms of intervention.  
For example, the installation of raised reflective pavement markers (cat’s 
eyes) typically achieves a 5% reduction in crashes, and a vehicle-
activated speed warning sign typically achieves a 35% reduction in 
crashes9. 

3.169 In my view measures to reduce the risk of crashes along Heights Road 
by at least 10% should be a pre-requisite for further development of the 
Plan Change area.  Auckland Transport approval would be required for 
such work. 

Proposed Improvements to Road Network 

3.170 As noted earlier, the TAR states that road widening at each access point 
is required, and that upgrading of the Plan Change road frontage to an 
urban form is expected.  I consider that more comprehensive widening is 
required, in addition to the road safety improvement works described 
above. 

Upgrading Mechanism 

3.171 The application material proposes that a private agreement with AT be 
used to ensure that upgrading occurs.  A common alternative to a private 
agreement with AT is to introduce plan change area specific rules into 
the AUP by way of a Precinct. 

3.172 The relative benefits of each approach are primarily a matter for other 
experts, but I would note that I am not aware of the content of any 
prospective or actual agreement, so cannot comment on the 
effectiveness of that approach for addressing adverse effects arising 
from this plan change. 

3.173 In any case I consider that works beyond those proposed by the 
applicant are required. 

Staging of Upgrades 

3.174 The TAR describes how the upgrading is proposed to be undertaken in 
two stages: 

(a) Stage 1 includes the following work, and is proposed to occur after 
the Plan Change area is developed with gross floor area beyond 
9,000m2 (50% of that in the masterplan): 

(i) construction of the new western accessway; 

 
9 Table 33, Crash Estimation Compendium First Edition Amendment 1, NZ Transport Agency, June 2018. 
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(ii) widening along the north side of Heights Road; 

(iii) provision of a kerb and channel along the south (plan change 
frontage) side of Heights Road. 

(b) Stage 2 includes providing a footpath and streetlighting along the 
south side of Heights Road, and is proposed to occur after the Plan 
Change area is fully developed with floor area beyond 17,500m2 
(100% of that in the masterplan): 

3.175 Development of the Plan Change area could differ from the masterplan.  
For example, activities such as service stations, garden centres, motor 
vehicle sales, or the like typically use relatively small buildings and 
relatively large areas of land.  If that occurred a gross floor area trigger 
may be reached later than necessary, if at all.  For that reason, if there is 
to be a staged approach I would recommend a trigger based on land 
area rather than floor area. 

3.176 It is also common practice to require upgrading of infrastructure prior to 
the relevant trigger point being reached, and I would recommend that 
approach here if a staged approach is used. 

Third Party Interest 

3.177 The TAR posits that no third parties are likely to have a significant 
interest in any agreement with AT.  This is principally on the basis that 
any future works within the road reserve would require Engineering Plan 
Approval (from Council and/ or AT) and be constructed to AT standards. 

3.178 While that may address concerns about the form of any works, this does 
not address any potential interest in ensuring that the work is required to 
be undertaken at an appropriate point in time. 

 
 

4 CONSISTENCY WITH PLANNING PROVISIONS RELEVANT 
TO TRANSPORT 

4.1 The TAR does not address planning instruments relevant to transport, 
other than the provisions of AUP Chapter E27 Transport that might be 
addressed for any resource consent applications.  As noted earlier 
resource consents may not be necessary for development to occur. 

Government Policy Statement on Land Transport 2024 

4.2 The four strategic priorities of the Government Policy Statement on Land 
Transport 2024-34 (GPS-LT) are assessed below. 
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Economic Growth and Productivity 

4.3 The overarching strategic priority for this GPS is to support economic 
growth and productivity through efficient investment in our land transport 
system to connect people and freight quickly and safely. 

4.4 While the Plan Change is likely to support economic growth and 
productivity, in my view it would not assist in connecting people and 
freight quickly and safely because of the adverse effects on safety and 
efficiency, unless the Plan Change is modified to mitigate the safety and 
efficiency effects. 

Increased Maintenance and Resilience 

4.5 This priority relates to maintenance of the transport system and 
increasing resilience to natural events.  I consider the Plan Change to be 
neutral with respect to this priority. 

Safety 

4.6 The safety priority states a safe transport system is critically important. 

4.7 In my view PC110 would result in more crashes along Heights Road and 
at the Paerata Road / Heights Road intersection, so I consider the Plan 
Change is contrary to this priority, unless the Plan Change is modified to 
mitigate the safety and efficiency effects.  

Value for Money  

4.8 This priority relates to providing better value for money from government 
spending and I consider the Plan Change to be neutral in that regard. 

National Policy Statement on Urban Development 

4.9 The National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD) 
sets out several objectives and policies and obliges Council to take 
several matters into account when deciding to zone land.  Following 
direction from the Environment Court, I understand Council’s current 
position is that Policies 3 and 4 should not be applied in the processing 
of private plan changes. 

Infrastructure Readiness 

4.10 NPS-UD Policy 2 requires Council to provide sufficient development 
capacity for housing and business land, and that development capacity 
must be “infrastructure ready”. 
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4.11 Council must also be satisfied that additional infrastructure (not 
controlled by Council) to service the development capacity is likely to be 
available.  With respect to transport this could include the provision of 
state highway infrastructure by NZTA and rail infrastructure by KiwiRail.   

4.12 The NPS-UD has infrastructure requirements for short term (3 years), 
medium term (3 to 10 years), and long term (10 to 30 years).  The short 
and medium terms are within the 10-year planning horizon of the AUP 
and are more relevant to the zoning of land for development, with the 
long-term period being of greater relevance to FUZ land. 

4.13 With respect to the short term, development capacity is infrastructure-
ready if there is adequate existing development infrastructure.   

4.14 As noted above, the existing transport infrastructure is not adequate to 
support development enabled by the Plan Change.  Widening and 
upgrading of Heights Road is required as acknowledged by the applicant.  
In my view upgrading of the Paerata Road/ Heights Road intersection is 
also required if development of the Plan Change area occurs before the 
Pukekohe North West Upgrade is fully operational. 

4.15 I am not aware of any committed public funding for that infrastructure.  
The existing development infrastructure could potentially be made 
adequate if funded privately. 

4.16 If the provision of the necessary infrastructure by private parties could be 
made certain, the Plan Change area could be considered infrastructure-
ready in the short-term; however no mechanism for securing their 
delivery is included in the Plan Change. 

4.17 For medium-term capacity, existing infrastructure must be adequate or 
funding for adequate infrastructure is to be identified in a long-term plan.  
There are expected to be significant deficiencies in the wider transport 
infrastructure in the district, which is why the PPSP has identified several 
changes to the arterial road network.  The PPSP arterials are not 
identified in the RLTP so are not funded, and these are projects that are 
required for the full build-out of the wider PPSP, although some may only 
be required in the longer term. 

Regional Policy Statement 

4.18 Relevant objectives and policies are identified below. 

B2.2 Urban Growth and Form 
Objective B2.2.1 (1) A quality compact urban form that enables all of the 
following: 

… 
(c) better use of existing infrastructure and efficient provision of new 

infrastructure; 
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(d) improved and more effective public transport; 
 … 

4.19 The plan change proposes the BLIZ be applied to the land that enables a 
range of activities.   

4.20 In my view the Plan Change area is not within a walkable catchment of 
any public transport services, centres, or other higher-density 
environments; however, the proposal could be consistent with the 
objective in that it may allow other land closer to public transport to be 
developed in a more intensive and compact manner.   

B2.3 A Quality Built Environment 
B2.3.2. Policies 
(1)  Manage the form and design of subdivision, use and development so that it 

does all of the following: 
… 
(b) contributes to the safety of the site, street and neighbourhood; 
(c) develops street networks and block patterns that provide good access 

and enable a range of travel options; 
(d) achieves a high level of amenity and safety for pedestrians and cyclists;  
… 

(2)  Encourage subdivision, use and development to be designed to promote the 
health, safety and well-being of people and communities by all of the 
following: 
(a) providing access for people of all ages and abilities; 
(b) enabling walking, cycling and public transport and minimising vehicle 

movements; and 
… 

4.21 PPC110 as notified does not propose a precinct and relies on a private 
agreement with AT to achieve the built environment policies relating to 
access, and street connections. 

B2.5. Commercial and Industrial Growth 
Policy B2.5.2  
… 
(8)  Enable the supply of industrial land which is relatively flat, has efficient 

access to freight routes, rail or freight hubs, ports and airports, and can be 
efficiently served by infrastructure. 

4.22 In the longer term, once the Pukekohe Arterials are operational, the Plan 
Change area will have efficient access to freight routes and be efficiently 
served by infrastructure. 

4.23 In the short to medium term the efficiency of the Paerata Road/ Heights 
Road intersection will become degraded unless the intersection is 
improved. 
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B3.3 Transport 
Objective B3.3.1  
(1) Effective, efficient and safe transport that: 

(a) supports the movement of people, goods and services; 
(b) integrates with and supports a quality compact urban form; 
(c) enables growth; 
(d) avoids, remedies or mitigates adverse effects on the quality of the 

environment and amenity values and the health and safety of people 
and communities; and 

(e) facilitates transport choices, recognises different trip characteristics and 
enables accessibility and mobility for all sectors of the community. 

4.24 The long-term transport infrastructure will achieve this objective, but 
unless the Paerata Road/ Heights Road intersection is upgraded the 
Plan Change would not contribute to effective, efficient and safe 
transport. 

Policy B3.3.2 
… 
Integration of subdivision, use and development with transport 
(5) Improve the integration of land use and transport by: 

(a) ensuring transport infrastructure is planned, funded and staged to 
integrate with urban growth; 

(b) encouraging land use development and patterns that reduce the rate of 
growth in demand for private vehicle trips, especially during peak 
periods; 

(c) locating high trip-generating activities so that they can be efficiently 
served by key public transport services and routes and complement 
surrounding activities by supporting accessibility to a range of transport 
modes; 

(d) requiring proposals for high trip-generating activities which are not 
located in centres or on corridors or at public transport nodes to avoid, 
remedy or mitigate adverse effects on the transport network; 

(e) enabling the supply of parking and associated activities to reflect the 
demand while taking into account any adverse effects on the transport 
system; and 

(f) requiring activities adjacent to transport infrastructure to avoid, remedy 
or mitigate effects which may compromise the efficient and safe 
operation of such infrastructure. 

4.25 PPC110 has poor access other than by private vehicle, so would 
increase the demand for private vehicle trips. 

4.26 The plan change area is adjacent to Paerata Road (SH22), and to the 
Mission Bush Branch railway, both of which are key pieces of transport 
infrastructure.  In my view upgrading of the Paerata Road/ Heights Road 
intersection is required to provide for the safe and efficient operation of 
Paerata Road.  I consider adverse effects on the railway would be 
minimal. 
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4.27 To summarise, the proposal is not entirely consistent with the RPS 
unless Heights Road and the Paerata Road/ Heights Road intersection 
are upgraded. 

Future Development Strategy 

4.28 Auckland Council has produced the Tamaki – Whenua Taurikura 
Auckland Future Development Strategy 2023-2053 (FDS) as required by 
the NPS-UD. 

4.29 The FDS aims to: 

(a) achieve well-functioning urban environments; 

(b) ensure there is sufficient development capacity; 

(c) integrate planning and infrastructure planning and funding.  

4.30 Principle 5 of the FDS is to “Enable sufficient capacity for growth in the 
right place and at the right time”.  To assist in achieving that principle the 
FDS prioritises different future urban areas and sets a timetable. 

4.31 The plan change area is within the  Pukekohe Northwest area which is 
scheduled for development “Not before 2040+” with the Pukekohe North 
West Arterial listed as a transport infrastructure prerequisite. 

4.32 As noted above I consider that upgrading of Heights Road, and either the 
Pukekohe North West Upgrade or substantial upgrading of the Paerata 
Road / Heights Road is required to achieve a well-functioning urban 
environment. 

Te Tāruke-ā-Tāwhiri Auckland Climate Plan 

4.33 The climate plan has eight priorities including Transport. 

4.34 The plan seeks to reduce emissions from transport.  It states: 
The highest priority is reducing emissions generated by light passenger vehicles 
and commercial vehicles, given these generate about 80 per cent of on-road 
emissions. 

4.35 As noted above, PC110 enables a reduction in travel distance, but does 
not ensure it. 

Transport Emissions Reduction Pathway 

4.36 This document (TERP), endorsed by Auckland Transport and adopted by 
Auckland Council, is intended to give effect to the climate plan.  It directs 
the activities of the Council and AT, describes eleven transformation 
areas, and provides an implementation pathway. 
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Reduce Travel 

4.37 The TERP seeks to reduce travel where possible and appropriate.  As 
noted above, the Plan Change partly enables, but does not ensure, that 
outcome. 

Build Up Not Out 

4.38 This includes planning for an increase in sustainable modes, a reduction 
in light vehicle kilometres travelled, reducing the scale of urban 
expansion, and locating more intensive development in areas with good 
access to opportunities.  The pathway includes upzoning around areas of 
high access. 

4.39 I consider the Plan Change is consistent with this as Council’s PPSP has 
identified the land may be a suitable location for light industrial use. 

 

5 SUBMISSIONS AND LOCAL BOARD COMMENTS 

Submissions 

5.1 I have been provided with six submissions and discuss the transport 
issues raised below which are summarised in Table 10. 

Table 10: Transport Issues raised in Submissions 
Transport Issues Number of Submissions 
Capacity of Heights Road 1 
Urbanisation of Heights Road 1 
Development on NZTA land 1 
Safety at Paerata Road / Heights Road intersection 1 

Capacity of Heights Road 

5.2 Submission point #1.3 by Peter Fa’afiu raises concerns about the 
capacity of Heights Road and development of the Plan Change area 
being compatible with potential increases in traffic volume.  The 
submitter suggests the Pukekohe North West Arterial may increase the 
traffic volume on Heights Road. 

5.3 As noted earlier, I consider the completed Pukekohe North West 
Upgrade is likely to reduce traffic volumes on Heights Road by providing 
a more attractive alternative.   
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5.4 If some parts of the arterial are operational before others, it is possible 
that traffic volumes on Heights Road could increase for a period.  I 
consider that is a factor that AT should consider when deciding on any 
staging of the arterial road, but it is a relevant matter to consider in 
relation to the planned timing of infrastructure delivery. This would not be 
an issue if development of the land is deferred until after the Pukekohe 
North West Upgrade is completed as described in the FDS. 

5.5 As noted above, I am concerned that there could be adverse safety 
effects along Heights Road as a result of the Plan Change unless 
mitigation works are undertaken, and as a result Heights Road does not 
have sufficient capacity (using a wider meaning of the word) to 
accommodate development. 

5.6 For those reasons, I consider this is a valid issue and support the 
submission point. 

Urbanisation of Heights Road 

5.7 Submission point #3.1 by Auckland Transport considers the urbanisation 
of the Plan Change frontage on Heights Road should occur as part of the 
initial development of the Plan Change area.  Submission points #3.2 
and #3.3 seek mechanisms such as a Precinct, or alternatives, to 
achieve these upgrades. 

5.8 There appears to be no dispute that urbanisation (and widening) of the 
Heights Road frontage is warranted, although I consider the widening 
should be more comprehensive than proposed by the applicant.  There 
also appear to be differing views on when this should occur and how 
delivery should be ensured. 

5.9 For the reasons set out earlier in this report, I agree that a suitable 
mechanism is needed.  Appropriate precinct provisions would provide a 
suitable mechanism, and for that reason I support these submission 
points. 

Occupation of NZTA land 

5.10 Submission point #4.1 by NZTA requests that all development is located 
within the Plan Change area so none is located within the NZTA 
designation, or alternatively that the consent of NZTA is obtained. 

5.11 I consider this matter is separate from the Plan Change, and one that 
NZTA could resolve outside this process, so on that basis do not support 
the submission point. 
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Safety at Paerata Road / Heights Road Intersection 

5.12 Submission point # 4.4 by NZTA recommends that the applicant 
investigate road signage options at the Paerata Road / Heights Road 
intersection to address loss of control crashes at or near the intersection. 

5.13 In the 2020-2024 period the crashes on Paerata Road at or near the 
intersection are summarised in the Table 11. 

Table 11: Crashes reported 2020-2024 on Paerata Road at or near intersection with Heights Road 
Location Description Factors Conditions Casualties 
Intersection Car southbound on Paerata 

Road lost control turning right. 
Lost control under 
acceleration 

Dry, Twilight, 
Fine 

None 

Car westbound on Heights 
Road swung wide and hit a 
car head-on 

 Wet, Dark, Fine None 

Car westbound on Heights 
Road hit car reversing along 
road 

Did not notice 
another vehicle 

Dry, Sunny, 
Fine 

None 

Paerata Rd, south 
of intersection 

SUV southbound on Paerata 
Road swinging wide hit Car 
head-on 

Swung wide on 
bend 

Dry, Dark, Fine None 

SUV southbound on Paerata 
Road swinging wide hit Car 
head-on 

Swung wide on 
bend 

Wet, Overcast, 
Light Rain 

3 Serious 

5.14 In that five-year period there was one non-injury loss-of-control crash 
involving a vehicle turning at the intersection. 

5.15 There were two head-on crashes on the bend south of the intersection 
with one producing serious injuries.  In my view the head-on crashes are 
unlikely to be associated with the intersection or unduly exacerbated by 
the Plan Change.   

5.16 In my view the three crashes at the intersection are unlikely to have been 
prevented by additional signage at the intersection.   

5.17 As noted earlier, I do have concerns about road safety at this intersection 
as traffic volumes increase and efficiency deteriorates, but that is not 
related to loss-of-control crashes, nor one that could be adequately 
addressed by additional signage.  For those reasons, I do not support 
this submission point. 

5.18 Submission point #4.3 requests “Any other relief that would provide for 
the adequate consideration of potential effects on the operation of the 
state highway environment and the safety of its users.” 

5.19 I have identified that the Plan Change would result in adverse effects on 
the safety and efficiency of Paerata Road (SH22) and the Heights Road 
intersection, so I agree that some “other relief” is necessary and support 
that submission point. 
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Summary 

5.20 A summary of submission points relevant to transport is contained in 
Table 12. 

Table 12: Assessment of Transport Issues Raised in Submissions 
Submitter 
Name 

Point  Issue Relief Sought Technical Assessment 

1 Peter 
Fa’afiu 

1.3 Capacity of 
Heights Road 

Confirm capacity is 
sufficient for additional 
traffic 

Capacity of the Paerata Road / Heights Road 
intersection would be inadequate, with a 
consequential increase in crashes, unless the 
Pukekohe North West Upgrade is fully 
operational, or the intersection is controlled 
by traffic signals or a roundabout. 
 
Heights Road west of the Plan Change land 
does not have the capacity to safely 
accommodate additional traffic unless crash 
reduction mitigation measures are 
implemented. 

3 Auckland 
Transport 

3.1, 
3.2, 
3.3 

Heights Road 
frontage 
upgrades  

A mechanism, such as a 
Precinct, to ensure 
upgrades are achieved as 
part of the initial 
development of the site 

Upgrades to Heights Road along the site 
frontage are required.  In the absence of 
another mechanism suitable Precinct 
provisions would ensure the appropriate 
upgrades are provided. 

4 New 
Zealand 
Transport 
Agency 

4.1 Development 
within NZTA 
designation 

Locate development 
outside designation or 
obtain consent of NZTA 

This is an existing matter unrelated to the 
Plan Change. 

4.3 Operation of 
state highway 
and safety of 
users 

Any other relief Capacity of the Paerata Road / Heights Road 
intersection would be inadequate, with a 
consequential increase in crashes, unless the 
Pukekohe North West Upgrade is fully 
operational, or the intersection is controlled 
by traffic signals or a roundabout. 

4.4 Safety at Paerata 
/ Heights 
intersection 

Investigate road signage 
options to address loss-
of-control crashes 

The crash history  of this intersection could 
not be addressed by additional or improved 
signage. 

Local Board Comments 

5.21 The Franklin Local Board provided comments on the Plan Change in the 
Board Minutes of 24 June 2025.  I provide comments on the transport-
related matters below. 

 
i) tautoko / support rezoning 5.35 hectares of land at Pukekohe from 

FutureUrban Zone to Business - Light Industry Zone on the basis that 
light industry is needed to support local jobs and economic development 
opportunity in the wider Pukekohe area i.e. so local people do not need to 
travel for employment . 

5.22 I agree the Plan Change would provide additional employment, and that 
it is likely that some people working in the Plan Change area may live 
locally. 
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v)  suggest that in considering the plan change, that pedestrian, cycling 

and public transport infrastructure considerations are addressed by the 
developer, noting that in the future, for those working at this site, 
accessing the Heights Road Cemetery or moving through the area 
should be enabled to walk, cycle and access public transport. 

5.23 I agree it is important that the  delivery of appropriate transport 
infrastructure can be ensured. 

 
 

6 CONCLUSION / RECOMMENDATIONS 

Transport Issues in Contention 

Effects on efficiency of transport network 

6.1 Any adverse effects of the proposal on transport efficiency are largely 
confined to the Paerata Road (SH22) / Heights Road intersection. 

6.2 In my view the applicant’s analysis of effects on the efficiency of the 
intersection should not be relied on as they have incorrectly forecast 
future volumes and have not considered some forms of development that 
are permitted in the BLIZ and could generate higher volumes of traffic. 

6.3 My analysis shows the intersection is expected to operate poorly in future 
without further development of the Plan Change area, and I consider the 
intersection does not have sufficient capacity to accommodate 
development of the Plan Change area as proposed. 

6.4 In my view rezoning and further development of the Plan Change area 
should be delayed until the Pukekohe North West Upgrade is operational 
(as per the FDS), or the Paerata Road / Heights Road intersection 
should be upgraded to either a dual-lane roundabout or traffic signals 
with widening of Paerata Road.   

Effects on road safety 

Paerata Road (SH22) / Heights Road intersection 

6.5 The road safety record at the Paerata Road/ Heights Road intersection is 
currently not of significant concern; however, as traffic volumes increase 
delays at the intersection will eventually become significant.  Those 
delays and the resulting queues are likely to result in unsafe behaviour 
turning right out of Heights Road.   
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6.6 The queue for the right turn into Heights Road is forecast to extend well 
beyond the available storage, which increases the risk of rear-end 
crashes.   

6.7 Those adverse effects would be accelerated and exacerbated by further 
development of this plan change area. 

6.8 As a result I am of the view that the existing intersection is inadequate, 
and that rezoning and further development of the Plan Change area 
should be delayed until the Pukekohe North West Upgrade is fully 
operational (as per the FDS), or the intersection is upgraded as 
described above. 

Heights Road at access points 

6.9 The sightlines at the new access location identified by the applicant are 
insufficient.  A new access in that location would result in an increase in 
crash risk, particularly as long heavy vehicles are likely to use the 
access. 

6.10 There appears to be another location along the Plan Change frontage 
where sight distances would be sufficient, and I recommend that any new 
access be confined to that location unless an assessment associated 
with a resource consent application can demonstrate that sight distances 
are appropriate.   

6.11 The eastern existing site access is close to Paerata Road which is 
undesirable for safe operation.  Relocating the access to the west 
appears to provide inadequate sight distance for the existing operating 
speed.  The existing access is also inconsistent with three AUP 
standards, although it appears those inconsistencies could be reduced or 
avoided by removing the eastern half of the access. 

6.12 The applicant has proposed that the northern shoulder of Heights Road 
be widened at access points; however, in my view more expansive road 
widening to provide right turn bays is warranted, in conjunction with 
widening to provide a left-turn lane at the eastern-most access. 

6.13 In my view development of the Plan Change area as proposed would 
result in adverse effects on road safety at the access points unless 
appropriate locations are chosen, appropriate widening works are 
completed, and the speed environment is reduced. 

6.14 AT has recently reduced the speed limit, and I would not expect AT to 
reduce the speed limit further in the short to medium term, particularly as 
land on the northern side of Heights Road is planned to remain rural. 
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6.15 Under the Plan Change some development is possible without resource 
consent, and in that case Council and Auckland Transport would have no 
control over the location or form of any access.  In my view a Precinct 
that includes controls on access is necessary to avoid potential adverse 
safety effects. 

Heights Road west of the site 

6.16 I consider the crash history of Heights Road west of the Plan Change 
area to be poor, and the crash record would be exacerbated by further 
development of the Plan Change area. 

6.17 I consider that any further development of the Plan Change area should 
require the prior implementation of road safety improvement measures at 
the bend east of Beatty Road, the intersection with Beatty Road, and the 
bend north of the railway level crossing. 

Ensuring upgrades 

6.18 The applicant has proposed that an agreement between the applicant 
and AT be used to ensure that appropriate upgrading works are 
undertaken in a staged manner. 

6.19 At the time of writing I understand agreement with AT has not been 
reached.  As noted above, I consider additional and more significant 
upgrading is required, and in the event agreement with AT has been 
reached prior to the hearing, I expect it may not include such measures. 

6.20 I note that AT has requested that a Precinct or similar provision be 
imposed if the Plan Change is approved. I support that request and have 
appended draft Precinct provisions for consideration and further 
development. 
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Recommendation 

6.21 I do not support Plan Change 110 as notified. 

6.22 In my view the Plan Change area could be rezoned as requested 
provided: 

(a) The Pukekohe North West Upgrade is fully operational, or the 
Paerata Road (SH22) / Heights Road intersection is upgraded with a 
dual-lane roundabout or traffic signals with additional lanes10; 

(b) The speed limit on Heights Road is reduced, or access points are 
located to provide sight distances sufficient to meet the Austroads 
Safe Intersection Sight Distance standard for measured operating 
speeds; 

(c) Heights Road is upgraded to provide a right turn bay (or flush 
median) at any access point, and to provide an auxiliary left-turn lane 
at the northeastern-most access point; 

(d) Road safety improvements to achieve a minimum of 10% reduction in 
crashes (potentially including improved road surfacing, road 
markings, or road signage) are carried out at and near the bend in 
Heights Road east of Beatty Road, the intersection with Beatty Road, 
and at the bend in Heights Road north of the railway level crossing11. 

(e) Heights Road is upgraded to an urban form including a footpath 
along the Plan Change frontage12. 

(f) Precinct provisions are added to ensure that the above upgrades are 
completed prior to any further development of the site13. 

6.23 I note that item (a) requires the approval of NZTA, and items (b) to (e) 
require the approval of AT. 

6.24 I provide a possible set of Precinct provisions in Annexure C.  These 
provisions are modelled on provisions in recent Precincts elsewhere in 
Pukekohe.   I provide references to similar provisions in other AUP 
southern Precincts in Annexure D. 

6.25 In considering activities that might be implemented as interim activities 
ahead of industrial development, I note that residential activities are Non-
Complying in the BLIZ, and some other activities would be permitted. 

 
10 Relevant submission points: 1.3, 4.3 
11 Relevant submission points: 1.3 
12 Relevant submission points: 3.1 
13 Relevant submission points: 3.2 
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ANNEXURE A: PAERATA ROAD TRAFFIC COUNTS 
 

Figure A.1. Sourced from NZTA Open Data for Paerata Road (SH22) North of Heights Road 
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Figure A-2. Sourced from NZTA Open Data for Paerata Road (SH22) North of Heights Road and AT traffic counts 
for Paerata Road north of Adams Road 
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ANNEXURE B: ALTERNATE ANALYIS 

B.1 Trip Distribution 

Figure B. 1: 2034 Traffic Volumes With No Further Development – A.M. Peak Hour 
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Figure B. 2: 2034 Traffic Volumes With No Further Development – P.M. Peak Hour 
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Figure B. 3: Trip Generation for Business – Light Industrial Zoning – A.M. Peak 
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Figure B. 4: Trip Generation for Business – Light Industrial Zoning – P.M. Peak 
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Figure B. 5: 2034 With Development of Business – Light Industrial Zoning – A.M. Peak 
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Figure B. 6: 2034 With Development of Business – Light Industrial Zoning – P.M. Peak 
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B.2 Model Output – Paerata Road / Heights Road Intersection 
2034 With No Further Development 

Figure B. 7: Model Diagram 

 

Figure B. 8: Movement Summary – 2034 No Development - A.M. Peak Hour 
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Figure B. 9: Movement Summary – 2034 No Development - P.M. Peak Hour 
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2034 With Development of Business – Light Industrial Zone 

Figure B. 10: Movement Summary – 2034 With Development - A.M. Peak Hour 

 

Figure B. 11: Movement Summary – 2034 With Development - P.M. Peak Hour 
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2034 With Development and Intersection Upgrades 
Single-Lane Roundabout 

Figure B. 12: Model Diagram – Single-Lane Roundabout 

 
 

Figure B. 13: Movement Summary – 2034 With Development – Single-Lane Roundabout - A.M. Peak Hour 
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Figure B. 14: Movement Summary – 2034 With Development – Single-Lane Roundabout - P.M. Peak Hour 

 
 
Dual-Lane Roundabout 

Figure B. 15: Model Diagram – Dual-Lane Roundabout 
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Figure B. 16: Movement Summary – 2034 With Development – Dual-Lane Roundabout - A.M. Peak Hour 

 

Figure B. 17: Movement Summary – 2034 With Development – Dual-Lane Roundabout - P.M. Peak Hour 
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Traffic Signals 

Figure B. 18: Model Diagram – Traffic Signals 

 

Figure B. 19: Traffic Signal Phasing 
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Figure B. 20: Movement Summary – 2034 With Development – Traffic Signals- A.M. Peak Hour – 50s cycle time 

 

Figure B. 21: Movement Summary – 2034 With Development – Traffic Signals- P.M. Peak Hour – 50s cycle time 
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B.3 Model Output –Heights Road Accesses 

Figure B. 22: Model Diagram – Site Access Driveways 

 
Two Accesses – Eastern Access 

Figure B. 23: Movement Summary – 2034 With Development – Eastern Access – A.M. Peak Hour 
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Figure B. 24: Movement Summary – 2034 With Development – Eastern Access – P.M. Peak Hour 
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Two Accesses – Western Access 

Figure B. 25: Movement Summary – 2034 With Development – Western Access - A.M. Peak Hour 

 

Figure B. 26: Movement Summary – 2034 With Development – Western Access - P.M. Peak Hour 
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Single Access 

Figure B. 27: Movement Summary – 2034 With Development – Single Access Scenario - A.M. Peak Hour 

 

Figure B. 28: Movement Summary – 2034 With Development – Single Access Scenario - P.M. Peak Hour 

 

214



68 

 

ANNEXURE C: DRAFT PRECINCT PROVISIONS (TRANSPORT) 
 
I4XX.  Heights Road Precinct 

I4XX.1. Precinct Description 
… 
 

I4XX.2. Objectives [rp/dp] 

(1)  Provide a well-connected and safe transport network that supports a range of 
travel modes. 

(2)  Transport infrastructure is integrated and coordinated with subdivision and 
development and provides safe and efficient connections to the wider transport 
network and upgrades to the transport network. 

(3) … 
 

I4XX.3. Policies [rp/dp] 

Subdivision and development 

(1)  Require that the design of any subdivision and development within the precinct 
is undertaken in general accordance with the Heights Road precinct plans.  

Transport and Infrastructure 

(2)  Require subdivision and development to provide for a transport network that: 

(a)  Integrates with, and avoids, remedies or mitigates adverse effects on the 
safety and efficiency of the transport network of the surrounding area by: 

(i)  Implementing dual-lane roundabout or traffic signal control of the the 
Paerata Road and Heights Road intersection if the Pukekohe North 
West Upgrade is not fully operational. 

(ii) Providing Austroads Safe Intersection Sight Distance for the 
measured operating speed on Heights Road at any site access 
point. 

(iii) Providing a right turn bay or flush median on Heights Road at any 
site access point. 

(iv)  Providing an auxilary left turn lane on Heights Road at the 
northeastern-most access point.  
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(v) Implementing road safety improvement works on Heights Road at 
the bend east of Beatty Road, the intersection with Beatty Road, and 
the bend north of the railway level crossing. 

(vi) Delivering an urban standard of frontage to Heights Road along the 
site frontage including at a minimum, footpaths and cycling 
connectivity. 

(vii)  Avoiding vehicle access directly off Paerata Road. 

(b)  Is designed and constructed in a manner that is appropriate having regard 
to the requirements of Auckland Transport’s relevant code of practice or 
engineering standards. 
… 

I4XX.4. Activity table 

The activity tables in any relevant overlays, Auckland-wide and zones apply unless 
the activity is listed in Table I4XX.4.1 below. 

Table I4XX 4.1 specifies the activity status of land use and subdivision activities in 
the precinct pursuant to sections 9(2), 9(3) and section 11 of the Resource 
Management Act 1991. 

Note 1: A blank cell in the activity status means the activity status of the activity in 
the relevant overlays, Auckland-wide or zones applies for that activity unless that 
activity is specifically listed in Table I4XX.4.1. 

Table I4XX.4.1 Activity table 
Activity  Activity status 

Use and Development 
(A1) Activities listed as permitted, restricted discretionary, 
discretionary, or non-complying activities in Table H14.4.1 in 
the Business –Light Industrial Zone 

 

(A2) Any activity not complying with the standards under 
I45XX.6.1.2.1  

RD 

(A3) Any vehicle access to Heights Road in a location shown 
on Precinct Plan 1 

RD 

(A4) Any vehicle access to Heights Road in a location other 
than shown on Precinct Plan 1 

D 

(A5) Any vehicle access to Paerata Road NC 
Subdivision 

(A6) Subdivision not complying with the standards under 
I4XX.6.1  

RD 
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I4XX.5. Notification 

(1)  Any application for resource consent for an activity listed in Table I4XX.4.1 
Activity table will be subject to the normal tests for notification under the 
relevant sections of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

(2)  When deciding who is an affected person in relation to any activity for the 
purposes of section 95E of the Resource Management Act 1991 the Council 
will give specific consideration to those persons listed in Rule C1.13(4). 

I4XX.6. Standards 

All relevant overlay, Auckland-wide and zone standards apply to the activities listed 
in Activity Table I4XX.4.1. 

All activities listed in Table I4XX.4.1 Activity Table must comply with the following 
standards. 

I4XX.6.1 Precinct Plan and infrastructure requirements 

All development and subdivision must comply with the following standards: 

I4XX.6.1.1 Precinct Plan requirements 

(1) … 

I4XX.6.1.2 Transport 

I4XX6.1.2.1 Infrastructure Requirements 

Purpose: 

• Mitigate the adverse effects of traffic generation on the surrounding local and 
wider transport network. 

• Achieve the integration of land use and transport. 

(1) Subdivision and development must comply with the standards in Table 
I4XX.6.1.2.1 

Table I4XX.6.1.2.1 Transport Infrastructure Requirements 
Transport Infrastructure Upgrade  Trigger 
(T1) Implementing dual-lane roundabout or traffic signal control 

of the the Paerata Road and Heights Road intersection if 
the Pukekohe North West Upgrade is not fully operational. 

Any 
subdivision 
or 
development (T2) Implementing road safety improvement works on Heights 

Road in the locations shown on Precinct Plan 2 using 

217



71 

 

measures that typically achieve a minimum 10% reduction 
in crashes. 

(T3) Delivering an urban standard of frontage to Heights Road 
along the site frontage including at a minimum, footpaths 
and cycling connectivity. 

I4XX.6.1.2.2 Upgrade of Heights Road 

Purpose:  

• To ensure that the upgrade of Heights Road to an urban standard complies 
with Appendix 1: Minimum Road Width, Function and Required Design 
Elements. 

(1)  Any development and/or subdivision must comply with Appendix 1 Minimum 
Road Width, Function and Required Design Elements as applicable. 

I4XX.6.1.2.3 Vehicle Access to Heights Road 

Purpose: 

• To ensure the safe operation of the local transport network. 

  (1)   Any vehicle access along Heights Road must: 

(a) Provide Austroads Safe Intersection Sight Distance for the measured 85th 
percentile speed on Heights Road. 

(b) Provide a right turn bay or flush median on Heights Road to Auckland 
Transport standards. 

(2)   The northeastern-most access along Heights Road must also provide an 
auxilary left turn lane on Heights Road to Auckland Transport standards. 

I4XX.7. Assessment – restricted discretionary activities 

I4XX.7.1 Matters of discretion 

The Council will restrict its discretion to all the following matters when assessing a 
restricted discretionary activity resource consent application for activities listed in 
Table I4XX.4.1 Activity Table, in addition to the matters specified for the relevant 
restricted discretionary activities in the overlay, Auckland wide or zone provisions: 

(1) Non-compliance with the standards I4XX.6.1 

(a) Consistency with the Heights Road Precinct Plans I4XX.9. 

(b) Safe and efficient operation of the current and future transport network. 
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(c) Consistency with the objectives and policies of the Precinct. 

I4XX.7.2. Assessment criteria 

The Council will consider the relevant assessment criteria below for restricted 
discretionary activities, in addition to the assessment criteria specified for the 
relevant restricted discretionary activities in the overlays, Auckland-wide or zones 
provisions: 

(1) Subdivision and development: 

(a)  The extent to which the intersection of Paerata Road and Heights Road is 
designed and constructed to provide a dual-lane roundabout or traffic 
signals with sufficient capacity; or the Pukekohe North West Upgrade is 
fully operational. 

(b)  The extent to which road safety improvement works are implemented 
along Heights Road at the locations shown in Precinct Plan 2 to achieve a 
minimum 10% typical crash reduction. 

(c)  The extent to which safe site access is provided that: 

(i)  has sight distances meeting or exceeding the Austroads Safe 
Intersection Sight Distance standard for the measured operating 
(85th percentile) speed on Heights Road. 

(ii)  has widening of the Heights Road carriageway and provision of a 
right turn bay or flush median meeting Auckland Transport 
standards. 

(iii)   has widening of the Heights Road carriageway and provision of an 
auxilary left turn lane at the northeastern-most access to any site in 
the Precinct in accordance with Auckland Transport standards. 

(iv)  avoids direct vehicle access from Paerata Road. 

I4XX.8. Special information requirements 

I4XX.8.1 Traffic Design Report  

(1) A Traffic Design Report must be provided: 

(a)  At the first stage of subdivision or development of any site existing at 
(date of plan change approval); and  

(b)  For any subdivision or development which involves a new or modified site 
access. 

(2) The Traffic Design Report must: 
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(a)  provide measured 85th percentile vehicle operating speeds along Heights 
Road in each direction near the site access. 

(b)  provide measured available sight distances at the site access in 
accordance with Austroads Guidelines for Safe Intersection Sight 
Distance. 

(c) provide a design for an auxillary right turn lane or flush median to 
Auckland Transport standards (unless already present). 

(d) provide a design for an auxillary left turn lane to Auckland Transport 
standards at the eastern-most site access (unless already present). 

I4XX.9. Heights Road Precinct Plans  
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Precinct Plan 1  
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Precinct Plan 2 
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I4XX.10 Appendicies 

Appendix 1 - Minimum Road Width, Function and Required Design Elements 
for Heights Road 
Minimum road reserve  20m (Note 1) 
Minimum sealed carriageway width  7m (Notes 2 and 3) 
Number of through lanes 2 
Design Speed 60 km/h 
Median  No (Note 3) 
Cycle Provision No 
Pedestrian Provision 1.8m wide footpath on southern side 
Bus Provision No 
Street Lighting Yes 

Note 1: Typical minimum width which may need to be varied in specific locations 
where required to accommodate network utilities. batters, structures, stormwater 
treatment, access design, intersection design, significant constraints or other 
localised design requirements.  

Note 2: Typical minimum width which may need to be varied in specific locations 
where required to accommodate vehicle tracking on bends, intersection design, 
significant constraints or other localised design requirements.  

Note 3: Whilst not a general part of the road cross section, flush medians or right 
turn bays are required at access points. 
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ANNEXURE D: PROVISIONS IN SOUTHERN PRECINCTS 

D.1 Controls on Location of Vehicle Access 
Precinct Standard Elements 
I336 Sylvia Park I336.6.4 Vehicle access Limited to points identified on Plan 
I403 Beachlands 1 I403.6.7. Road network Limited locations 
I430 Patumahoe I430.6.4 Vehicle parking and access None from Kingseat Road 
I447 Waipupuke I447.6.4 Arterial Road and State 

Highway Access 
None from Karaka Rd (SH22), limited access from 
Jesmond Rd 

I453 Pukekohe East-
Central 

I453.6.4.6 Site Access Restrictions on new crossings or additional use of 
crossings on East St 

I454 Pukekohe Golding I454.6.3 Site Access Limitations on locations 
I455 Buckland Road I455.6.1.2 Transport Limitations on locations 

D.2 Infrastructure Prerequisites 
Precinct Standard Elements 
I447 Waipupuke I447.6.6 Development Staging & 

Transport Network Infrastructure 
Requirements 

Road and intersection upgrades 

I452 Waihoehoe I452.6.2. Staging of Subdivision and 
Development with Transport 
Upgrades  

Upgrade of rural roads, including walking and 
cycling facilities, upgrading of intersections, 
infrastructure upgrades beyond precinct by others 

I453 Glenbrook 3 
(SHA) 

I453.5.1 Infrastructure Staging and  
I453.6.1.6 Infrastructure upgrades 
and timing of development – 
Transport 

Requires upgrading of defined sections of roads to 
an urban standard, lowering of speed limits 
(including beyond precinct), upgrading several 
intersections (including beyond precinct), road 
safety improvements (beyond precinct) 

I453 Pukekohe East-
Central 

I453.6.4.2 Transport, 
I453.6.4.2A Road design and 
upgrade of exiting rural roads 

Upgrade of roads to collector or local standards, 
provision of pedestrian path, pedestrian/ cycle path 
beyond precinct 

I454 Pukekohe Golding I454.6.1 Transport Infrastructure 
Requirements 

Pedestrian and cycle connections, upgrade of rural 
roads to urban standard 

I455 Buckland Road I455.6.1.2 Transport Upgrading of rural road to urban standard, provision 
of pedestrian and cycle facilities (beyond precinct), 
new roads, new intersection 

I456 Glenbrook 4 I456.6.7. Road design and upgrade 
of existing rural roads 

Upgrade of rural roads to urban form (along 
frontage) 

I457 Highbrook I457.6.2. Transport infrastructure 
development upgrade standards 

Provision of bus stops, shuttle bus, path upgrades 

I458 Beachlands South I 458.6.3. Staging of Subdivision and 
Development with Transport 
Upgrades 

Upgrade of rural roads to urban standard with 
pedestrian and cycle facilities, upgrade of 
intersections (including beyond precinct) 

D.3 Provision of Special Information 
Precinct Standard 
I334 Wairaka I334.9 Integrated transport assessment 
I447 Waipupuke I447.8 (1) Transport Assessment Report 
I452 Waihoehoe I452.9 (4) ITA and (6) Transport Design Report 
I453 Pukekohe East-
Central 

I453.8.2 Traffic Assessment 
I453.8.3 Transport Design Report 

I455 Buckland Road I455.8.1 Traffic Assessment and 
I455.8.2 Transport Design Report 

I457 Highbrook I457.10 Transport Assessment 
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Franklin Local Board 
 

OPEN MINUTES 
 

 
 

Minutes of a meeting of the Franklin Local Board held in the Leslie Comrie Board Room, Level One 
Franklin: The Centre, 12 Massey Ave, Pukekohe on Tuesday, 24 June 2025 at 9.30am. 

 
TE HUNGA KUA TAE MAI | PRESENT 
 
Chairperson Angela Fulljames  
Deputy Chairperson Alan Cole  
Members Malcolm Bell JP  
 Gary Holmes  
 Amanda Hopkins  
 Andrew Kay  

 
TE HUNGA KĀORE I TAE MAI | ABSENT 
 
Member Sharlene Druyven   
Member Amanda Kinzett   
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Franklin Local Board 
24 June 2025   

 

 
Minutes Page 11 

 

16 Local Board views on Private Plan Change 110 - Heights Road (9, 33 and 49 Heights 
Road) Pukekohe 

 Joy LaNauze, Senior Policy Planner, was present to speak to this report. 
 Resolution number FR/2025/105 

MOVED by Chairperson A Fulljames, seconded by Member A Kay:   
That the Franklin Local Board: 
a) provide the following local board views on Private Plan Change 110 by GBar 

Properties Limited to rezone 5.35 hectares of land at Pukekohe from Future 
Urban Zone to Business - Light Industry Zone, at 9, 33, and 49 Heights Road, 
Pukekohe: 
i)  tautoko / support rezoning 5.35 hectares of land at Pukekohe from Future 

Urban Zone to Business - Light Industry Zone on the basis that light 
industry is needed to support local jobs and economic development 
opportunity in the wider Pukekohe area i.e. so local people do not need to 
travel for employment . 

ii) tuhi tīpoka / note that Watercare seeks that the plan change be declined, 
but if approved, seeks amendments. Would encourage the applicant to 
work with Watercare to address Watercare concerns. 

iii) tuhi tīpoka / note the opposition from Ngāti Te Ata and recommend that the 
applicants works with Iwi to address any cultural impact concerns. 

iv) whakahē / do not share the concerns expressed by an adjacent property 
owner and consider the land appropriate for light industrial use. noting it 
was zoned in the Pukekohe Structure Plan. 

v) suggest that in considering the plan change, that pedestrian, cycling and 
public transport infrastructure considerations are addressed by the 
developer, noting that in the future, for those working at this site, 
accessing the Heights Road Cemetery or moving through the area should 
be enabled to walk, cycle and access public transport. 

 b) whakahē / decline the opportunity to appoint a local board member to speak to 
 the local board views at a hearing on the private plan change request. 

CARRIED 
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Attachment 5 – Statutory Framework 

STATUTORY MATTERS 

Private plan change requests can be made to the council under Clause 21 of Schedule 1 of the RMA. The 

provisions of a private plan change request must comply with the same mandatory requirements as 

council-initiated plan changes, and the private plan change request must contain an evaluation report in 

accordance with section 32 and clause 22(1) in Schedule 1 of the RMA4. 

Any person may request a change to a district plan, a regional plan or a regional coastal plan.  The 

procedure for private plan change requests is set out in Part 2 of Schedule 1, of the RMA. The process 

council follows as a plan maker is adapted ,  and procedural steps added  including the opportunity to 

request information. 

Additional information has been received from the applicant following formal requests for information 

under clause 23 of Schedule 1. 

 

Resource Management Act 1991 

Sections of the RMA relevant to private plan change decision making are recorded in the following table. 

RMA 
Section 

Matters 

Part 2 Purpose and intent of the Act 

Section 

31 

Outlines the functions of territorial authorities in giving effect to the RMA 

Section 

32 

Requirements preparing and publishing evaluation reports. This section requires councils to consider 

the alternatives, costs and benefits of the proposal. 

Section 

67 

Contents of regional plans- sets out the requirements for regional plan provisions, including what the 

regional plan must give effect to, and what it must not be inconsistent with 

Section 

72 

Sets out that the purpose of district plans is to assist territorial authorities to carry out their functions 

in order to achieve the purpose of this Act. 

Section 

73 

Sets out schedule 1 of the RMA as the process to prepare or change a district plan 

Section 

74 

Matters to be considered by a territorial authority when preparing a change to its district plan. This 

includes its functions under section 1, Part 2 of the RMA, national policy statement, other regulations 

and other matters. 

 
4 Clause 29(1) Schedule 1 of the RMA provides ‘except as provided in subclauses (1A) to (9), Part 1 with all 
necessary modifications, shall apply to any plan or change requested under this Part and accepted under clause 
25(2)(b)’ 
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Section 

75 

Contents of district plans- sets out the requirements for district plan provisions, including what the 

district plan must give effect to, and what it must not be inconsistent with 

Section 

76 

Provides that a territorial authority may include rules in a district plan for the purpose of (a) carrying 

out its functions under the RMA; and (b) achieving objectives and policies set out in the district plan 

Schedule 

1 

Sets out the process for preparation and change of policy statements and plans by local authorities. It 

also sets out the process for private plan change applications. 

The mandatory requirements for plan preparation are comprehensively summarised by the Environment 

Court in Long Bay-Okura Great Park Society Incorporated and Others v North Shore City Council (Decision 
A078/2008), 16 July 2018 at [34] and updated I subsequent cases including Colonial Vineyard v 

Marlborough District Council [2014] NZEnvC 55 at [17]. When considering changes to district plans, the 

RMA sets out a wide range of issues to be addressed. The relevant sections of the RMA are set out above 

and the statutory tests that must be considered for PC74 are set out in 1 below. 

A. General requirements 

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

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

3. When preparing its district plan (change) the territorial authority shall: 

(a) Have regard to any proposed regional policy statement; 

(b) Not be consistent with any operative regional policy statement. 

4. In relation to regional plans: 

(a) The district plan (change) must not be inconsistent with an operative regional plan for any 
matter specified in section 30(1) [or a water conservation order]; and 

(b) Must have regard to any proposed regional plan on any matter of regional significance etc. 

5. When preparing its district plan (change) the territorial authority must also: 

• Have regard to any relevant management plans and strategies under other Acts, and to 
any relevant entry in the Historic Places Register and to various fisheries regulations, 
and to consistency with plans and proposed plans of adjacent territorial authorities. 

• Take into account any relevant planning document recognised by an iwi authority; and 

• Not have regard to trade competition. 

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

7. The formal requirement that a district plan (change) must also state its objectives, policies 
and the rules 
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B. Objectives [the section 32 test for objectives] 

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

C. Policies and methods (including rules) [the section 32 test for policies and rules] 

9. The policies are to be implement the objectives, and the rules (if any) are to implement the 
policies; 

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

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

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

D. Rules 

11. In making a rule the territorial authority must have regard to the actual and potential effect of 
activities on the environment. 

E. Other statutes 

12. Finally territorial authorities may be required to comply with other statutes. This includes, 
within the Auckland Region, the Local Government (Auckland) Amendment Act 2004. 
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AUCKLAND UNITARY PLAN 
OPERATIVE IN PART 

 
 

PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 110 
(Private)  

9, 33 and 49 Heights Road, Pukekohe 
 
 

SUMMARY OF DECISIONS 
REQUESTED 

 

 

Enclosed: 

 

• Explanation  

• Summary of Decisions Requested 

• Submissions 
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Explanation 

• You may make a “further submission” to support or
oppose any submission already received (see
summaries that follow).

• You should use Form 6.
• Your further submission must be received by 6 June

2025.
• Send a copy of your further submission to the original

submitter as soon as possible after submitting it to the
Council.

238



 
 
 
  
 

Summary of Decisions Requested 
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Sub # Sub Point Submitter Name Address for Service Summary of Decisions Requested

1 1.1 Peter Fa'afiu pfaafiu@hotmail.com
Approve the plan change without any amendments. Light Industrial use confirms site history and location, and stormwater 
concerns have been resolved.  

1 1.2 Peter Fa'afiu pfaafiu@hotmail.com Provide sufficient buffer to cemetery
1 1.3 Peter Fa'afiu pfaafiu@hotmail.com Confirm Heights Road traffic capacity

2 2.1 Ngāti Te Ata karl_flavell@hotmail.com

Opposes the plan change. Ngāti Te Ata have not been consulted regarding the application, and little engagement attempt 
made by applicant.  Cultural values and environmental preferences of Ngāti Te Ata are unknown. Plan Change does not 
meet Resource Management Act Section 6(e), Section 7(1), Section 8 or Fourth Schedule Section 33(d). 

2 2.2 Ngāti Te Ata karl_flavell@hotmail.com Ngāti Te Ata seek to be better informed during the course of the hearing
2 2.3 Ngāti Te Ata karl_flavell@hotmail.com Comprehensive cultural impact assessment report (CIA) to be undertaken by Ngāti Te Ata

2 2.4 Ngāti Te Ata karl_flavell@hotmail.com
Ngāti Te Ata want further discussions so matters raised in their submission and cultural impact assessment report (CIA) are 
fully understood

3 3.1 Auckland Transport spatialplanning@at.govt.nz

Amendments requested. In absence of completion of private agreement and covenant with applicant and Auckland 
Transport, Heights Road frontage upgrades are sought as part of initial development of site to support safe and efficient 
connections for active modes 

3 3.2 Auckland Transport spatialplanning@at.govt.nz
Amendments requested. Inclusion sought in plan change of appropriate mechanisms such as a precinct plan and precinct 
specific provisions to ensure Heights Road frontage upgrades are delivered at an appropriate time

3 3.3 Auckland Transport spatialplanning@at.govt.nz

Where amendments are proposed, would consider alternative wording or amendments to like effect, which addresses the 
reasons for the submission. Also seeks any consequential amendments required to give effect to the amendments and 
decision requested. 

4 4.1 NZ Transport Agency Waka Kotahi EnvironmentalPlanning@nzta.govt.nz
Locate all development where it does not encroach into the NZTA designation, or obtain consent from NZTA under s176 of 
the Resource Management Act 1991, and a License to Occupy.  

4 4.2 NZ Transport Agency Waka Kotahi EnvironmentalPlanning@nzta.govt.nz
No stormwater discharge to the state highway culverts, although it is noted that runoff cannot be avoided in some instances 
and that the applicant has done sufficient due diligence in mitigating stormwater runoff impacts.

4 4.3 NZ Transport Agency Waka Kotahi EnvironmentalPlanning@nzta.govt.nz
Any other relief that would provide for the adequate consideration of potential effects on the operation of the state highway 
environment and the safety of its users. 

4 4.4 NZ Transport Agency Waka Kotahi EnvironmentalPlanning@nzta.govt.nz Applicant should investigate further road signage options Heights Road / Paerata Road intersection

5 5.1 Watercare Services Limited planchanges@water.co.nz

Plan change should be declined unless a new precinct is required [wording supplied] to manage development sequencing in 
the plan change area. Plan change is out of sequence with the timing for development set out in council's Future 
Development Strategy, and therefore out of sequence with Watercare's planned bulk wastewater infrastructure for the 
Pukekohe Northwest Future Urban Area.   

5 5.2 Watercare Services Limited planchanges@water.co.nz

Decline the plan change, but if approved, make amendments requested. Subdivision and development should not occur in 
advance of bulk wastewater infrastructure with sufficient capacity to service the development.  Any discharges into the public 
wastewater network over and above the current discharges that occur from the Plan Change Area cannot be accepted prior 
to the completion of the Pukekohe North Wastewater Project

5 5.3 Watercare Services Limited planchanges@water.co.nz

Decline the plan change, but if approved, make amendments requested. Generally not opposed to interim private onsite 
treatment and discharge for this area, provided the plan change area connects to Watercare's wastewater network once 
capacity is available following the completion and commissioning of the Pukekohe North Wastewater Project.

5 5.4 Watercare Services Limited planchanges@water.co.nz
Decline the plan change, but if approved, connect the current private water supply and servicing for this area to Watercare's 
water supply network.

6 6.1 Gerald Baptist busmajic@gmail.com
Decline the plan change, and resolve noise problems with existing development and activities on site, including dog training 
and gym events 

6 6.2 Gerald Baptist busmajic@gmail.com Decline the plan change, and resolve environmental pollution caused by open fires on site.

6 6.3 Gerald Baptist busmajic@gmail.com 
Decline the plan change, and resolve safety concerns about security of existing activities. Includes safety concerns about 
potential chemical spills. Is sufficient water available for fire fighting? 

6 6.4 Gerald Baptist busmajic@gmail.com

Decline the plan change, but if approved, make amendments requested. Rezoning from Future Urban to Light Industry is 
questioned.  Wants urban environmental standards to apply to 1173 Paerata Road and other properties on eastern side of 
State Highway 22. Wants buffer between plan change site and housing. 

Plan Change 110 Private): 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road, Pukekohe
Summary of Decisions Requested

1 of 1240
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan Change 110 - Peter Fa"afiu
Date: Tuesday, 8 April 2025 2:46:25 pm

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission.

Contact details

Full name of submitter: Peter Fa'afiu

Organisation name:

Agent's full name:

Email address: pfaafiu@hotmail.com

Contact phone number:

Postal address:
7 Cape Vista Crescent
Pukekohe
Auckland 2120

Submission details

This is a submission to:

Plan change number: Plan Change 110

Plan change name: PC 110 (Private): 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road, Pukekohe

My submission relates to

Rule or rules:
Private Plan Change to amend designation from future urban to Light Industrial.

Property address:

Map or maps:

Other provisions:

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we support the specific provisions
identified

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No

The reason for my or our views are:
1. Long history of the site when it comes to light industrial so plan change confirms the reality.
2. Appropriate for the area on the edge of Pukekohe especially with Power Farming next to it and
Counties Storage about 200 metres down the road.
3. The stormwater concerns have been resolved via the proposed responses from the technical
experts.

I do have minor concerns however no doubt thought of by the applicant or been dealt with via the
technical reports and so assessed accordingly by Council officers:
1. Proximity to Heights Cemetery however the landscaping report and engineering report confirm
significant buffer between the site and cemetery which is well known to the Pukekohe community.
2. Traffic reports notes the SH22 expansion and also Heights Road likely to remain a rural road, but
does it consider the new Roundabout off Butcher Road which will be fed by an arterial road -
Pukekohe Northwest Arterial Road - NOR 7, I think. So traffic off the back of SH22 likely to be
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heavy load so presume the new designated site will be attuned to that so is Heights Road able to
take that extra load?

I or we seek the following decision by council: Approve the plan change without any amendments

Details of amendments:

Submission date: 8 April 2025

Attend a hearing

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? No

Declaration

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that:

Adversely affects the environment; and
Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition.

No

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal
details, names and addresses) will be made public.
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 23rd April 2025

SUBMISSION REGARDING 

AUCKLAND COUNCIL 
Unitary Plan Department 
Submissions 

Jo Sunde 
Senior Associate Planner j 
jo.sunde@woods.co.nz 

Application details 

PC 110 (Private): 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road, Pukekohe Application number 
BUN60368908 

This private plan change aims to rezone 5.35 hectares of land at 9, 33 and 49 Heights 
Road Pukekohe from Future Urban Zone to Business - Light Industry Zone and apply the 
Stormwater Management Area Flow 1 (SMAF-1) control to the plan change land. 

Issues 

1. Ngāti Te Ata is a manawhenua iwi of Pukekohe.

2. We have not been consulted regarding this application.

3. No to little attempt has been made to contact us and be engaged on this plan
change by the applicant.

4. The cultural values of Ngaati Te Ata are unknown. Our environmental preferences
are unknown.

5. This plan change application does not meet the following:

• RMA Section 6(e)

• RMA Section 7(a)
• RMA Section 8

• RMA 4th Schedule Section 33(d)

THEREFOE, WE OPPOSE THIS PLAN CHANGE APPLICATION. 

Relief Sought 

1. That Ngãti Te Ata are better informed during the course of the hearing and what
information from all parties becomes apparent.
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2. That a comprehensive cultural impact assessment (cia) report is undertaken by
Ngāti Te Ata.

3. That further discussions be undertaken with Ngāti Te Ata to fully understand how
the matters raised in this submission and recommendations in our (aforementioned)
cia report have been provided for.

4. The Submitter wishes to be heard in support of their submission.

Karl Flavell  
Te Taiao (Manager Environment) 
Ngāti Te Ata  
Pukekohe  

Ph: 027 9328998 
karl_flavell@hotmail.com 
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20 Viaduct Harbour Avenue, Auckland 1010 
Private Bag 92250, Auckland 1142, New Zealand 

Phone 09 355 3553   Website www.AT.govt.nz 

29 April 2025 

Plans and Places 
Auckland Council 
Private Bag 92300 
Auckland 1142 

Attn: Planning Technician 

Email: unitaryplan@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz 

Proposed Private Plan Change 110 – 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road, Pukekohe 

Please find attached Auckland Transport’s submission on Proposed Private Plan Change 
110 – 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road, Pukekohe.  The applicant is GBar Properties Limited.   

If you have any queries in relation to this submission, please contact me at 
spatialplanning@at.govt.nz or on 09 930 5001 ext. 2418.   

Yours sincerely 

Emeline Fonua 
Planner, Spatial Planning and Policy Advice 

cc:  
Jo Sunde 
by email: jo.sunde@woods.co.nz 
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Submission by Auckland Transport on Private Plan Change 110: 9, 33 and 49 
Heights Road, Pukekohe  

To: Auckland Council 
Private Bag 92300 
Auckland 1142 
 

Submission on: Proposed Private Plan Change 110 from GBar Properties Limited 
for land located at 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road, Pukekohe  
 

From: Auckland Transport  
Private Bag 92250 
Auckland 1142 
 

1. Introduction 

1.1 GBar Properties Limited (the applicant) is applying for a private plan change (PC 110 or 
the plan change) to the Auckland Unitary Plan – Operative in Part (AUP(OP)) to rezone 
5.35 ha of land (the site) at 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road, Pukekohe from Future Urban 
Zone to Business – Light Industry Zone and to apply a Stormwater Management Area – 
Flow 1 Control to the entirety of the site.  

1.2 Auckland Transport (AT) is a Council-Controlled Organisation of Auckland Council (the 
Council) and the Road Controlling Authority for the Auckland region.  AT has the 
legislated purpose to contribute to an 'effective, efficient and safe Auckland land 
transport system in the public interest'.1  In fulfilling this role, AT is responsible for the 
following:  

a. The planning and funding of most public transport, including bus, train and ferry 
services.  

b.  Promoting alternative modes of transport (i.e. alternatives to the private motor 
vehicle).  

c.  Operating the roading network.  
d.  Developing and enhancing the local road, public transport, walking and cycling 

networks.   

1.3 Urban development on greenfield land not previously developed for urban purposes 
generates transport effects and needs transport infrastructure and services to support 
construction, land use activities and the communities that will live and work in these 
areas.   AT’s submission seeks to ensure that the transport-related matters raised by PC 
110 are appropriately considered and addressed.  

1.4 AT continues to be available and willing to work through the matters raised in this 
submission with the applicant and appreciates the recent engagement prior to the 
submission being lodged. 

1.5 AT is not a trade competitor for the purposes of section 308B of the Resource 
Management Act 1991.  

2. Submission 

2.1 AT supports in part PC 110 to rezone 5.35 ha of land to Business – Light Industry 
Zone.  This submission is made to ensure that AT's interest is appropriately addressed, 
particularly in relation to the site’s frontage upgrade on Heights Road.  

 
1 Local Government (Auckland Council) Act 2009, section 39. 
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2.2 The Pukekohe-Paerata Structure Plan 2019 sets out the land use pattern and supporting 
infrastructure network for Future Urban zoned land around Pukekohe and Paerata.  The 
Pukekohe-Paerata Structure Plan identifies the site for future light industrial use, with 
adjacent land to the west and south planned for residential use.  AT notes that although 
the site is the first property along Heights Road to be urbanised, it is necessary that 
appropriate transport infrastructure is implemented to support safe and efficient 
connections for active modes as adjacent land becomes urbanised in the future. 

2.3 AT considers the urbanisation of the site’s frontage on Heights Road should occur as 
part of the initial development of the site for the reasons set out above.  This should at a 
minimum include the construction of a new kerb and channel, footpath, berms and street 
lighting.  These upgrades should extend along the entire frontage of the site, from the 
eastern boundary with Paerata Road Reserve (State Highway 22) to the western 
boundary with Heights Park Cemetery (Lot 1 DP 66575).  The delivery of these frontage 
upgrades would be undertaken in alignment with the partial build-out and full build-out of 
the site. 

2.4 Since 2023, AT has engaged with the applicant during the preparation of PC 110.  AT 
and the applicant have agreed to address any transport concerns related to the 
development of the site by registering a covenant on the title of land at 9, 33 and 49 
Heights Road that requires the applicant to undertake frontage upgrades.  AT and the 
applicant are currently negotiating a private agreement and land covenant to secure the 
delivery of the frontage upgrade.   

2.5 While discussions with the applicant continue to progress, the agreement and covenant 
has not been finalised by the submission close date. AT recognises there is a possibility 
that this agreement may not be finalised and enforced via a covenant.  Therefore, in the 
absence of a finalised private agreement and covenant, AT requests that the plan 
change includes appropriate mechanisms such as a precinct plan and precinct specific 
provisions to ensure the frontage upgrades are delivered at an appropriate time. 

3. Decision Sought  

3.1 The decision which AT seeks from the Council is set out above.  

3.2 ln cases where amendments to the plan change are proposed, AT would consider 
alternative wording or amendments to like effect, which addresses the reason for AT’s 
submission.  AT also seeks any consequential amendments required to give effect to the 
amendments and decision requested.   

4. Appearance at the hearing 

4.1 AT wishes to be heard in support of this submission, subject to the outcome of any 
discussions with the applicant prior to the hearing.  

4.2 If others make a similar submission, AT will consider presenting a joint case with them at 
the hearing.   

 

Name: 
 

Auckland Transport 

Signature: 

 
 
Patrick Buckley  
Manager - Spatial Planning Policy Advice 
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Date: 
 

29 April 2025  

Contact person: 
 

Emeline Fonua 
Planner, Spatial Planning and Policy Advice 
 

Address for service: 
 

Auckland Transport  
Private Bag 92250 
Auckland 1142 
 

Telephone: 
 

09 930 5001 ext. 2418 

Email: spatialplanning@at.govt.nz 
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AON House, 29 Customs Street West 

Auckland CBD 1010 

New Zealand 

www.nzta.govt.nz 

NZ Transport Agency Waka Kotahi Reference: 2023-0242 

29 April 2025 

Auckland Council 

C/- Joy LaNauze (Senior Policy Planner) 

Private Bag 92300 

Auckland 1142 

Via email: unitaryplan@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz 

Dear Joy, 

Submission on Proposed Plan Change 110 (Private) – 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road, Pukekohe 

Attached is the NZ Transport Agency Waka Kotahi (NZTA) submission on the proposed rezoning of 5.35 hectares of land 

at 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road Pukekohe from Future Urban Zone to Business - Light Industry Zone and apply the 

Stormwater Management Area Flow 1 (SMAF-1) control to the land. 

In addition to the below submission, NZTA recommends the applicant investigates further road signage options Heights 

Road/ Paerata Road intersection, as noted in the Integrated Traffic Assessment, the majority of crash information at or 

near these sites are due to drivers losing control of the vehicle. There is potential for increased risk with the proposal 

increasing heavy vehicle volumes. 

We welcome the opportunity to discuss the contents of our submission with Auckland Council and GBar Properties Limited 

as required. 

If you have any questions, please contact me. 

Yours sincerely 

Vonnie Veen-Grimes 

Principal Planner / Senior Planner – Poutiaki Taiao / Environmental Planning 

System Design, Transport Services 

Phone: +64 9 9288751 

Email: Vonnie.veen-grimes@nzta.govt.nz 
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FORM 5, CLAUSE 6 OF SCHEDULE 1, RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
 

Submission on Proposed Plan Change 110 (Private) – Future Urban Zone to Business - Light Industry Zone – 9, 33 
and 49 Heights Road, Pukekohe 

 

To:    Auckland Council 

 C/- Joy LaNauze (Senior Policy Planner)  

Private Bag 92300 

Auckland 1142 

 

Via email: unitaryplan@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz  

 
From: NZ Transport Agency Waka Kotahi 

    AON House, 29 Customs Street West 

    Auckland CBD 1010 

 

 

1. This is a submission on the following: 

Proposed Plan Change 110 (Private) – 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road, Pukekohe to the Auckland Unitary Plan (Operative in 

Part). 

2. NZ Transport Agency Waka Kotahi (NZTA) could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this 
submission. 

3. Role of NZTA 

NZTA is a Crown entity with its functions, powers and responsibilities set out in the Land Transport Management Act 2003 

(LTMA) and the Government Roading Powers Act 1989.  The primary objective of NZTA under Section 94 of the LTMA is to 

contribute to an effective, efficient, and safe land transport system in the public interest.  

An integrated approach to transport planning, funding and delivery is taken by NZTA. This includes investment in public 

transport, walking and cycling, local roads and the construction and operation of state highways. 

4. State highway environment and context 

SH22 forms part of the Auckland Motorway network connecting Pukekohe and State Highway 1 north of Drury and south 

of Rosehill. SH22 has an annual average daily traffic (AADT) volume of 16,000 vehicles and a posted speed limit of 60 

km/h.  

The subject section of State Highway 22 (SH22) is north of Pukekohe town centre and defined as Regional in NZTA One 

Network Road Classification. The site and its users are expected to utilise the intersection of Heights Road (local) and 

Paerata Road (SH22). The subject intersection accesses Limited Access Road ‘Paerata to Pukekohe’.  

# 04

Page 2 of 5251

mailto:unitaryplan@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz


 

AON House, 29 Customs Street West 

Auckland CBD 1010 

New Zealand 

www.nzta.govt.nz 

 

3 
 

The zoning surrounding the subject section of SH22 is mostly Future Urban Zone, Residential - Single House Zone, and 

Business - Light Industry Zone. There is no dedicated walking, cycling or public transport facilities within proximity to the 

subject intersection. It is noted the site is has historically been used for light industrial.  

In the last 10 years there have been 7 minor crashes and 1 serious crash in the vicinity of the subject intersection. There 

have been no fatal crashes in the last 10 years.  

The subject site comprising of 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road is located approximately 4.5km southeast of the NZTA SH22 

Drury Upgrade project which is currently in the consenting phase with no confirmed construction date. The project is 

intending to meet the projected growth of the South Auckland region.  

The subject site sits partially within and adjacent to NZTA Designation 6704 and, as currently proposed, within NZTA 

Designation 6705. Designation purposes as stated in the Auckland Unitary Plan are: 

• Designation 6704: ‘State Highway – declared limited access road’.  

• Designation 6705: ‘Land for road widening - 5m where indicated on Map 100, to a minimum width of 30m of road 

reserve.’   

5. The specific provisions of the proposal that this submission relates to are: 

Provisions relating to the transport network to the extent that they impact NZTA’s obligations in terms of ensuring an 

integrated, safe, and sustainable transport system. It seeks to ensure that appropriate transport infrastructure is provided at 

the right time to support the plan change and anticipated future growth.  

The Pukekohe-Paerata Structure Plan, dated August 2019, in which the subject site (Area C – North-west Paerata) is 

proposed as Residential – Mixed Housing Urban (medium to high density). The Auckland Future Development Strategy 

2023-2053 indicates a development period of 2040+ for Pukekohe Northwest. 

6. The submission of NZTA is: 

(i) NZTA is neutral the Proposed Plan Change 110 to the extent outlined in this submission. 

7. NZTA seeks the following decision from the local authority:  

(i) NZTA seeks that all proposed development be located within the private property and not encroach within NZTA land. 

‘9-49 Heights Road Proposed Plan Change Indicative Masterplan’, dwg no. P18-188-UD101 (attachment 1), indicates 

the design of the internal layout follows this existing boundary which encroaches into NZTA designation and road 

corridor. NZTA does not have any record of agreement to use this land and therefore requests the indicative layout and 

manoeuvring of the Plan Change area be contained within the site boundaries. Section 176 (1b) of the Resource 

Management Act 1991 states that “no person may, without the prior written consent of that requiring authority”, in this 

instance NZTA, “do anything in relation to the land that is subject to the designation that would prevent or hinder a 

public work or project or work to which the designation relates”.  If the applicant wishes to proceed with use of NZTA 

road parcel and Designations 6704 and 6705, NZTA notes the applicant shall be required to apply for section 176 

written approval with the agency and gain a License to Occupy. 
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(ii) NZTA seeks for no stormwater discharge to the state highway culverts due to exacerbated capacity of the network. It 

is however noted that runoff cannot be avoided in some instances and that the applicant has done sufficient due 

diligence in mitigating stormwater runoff impacts.  

(iii) Any other relief that would provide for the adequate consideration of potential effects on the operation of the state 

highway environment and the safety of its users.  

8. NZTA does not wish to be heard in support of this submission. 

9. If others make a similar submission, NZTA will consider presenting a joint case with them at the hearing. 

10. NZTA is willing to work with GBar Properties Limited in advance of a hearing. 

 
 
Signature:  

 
 
Perri Unthank 

Principal Planner – Poutiaki Taiao / Environmental Planning 

System Design, Transport Services 

Pursuant to an authority delegated by NZ Transport Agency Waka Kotahi 

 

Date: 29 April 2025 

 

Address for service: NZ Transport Agency Waka Kotahi 

    AON House, 29 Customs Street West 

Auckland CBD 1010 

   

Contact Person:  Vonnie Veen-Grimes 

Telephone Number: +64 9 928 8751 

Alternate Email:  EnvironmentalPlanning@nzta.govt.nz  

 

 

 

Attachments: 

Attachment 1: Indicative Masterplan 
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ATTACHMENT 1: Indicative Masterplan 
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Auckland Council 

Unitary Plan Private Bag 92300 

Auckland 1142 

Attn.: Planning Technician 

unitaryplan@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz 

TO:   Auckland Council 

SUBMISSION ON: Plan Change 110 (Private): 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road, 
Pukekohe, Auckland 2676 

FROM:   Watercare Services Limited 

ADDRESS FOR SERVICE: planchanges@water.co.nz  

DATE:    29 April 2025 

Watercare could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. 

1. WATERCARE’S PURPOSE

1.1. Watercare Services Limited ("Watercare") is New Zealand’s largest provider of water and wastewater
services. Watercare is a council-controlled organisation under the Local Government Act 2002 and is
wholly owned by the Auckland Council ("Council").

1.2. As Auckland’s water and wastewater services provider, Watercare has a significant role in helping
Auckland Council achieve its vision for the Auckland region.

1.3. Watercare’s purpose, embodied in the Maori whakatauki (proverb) below, reflects the connection
between our services and the wellbeing of our community and the local environment:

Ki te ora te wai, ka ora te whenua, ka ora te tangata. 

When the water is healthy, the land and the people are healthy. 

1.4. Watercare is required to manage its operations efficiently with a view to keeping overall costs of water 
supply and wastewater services to its customers (collectively) at minimum levels, consistent with the 
effective conduct of its undertakings and the maintenance of the long-term integrity of its assets.  

1.5. Watercare is subject to economic regulation under the Watercare Charter ("Charter").  The Charter 
imposes minimum service quality standards, financial performance objectives and an interim price-
quality path. Regulatory oversight is held by the Commerce Commission as the appointed Crown 
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Monitor. Subject to the Charter, Watercare must also give effect to relevant aspects of the Council’s 
Long-Term Plan, and act consistently with other plans and strategies of the Council, including the 
Auckland Unitary Plan (Operative in Part) ("AUP(OP)"), the Auckland Plan 2050 and the Auckland 
Future Development Strategy 2023-2053 ("FDS").1  

2. SUBMISSION 

2.1. This is a submission on a private plan change requested by GBar Properties Limited ("Applicant") to 
the AUP(OP) that was publicly notified on 27 March 2025 ("Plan Change 110"). 

2.2. Plan Change 110 aims to rezone approximately 5.35 ha of land from Future Urban Zone to Business 
– Light Industry Zone and apply the Stormwater Management Area Flow 1 (SMAG-1) control to the 
land subject to Plan Change 110 ("Plan Change Area").  The Plan Change Area is made up of three 
land parcels owned by the Applicant (9, 33 and 49 Heights Road, Pukekohe).  

2.3. The objective of Plan Change 110 is to enable the operation and expansion of light industrial activities 
in the Plan Change Area to meet current and future demand for industrial growth, while avoiding, 
remedying and mitigating adverse effects on the environment.2  

2.4. Plan Change 110 does not propose a new site-specific precinct and therefore the existing AUP(OP) 
provisions, including the objectives, policies and rules in the Business – Light Industry Zone chapter 
of the AUP(OP) would apply to the Plan Change Area.   

2.5. The Plan Change Area is currently serviced by a private Wastewater Pump Station ("WWPS") and 
rising main that discharges into the public gravity system adjacent to Possum Borne Reserve.  The 
Plan Change Area is not currently serviced by the public water supply network.  

2.6. The purpose of this submission is to ensure that the technical feasibility of the proposed water and 
wastewater servicing is addressed and that the potential adverse effects of the future development 
enabled under Plan Change 110 on Watercare’s existing and planned water and wastewater 
networks, and the services they provide, are appropriately considered and managed in accordance 
with the Resource Management Act 1991 ("RMA"). 

2.7. In making its submission, Watercare has considered the relevant provisions of the Auckland Plan 
2050, the Long-term Plan 2024-2034 (10-year Budget), Watercare’s Statement of Intent 2024-2027, 
the FDS, the Water Supply and Wastewater Network Bylaw 2015, the Water and Wastewater Code 
of Practice for Land Development and Subdivision ("Code of Practice"), the Watercare Business 
Plan 2025-2034 (10-Year Business Plan) and the Watercare Asset Management Plan FY25-FY34.  
Watercare has also considered the relevant RMA documents including the AUP(OP) and the National 
Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020 (updated in May 2022). 

2.8. For the reasons set out below, Watercare opposes Plan Change 110 as proposed by the Applicant.   

2.9. In making this submission, it is noted that any infrastructure delivery dates provided in this submission 
are forecast dates only and therefore subject to change. 

 
1  Local Government (Auckland Council) Act 2009, s58. 
2  Heights Road Plan Change Planning Report, Section 32 Assessment at [11.1].  
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Specific parts of Plan Change 110 this submission relates to 

2.10. Watercare's submission relates to Plan Change 110 in its entirety. 

2.11. Without limiting the generality of 2.10 above, the specific parts of Plan Change 110 that Watercare 
has a particular interest in are the actual and potential effects of Plan Change 110 on Watercare’s 
existing and planned water and wastewater networks and the services they provide. 

Sequencing of development  

2.12. Watercare’s bulk infrastructure programme is planned, funded and sequenced in line with the 
Auckland Plan 2050, the Auckland Council Development Strategy (this is currently the FDS, which 
replaced the Future Urban Land Supply Strategy 2017 in December 2023), the Auckland Council 
Growth Scenario (AGS), and the AUP(OP). 

2.13. Plan Change 110 is located within the Pukekohe Northwest Future Urban Area ("FUA") which the 
FDS identifies as not ready for development before 2040+.3 

2.14. Appendix 6 of the FDS identifies the infrastructure prerequisites that enable the development of the 
FUAs.4 This Appendix states:5  

"The timing of the live-zoning future urban areas spans over 30 years from 
2023 – 2050+ and is necessary in acknowledging the council’s limitations 
in funding infrastructure to support growth. Distributing the live zoning of 
future urban areas over this timeframe enables proactive planning in an 
orderly and cost-efficient way, ensuring the areas are supported by the 
required bulk infrastructure and able to deliver the quality urban outcomes 
anticipated in this FDS."  

2.15. The Isabella Drive WWPS and the New Reservoir Adams Road South are identified in the FDS as 
infrastructure prerequisites necessary to support the development of Pukekohe Northwest FUA.6  
Based on the current assessment, the Isabella WWPS needs to be in place to enable bulk wastewater 
servicing of the Plan Change Area. However, the New Reservoir at Adams Road South is required 
only to provide additional resilience for the bulk water supply network and is not a prerequisite for 
development of the Plan Change Area.   

2.16. Watercare’s key concern is that Plan Change 110 is "out of sequence" with the timing for development 
set out in the FDS and is therefore out of sequence with upgrades to the bulk wastewater 
infrastructure planned for this FUA. The Isabella WWPS is currently anticipated to be delivered by 
2028.  

2.17. Watercare is also concerned that the Applicant is not proposing a new precinct to apply over the Plan 
Change Area and is instead relying on the existing provisions and rules within the Business-Light 
Industry Zone chapter of the AUP(OP). Watercare does not consider the provisions in the Business-
Light Industry Zone chapter will sufficiently manage the sequencing of development of the Plan 
Change Area to ensure that subdivision and development do not occur in advance of bulk wastewater 

 
3  FDS, Appendix 6 at p. 41.  
4  As defined and introduced in the FDS 2023 Appendix 6 at p. 32. 
5  FDS, Appendix 6 at p. 41. 
6  FDS, Appendix 6 at p. 36-37.  
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infrastructure with sufficient capacity to service the development being constructed and 
commissioned.   

2.18. Watercare therefore considers it is appropriate for a new precinct to be part of Plan Change 110 and 
requests that the Applicant address this.  If a new precinct with appropriate provisions, as outlined in 
this submission, is not included in Plan Change 110 then Watercare seeks that Plan Change 110 is 
declined.   

Wastewater servicing  

Treatment 

2.19. The Pukekohe Wastewater Treatment Plant ("WWTP") provides wastewater treatment to the 
communities of Pukekohe, Paerata and parts of the Waikato District Council (Tuakau & Pokeno). 

2.20. The Pukekohe WWTP currently has capacity to service a population of 60,000. The Stage 3 
Upgrade, which is currently anticipated to be commissioned in the early to mid-2030’s, will increase 
the capacity of the WWTP to service a population of 90,000. 

2.21. Based on the existing inflows and loads to the WWTP and using the AGSv1 and Statistics NZ High 
Growth forecasts, it is unlikely that growth will result in the Pukekohe WWTP being at capacity 
before the planned Stage 3 Upgrade is completed the early to mid-2030s. 

2.22. Whilst the Stage 3 WWTP Upgrade is not considered to be a prerequisite for development of the 
Plan Change Area, if growth exceeds the rates forecast by the AGSv1 and the Statistics NZ High 
scenarios, then Watercare will need to carefully manage permissions to connect development from 
all live zoned land including the Plan Change Area, to ensure compliance with our consents. 

Networks 

2.23. The Plan Change Area is currently serviced by a private WWPS and rising main that discharges into 
the public gravity system adjacent to Possum Borne Reserve.  

2.24. The current public wastewater network servicing the Plan Change Area is at capacity. No additional 
wastewater flows from the Plan Change Area can be accepted into the public network until the 
Pukekohe North Wastewater Project (which is the project comprising the construction of the Isabella 
WWPS and the Pukekohe Transmission Trunk Sewer) is completed and commissioned.   

2.25. Under the FDS the construction and commissioning of the Isabella Drive WWPS is an infrastructure 
pre-requisite for development of the Pukekohe Northwest FUA, as stated above. The Pukekohe North 
Wastewater Project is funded in the Watercare Asset Management Plan (FY25-FY34) and is currently 
forecast for completion around mid-2028. Construction of the Pukekohe North Wastewater Project 
has not yet commenced but is currently expected to get underway in late 2025. 

2.26. The Civil Infrastructure Report prepared to support Plan Change 110 states: "The site is serviced by 
a private WWPS and rising main with sufficient capacity to service the full development until a 
public connection needs to be considered" (emphasis added).7  Watercare does not agree with this 
assessment.  The private WWPS and rising main currently discharge to the public wastewater 
network and is therefore not independent of the capacity of the public wastewater network which, as 

 
7  Appendix 5 - Civil Infrastructure Report, Wood & Partners Consultants Ltd (dated 31 July 2024), at p 15.  
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stated earlier, currently does not have capacity to service the full development enabled by Plan 
Change 110. Therefore, any discharges into the public wastewater network over and above the 
current discharges that occur from the Plan Change Area cannot be accepted prior to the completion 
and commissioning of the Pukekohe North Wastewater Project.   

2.27. Several permanent and interim solutions for wastewater servicing, which could support the 
development of the Plan Change Area prior to the commissioning of the Pukekohe North Wastewater 
Project, are considered in the Civil Infrastructure Report.8  Watercare does not support any solutions 
that would: 

a) increase wastewater discharge into the public network above the existing levels generated by 
the Plan Change Area, prior to the completion of the Pukekohe North Wastewater Project; 

b) involve tanking / trucking of wastewater; or 

c) include permanent private onsite treatment. 

2.28. Watercare does not support further trucking of wastewater for the following reasons: 

a) further discharges to the Rosedale WWTP will not be accepted by Watercare as the plant’s 
ability to accept more trucking discharge is limited and needs to be preserved for emergency 
situations; for example where tankers may be required to mitigate WWPS breakdowns; 

b) the inefficiency of trucking is not aligned with Watercare’s carbon emissions reduction 
commitments; and 

c) Watercare’s experience with tankering solutions is that they are high risk for untreated 
wastewater overflow to the environment, inefficient and costly, create concern for the 
community, result in odour complaints, and are not aligned with Watercare’s obligations to be 
a minimum cost provider. 

2.29. Watercare does not support permanent private servicing for future urban land included in the FDS, in 
particular because this will result in the inefficient delivery of infrastructure given that Watercare is 
planning to service the future urban areas identified in the FDS, and in particular this Plan Change 
Area, through the Pukekohe North Wastewater Project and the Pukekohe WWTP Stage 3 Upgrade 
referred to above.  Aspects of this investment would be superfluous if the Plan Change Area did not 
ultimately connect to the bulk infrastructure as it has already been factored into the Infrastructure 
Growth Charges (IGC).  

2.30. Watercare is generally not opposed to interim private onsite treatment and discharge for this area, 
provided the Plan Change Area connects to Watercare’s wastewater network once capacity is 
available following the completion and commissioning of the Pukekohe North Wastewater Project.  
For the avoidance of doubt, Watercare's opposition or otherwise to any other alternative interim 
servicing regime will depend on the details of the specific interim servicing solution proposed.  

2.31. Watercare seeks that a site-specific Precinct is required over the Plan Change Area and that this 
Precinct include provisions that require the Plan Change Area to be connected to the public 

 
8  Appendix 5 - Civil Infrastructure Report, Wood & Partners Consultants Ltd (dated 31 July 2024), at p 24.  
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wastewater network once capacity is available, and for the interim onsite solution to be 
decommissioned once permanent connection to the public wastewater network occurs.  

Water supply servicing 

2.32. The Plan Change Area is not currently serviced by the public water supply network.  

2.33. The current bulk water supply network has sufficient capacity to service development of the Plan 
Change Area.  Despite this, there are planned upgrades in the vicinity that will enhance the network's 
resilience. These upgrades include the construction of the Wellesley-Paerata Watermain, currently 
anticipated to begin construction in 2030+, and a new reservoir at Adams Road South, currently 
anticipated to be required by 2040+. As noted in 2.15 above, the reservoir is listed in the FDS as a 
prerequisite for development in the Pukekohe Northwest FUA. However, as stated, the existing bulk 
network already has sufficient capacity to enable development of the Plan Change Area, and the new 
reservoir will provide additional resilience to the network. The reservoir is not a prerequisite for 
development of the Plan Change Area. 

2.34. The Plan Change Area is currently serviced by a private water supply in the form of a consented 
borehole. Watercare strongly prefers that any private water supply servicing used onsite be 
decommissioned and that development be connected to the bulk water supply network. As the water 
supply provider of last resort, Watercare prefers to provide the public water supply where possible to 
avoid the consequences of a private scheme failing to provide safe drinking water and Watercare 
being required to take on the servicing at short notice. 

3. DECISION SOUGHT 

3.1. Watercare opposes Plan Change 110 as currently proposed by the Applicant, on the basis that it is 
out of sequence with the expected timing for development of the Pukekohe Northwest FUA, in 
advance of the required bulk wastewater infrastructure and does not propose a precinct with 
provisions to manage effects on the bulk wastewater infrastructure.   

3.2. If Plan Change 110 is approved, Watercare seeks that a new precinct is included which the Plan 
Change Area is to be subject to, and that this precinct includes provisions as set out in Attachment 1, 
or similar provisions that will achieve the same outcomes.   

3.3. In addition, Watercare notes that if Plan Change 110 is approved, the Applicant will be required to 
deliver and fund the local water supply and wastewater network capacity and servicing requirements 
of the development enabled by Plan Change 110 in accordance with Watercare standards. 
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4. HEARING 

4.1. Watercare wishes to be heard in support of its submission. 

 

29 April 2025 
 

 
Helen Shaw 
Head of Strategy and Consenting 
Watercare Services Limited 

 
Address for Service: 
Amber Taylor 
Development Planning Team Lead 
Watercare Services Limited 
Private Bag 92521 
Victoria Street West 
Auckland 1142 
Phone: 021 242 8153 
Email: Planchanges@water.co.nz 
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Attachment 1 

Precinct description  

The Precinct applies to 5.35ha of land at 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road, Pukekohe. 

The primary purpose of the Precinct is to enable ongoing operation, intensification and expansion of light 
industrial activity. Light industrial land use and subdivision activities are largely enabled through the 
underlying zoning, however the delivery of these within the precinct needs to be closely aligned with the 
delivery of water supply, wastewater and other infrastructure to support the development of the precinct. 

Implementation 

Subdivision and development is restricted until the Precinct is able to connect to functioning bulk water 
supply and bulk wastewater infrastructure with sufficient capacity to service subdivision and development, 
except where an interim solution and associated decommissioning for water and/or wastewater servicing is 
proposed.  

All relevant overlay, Auckland-wide and zone provisions apply in this precinct unless otherwise specified 
below. 

Objectives   

(x) Subdivision and development are coordinated with the supply of sufficient transport, water supply, 
stormwater, wastewater, energy and communications infrastructure.  

(x) Subdivision and development does not occur in advance of the availability and capacity of bulk water 
supply and bulk wastewater infrastructure, except where an interim solution and associated 
decommissioning for water and/or wastewater servicing is proposed. 

All relevant overlay, Auckland-wide and zone objectives apply in this precinct in addition to those specified 
above. 

Policies   

(X) Ensure that subdivision and development in the precinct is coordinated with the provision of sufficient 
stormwater, wastewater, water supply, energy and telecommunications infrastructure.   

(X) Avoid subdivision and development that is in advance of the provision of functioning bulk water supply 
and bulk wastewater infrastructure with sufficient capacity to service subdivision and development within the 
Precinct area, except where an interim solution and associated decommissioning for water and/or 
wastewater self-servicing is proposed.  

All relevant overlay, Auckland-wide and zone policies apply in this precinct in addition to those specified 
above. 
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Activity table   

All relevant overlay, Auckland-wide and zone activity tables apply unless the activity is listed in Activity Table 
XX below. 

Activity Activity 
Status 

Subdivision and Development 

(x) Use and development that does not comply with Standard IX6.11 Bulk 
Water Supply and Wastewater Infrastructure 

NC 

(x) Subdivision that does not comply with Standard IX6.11 Bulk Water Supply 
and Wastewater Infrastructure 

NC 

IX.5. Notification  

(x) Any application for resource consent for an activity listed in Table IX.4.1 Activity will be subject to the 
normal tests for notification under the relevant sections of the Resource Management Act 1991.   

(x) In addition and notwithstanding the requirements of [x], any application for resource consent that infringes 
the following standard shall be notified to Watercare: 

(a) Standard [x] Bulk Water Supply and Wastewater Infrastructure 

Standards  

All relevant overlay, Auckland-wide and zone standards apply to the activities listed in Activity Table XX 
unless otherwise specified below. All activities listed in Activity Table X must also comply with Standards XX 
and with XX Special Information Requirements. 

Where there is any conflict or difference between standards in this Precinct and the Auckland-wide and zone 
standards, the standards in this Precinct will apply. 

XX Bulk Water Supply and Wastewater Infrastructure 

Purpose:  

• To ensure subdivision and development within the Precinct is adequately serviced with bulk water 
supply and wastewater infrastructure.    

(1) Bulk water supply and wastewater infrastructure with sufficient capacity for servicing the proposed 
development must be completed, commissioned and functioning: 

a. in the case of subdivision, prior to issuing of a certificate pursuant to 224(c) of the Resource 
Management Act 1991; 

b. in the case of land use only, prior to construction of any buildings for activities that would 
require water and/or wastewater servicing. 
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Special information requirement 

(x) Water and Wastewater Servicing Plan  

(a) Within the application for the first stage of subdivision or development of any site existing at [date of 
plan change approval] within the Precinct the applicant must provide a Water and Wastewater 
Servicing Plan for the Precinct Area. The Water and Wastewater Servicing Plan must: 
i. Identify the location, size and capacity of the proposed water supply and wastewater network 

within the Precinct. 
ii. Identify the timing, location, size and capacity of the key water and wastewater infrastructure 

dependencies located outside of the Precinct Area but are necessary to service the Precinct. 
iii. Where interim water or wastewater servicing is proposed prior to the bulk water and wastewater 

network being available, details of: 
a. The interim measures proposed including timing, location and capacity.  
b. In the case of wastewater, demonstrate how the system will operate so that no more 

than XXX is discharged to the existing public network, including monitoring and 
reporting.  

c. How the interim measures will be decommissioned once the bulk water and wastewater 
system is available. 

d. How the Precinct area will be connected to the bulk water and wastewater system 
following decommissioning of the interim solutions, including any consultation and 
agreements with Watercare. 

(x) Water Supply and Wastewater Infrastructure Capacity Assessment  

(a) All applications for subdivision or development must be accompanied by a Water Supply and 
Wastewater Infrastructure Capacity Assessment. The applicant is required to produce a water supply 
and wastewater infrastructure capacity assessment for the precinct to demonstrate there is sufficient 
capacity in the wider water and wastewater reticulated network, to service the proposed 
development or lots.  
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AUCKLAND COUNCIL                                                                                                   21/07/2025 
Unitary Plan Department 
Attention: Joy La Nauze 

By email: Joy.LaNauze@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz 
 

PRIVATE PLAN CHANGE 110 - 9, 33 AND 49 HEIGHTS ROAD, PUKEKOHE  

Ngāti Te Ata is a mana whenua iwi of Pukekohe and a submitter (Submission No. 2) on 
Private Plan Change 110 (PC110), which seeks to rezone 5.35 hectares of land at 9, 33 
and 49 Heights Road Pukekohe from Future Urban Zone to Business - Light Industry 
Zone and apply the Stormwater Management Area Flow 1 (SMAF-1) control to the plan 
change land. 

Ngāti Te Ata’s submission raised concerns with PC 110, including the lack of 
consultation and expressed a wish to be better informed. The Submission also sought 
that a comprehensive cultural impact assessment (CIA) be undertaken by Ngāti Te Ata 
and that further discussions be undertaken with Ngāti Te Ata to fully understand how the 
matters raised in Ngāti Te Ata’s submission and recommendations and CIA report have 
been provided for. 

Since lodging its submission Ngāti Te Ata has engaged constructively with the applicant 
for PC 110 including, undertaking a site visit, providing a CIA and having further 
discussions and correspondence regarding the matters raised in the CIA and reached 
agreement on how these can be addressed as the site is developed in the future (i.e. at 
resource consent stage). 

As a result, Ngāti Te Ata considers that the concerns raised in its submission have been 
addressed and no longer requests to be heard at the hearing.   

Please contact me if you have any questions. 

 

 
Karl Flavell 

Te Taiao (Manager Environment) 
Ngāti Te Ata 
Pukekohe 

 
Ph: 027 932 8998 
karl_flavell@hotmail.com 
 
cc: Gbar Properties Limited 

c/- Woods 

Attention: Joanne Sunde 

By email: jo.sunde@woods.co.nz  

NGAATI TE ATA WAIOHUA 

 

“Ka whiti te raa ki tua o rehua ka ara a  

Kaiwhare i te rua” 
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Attachment 8 – s42A Recommended PC110 Heights Road Precinct Provisions 

Amendments are shown with text to be added as underlined.  

Heights Road Precinct 

IXXX.1. Precinct Description 

The Heights Road Precinct applies to 5.35ha of land at 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road, Pukekohe, on the 
northern edge of Pukekohe. The zoning of land within the Heights Road Precinct is Business – Light 
Industry zone.  To the north, the land is bordered by Heights Road, which forms the Rural Urban 
Boundary (RUB). Land zoned Rural - General Rural is on the northern side of Heights Road. To the 
east, the land is bordered by the Paerata Road section of State Highway 22.  The council’s Heights 
Park Cemetery borders the land to its west and south. The cemetery is zoned Special Purpose - 
Cemetery Zone. 
 
All relevant overlay, Auckland-wide and zone provisions apply in this precinct. 

The primary purpose of the Heights Road Precinct is to enable ongoing operation, intensification and 
expansion of light industrial activity. Light industrial land use and subdivision activities are largely 
enabled through the underlying zoning, however the delivery of these within the Heights Road 
Precinct needs to be closely aligned with the delivery of water supply, wastewater, transport 
upgrades, and other infrastructure to support the development of the precinct. 

 
There are known water supply and wastewater constraints in the bulk infrastructure network serving 
the Heights Road Precinct. There are planned upgrades to the bulk network to address these 
constraints. At the time a land use or subdivision consent application is made, an applicant must 
demonstrate that there is sufficient capacity in the bulk network to cater for the development.  
 
Subdivision and development is restricted until the Precinct is able to connect to functioning bulk 
water supply and bulk wastewater infrastructure with sufficient capacity to service subdivision and 
development, except where an interim solution and associated decommissioning for water and/or 
wastewater servicing is proposed. 
 
The transport network in the wider area will be progressively upgraded over time to support planned 
urban growth in this part of Pukekohe. The Heights Road Precinct includes provisions to ensure that 
subdivision and development of land for housing and related activities is coordinated with the 
construction of transport infrastructure upgrades necessary to mitigate adverse effects on the local 
and wider transport network. 
 
Transport infrastructure is required to be integrated and coordinated with subdivision and 
development and provide safe and efficient connections to the wider transport network and 
upgrades to the transport network. 
 
Buffer controls are proposed to protect the amenity of the Heights Park Cemetery. 
 
All relevant overlay, Auckland-wide and zone provisions apply in this precinct unless otherwise 
specified below. 
 

IXXX.2. Objectives [rp/dp]  

 Subdivision and development are coordinated with the supply of sufficient transport, water 
supply, stormwater, wastewater, energy and communications infrastructure. 
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 Subdivision and development does not occur in advance of the availability and capacity of 
bulk water supply and bulk wastewater infrastructure, except where an interim solution and 
associated decommissioning for water and/or wastewater servicing is proposed. 

(3)  Provide a well-connected and safe transport network that supports a range of travel modes. 

(4)  Transport infrastructure is integrated and coordinated with subdivision and development and 
provides safe and efficient connections to the wider transport network and upgrades to the 
transport network. 

(5)  Adverse effects on amenity values and the natural environment of the adjacent Heights Park 
Cemetery zoned Special Purpose – Cemetery are managed. 

All relevant overlay, Auckland-wide and zone objectives apply in this precinct in addition to those 
specified above. 

IXXX.3. Policies [rp/dp]  

Subdivision and development 

 Require that the design of any subdivision and development within the precinct is undertaken 
in general accordance with the Heights Road precinct plan.  

Infrastructure 

 Ensure that subdivision and development in the precinct is coordinated with the provision of 
sufficient stormwater, wastewater, water supply, energy and telecommunications 
infrastructure. 

 Avoid subdivision and development that is in advance of the provision of functioning bulk 
water supply and bulk wastewater infrastructure with sufficient capacity to service subdivision 
and development within the Precinct area, except where an interim solution and associated 
decommissioning for water and/or wastewater self-servicing is proposed. 

Transport and Infrastructure  

 Require subdivision and development to provide for a transport network that: 

(a)  Integrates with, and avoids, remedies or mitigates adverse effects on the safety and 
efficiency of the transport network of the surrounding area by: 

(i)  Implementing dual-lane roundabout or traffic signal control of the Paerata Road and 
Heights Road intersection if the Pukekohe North West Upgrade is not fully 
operational. 

(ii) Providing Austroads Safe Intersection Sight Distance for the measured operating 
speed on Heights Road at any site access point. 

(iii) Providing a right turn bay or flush median on Heights Road at any site access point. 

(iv)  Providing an auxiliary left turn lane on Heights Road at the eastern-most access 
point.  
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(v) Implementing road safety improvement works on Heights Road at the bend east of 
Beatty Road, the intersection with Beatty Road, and the bend north of the railway 
level crossing. 

(vi) Delivering an urban standard of frontage to Heights Road along the site frontage 
including at a minimum, footpaths and cycling connectivity. 

(vii)   Avoiding vehicle access directly off Paerata Road. 

(b) Is designed and constructed in a manner that is appropriate having regard to the 
requirements of Auckland Transport’s relevant code of practice or engineering 
standards. 

Amenity 

 Require development adjacent to the Special Purpose – Cemetery Zone to manage adverse 
amenity effects on that zone. 

All relevant overlay, Auckland-wide and zone policies apply in this precinct in addition to those 
specified above.  

IXXX.4. Activity table [rp/dp] 

All relevant overlay, Auckland-wide and zone activity tables apply unless the activity is listed in 
Activity Table IXXX.4.1 below. 

Activity Table IXXX.4.1 specifies the activity status of land use and subdivision activities in the 
Heights Road Precinct pursuant to sections 9(2), 9(3), and 11 of the Resource Management Act 
1991.  

A blank in the activity status column means that the activity status in the relevant overlay, Auckland-
wide or zone provision applies.  

Table IXXX.4.1 Activity table 

Activity Activity status 

Use and Development  

(A1) Activities listed as permitted, restricted 
discretionary, discretionary, or non-complying 
activities in Table H14.4.1 in the Business –
Light Industrial Zone 

 

(A2) Use and development that does not comply 
with Standard IXXX.6.1.1 Bulk Water Supply 
and Wastewater Infrastructure 

NC 

(A3) Use and development that does not comply 
with Standard IXXX.6.1.1 Bulk Water Supply 
and Wastewater Infrastructure 

NC 

(A4) 

[rp/dp] 

Any activity not complying with Standard 
IXXX.6.1.2 Transport 

RD 
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(A5) Any vehicle access to Heights Road in a 
location shown on IXXX.10.1 Precinct Plan 1 

RD 

(A6) Any vehicle access to Heights Road in a 
location other than shown on IXXX.10.1 
Precinct Plan 1 

D 

(A7) Any vehicle access to Paerata Road NC 

Subdivision  

(A8) Subdivision that does not comply with 
Standard IXXX.6.1.1 Bulk Water Supply and 
Wastewater Infrastructure 

NC 

(A9) Subdivision not complying with the standards 
under IXXX.6.1.2 
Transport                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      

RD 

 

IXXX.5. Notification 

 Any application for resource consent for an activity listed in Activity Table IXXX.4.1 above will 
be subject to the normal tests for notification under the relevant sections of the Resource 
Management Act 1991.  

 In addition and notwithstanding the requirements of IXXX.5.(1), any application for resource 
consent that infringes the following standard shall be notified to Watercare: 

(a) Standard IXXX.6.1.1 Bulk Water Supply and Wastewater Infrastructure 

IXXX.6. Standards 

 All relevant overlay, Auckland-wide and zone standards apply to the activities listed in Activity 
Table IXXX.4.1   

 All activities listed in Activity Table IXXX.4.1 must also comply with Standards IXXX.6.1.1 – 
IXXX.6.1.5 and with IXXX.8. Special Information Requirements. 

Where there is any conflict or difference between standards in this Precinct and the Auckland-
wide and zone standards, the standards in this Precinct will apply. 

IXXX.6.1. Precinct Plan and infrastructure Requirements 
All development and subdivision must comply with the following standards: 

IXXX.6.1.1. Bulk Water Supply and Wastewater Infrastructure Requirements 

 Purpose: 

• To ensure subdivision and development within the Precinct is adequately serviced with bulk 
water supply and wastewater infrastructure. 

(1) Bulk water supply and wastewater infrastructure with sufficient capacity for servicing the 
proposed development must be completed, commissioned and functioning: 
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(a) in the case of subdivision, prior to issuing of a certificate pursuant to 224(c) of the Resource 
Management Act 1991; 

(b) in the case of land use only, prior to construction of any buildings for activities that would 
require water and/or wastewater servicing. 

 
6.1.2 Transport 

 
6.1.2.1 Transport Infrastructure Requirements 

Purpose: 

• Mitigate the adverse effects of traffic generation on the surrounding local and wider transport 
network. 

• Achieve the integration of land use and transport. 

(1) Subdivision and development must comply with the standards in Table IXXX.6.1.2.1.1 

Table IXXX.6.1.2.1.1 Transport Infrastructure Requirements 
Transport Infrastructure Upgrade  Trigger 

(T1) Implementing dual-lane roundabout or traffic signal control of the the 
Paerata Road and Heights Road intersection if the Pukekohe North 
West Upgrade is not fully operational. 

Any 
subdivision 
or 
development (T2) Implementing road safety improvement works on Heights Road in the 

locations shown on Precinct Plan 2 using measures that typically 
achieve a minimum 10% reduction in crashes. 
 

(T3) Delivering an urban standard of frontage to Heights Road along the 
site frontage including at a minimum, footpaths and cycling 
connectivity. 

 
6.1.2.2 Upgrade of Heights Road 

Purpose:  

• ensure that the upgrade of Heights Road to an urban standard complies with IXXX.9.1.Appendix 1: 
Minimum Road Width, Function and Required Design Elements. 

(1) Any development and/or subdivision must comply with Heights Road Precinct 
IXXX.9.1.Appendix 1 Minimum Road Width, Function and Required Design Elements as 
applicable. 

 
6.1.2.3 Vehicle Access to Heights Road 

Purpose: 

• ensure the safe operation of the local transport network. 

  (1)   Any vehicle access along Heights Road must: 
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(a) Provide Austroads Safe Intersection Sight Distance for the measured 85th percentile 
speed on Heights Road. 

(b) Provide a right turn bay or flush median on Heights Road to Auckland Transport 
standards. 

(2)   The eastern-most access along Heights Road must also provide an auxilary left turn 
lane on Heights Road to Auckland Transport standards. 

 

6.1.3 Height in Relation to Boundary to Heights Park Cemetery 

Purpose: 

• manage the effects of building height; 

• allow reasonable sunlight and daylight access to Heights Park Cemetery; and  

• manage visual dominance effects on Heights Park Cemetery  

(1) Buildings must not project beyond a 35 degree recession plane measured from a point 
6m vertically above ground level along the boundary of the Special Purpose – 
Cemetery Zone: 

 Figure IXXX.6.1.3.1 Height in relation to boundary 

 

 

IXXX.6.1.4 Yards to Heights Park Cemetery  

Purpose: 

 • provide a buffer and screening between industrial activities and the neighbouring Special Purpose - 
Cemetery Zone, to mitigate adverse visual and nuisance effects; 

(1) A building or parts of a building must be set back from the relevant boundary by the minimum 
depth listed in Table IXXX.6.1.4.1 
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Table IXXX.6.1.4.1 Yards 

Yard Minimum depth 

Rear 5m where the rear boundary adjoins 
the Special Purpose – Cemetery 
Zone 

Side 5m where the side boundary adjoins 
the Special Purpose – Cemetery 
Zone 

 

Note  

(1) A side or rear yard, and/or landscaping within that yard, is required along that part of the side or 
rear boundary adjoining the Special Purpose – Cemetery Zone.  

(2) Side and rear yards must be planted with a mixture of trees, shrubs or ground cover plants 
(including grass) within and along the full extent of the yard to provide a densely planted visual buffer 
for a depth of at least 3m and must be appropriately maintained thereafter.  

IXXX.6.1.5. Storage and screening to Heights Park Cemetery 

Purpose: 

• require rubbish and/or storage areas to be screened from the neighbouring Special Purpose – 
Cemetery Zone  

(1) Any outdoor storage or rubbish collection areas that directly face and are visible from the Special 
Purpose – Cemetery Zone adjoining a boundary with an industrial zone, must be screened from 
those areas by landscaping, a solid wall or fence at least 1.8m high. 

IXXX.7. Assessment – restricted discretionary activities 

IXXX.7.1. Matters of discretion 

The Council will restrict its discretion to all the following matters when assessing a restricted 
discretionary activity resource consent application for activities listed in Table IXXX.4.1 Activity Table, 
in addition to the matters specified for the relevant restricted discretionary activities in the overlay, 
Auckland wide or zone provisions: 

(1) Non-compliance with the standards in IXXX.6 

(a) Consistency with the Heights Road Precinct Plans in IXXX.10 

(b) Safe and efficient operation of the current and future transport network. 

(c) Consistency with the objectives and policies of the Precinct. 
 

IXXX.7.2. Assessment criteria 

The Council will consider the relevant assessment criteria below for restricted discretionary 
activities, in addition to the assessment criteria specified for the relevant restricted discretionary 
activities in the overlays, Auckland-wide or zones provisions: 
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(1) Subdivision and development: 

(a)  The extent to which the intersection of Paerata Road and Heights Road is designed and 
constructed to provide a dual-lane roundabout or traffic signals with sufficient capacity; or 
the Pukekohe North West Upgrade is fully operational. 

(b)  The extent to which road safety improvement works are implemented along Heights Road at 
the locations shown in Precinct Plan 2 to achieve a minimum 10% typical crash reduction. 

(c)  The extent to which safe site access is provided that: 

(i)  has sight distances meeting or exceeding the Austroads Safe Intersection Sight 
Distance standard for the measured operating (85th percentile) speed on Heights 
Road. 

(ii)  has widening of the Heights Road carriageway and provision of a right turn bay or 
flush median meeting Auckland Transport standards. 

(iii)   has widening of the Heights Road carriageway and provision of an auxilary left turn 
lane at the eastern-most access to any site in the Precinct in accordance with 
Auckland Transport standards. 

(iv)  avoids direct vehicle access from Paerata Road. 
 

IXXX.8. Special information requirements 

IXXX.8.1. Water and Wastewater Servicing Plan 

(1) Within the application for the first stage of subdivision or development of any site existing at 
[date of plan change approval] within the Precinct the applicant must provide a Water and 
Wastewater Servicing Plan for the Precinct Area. The Water and Wastewater Servicing Plan 
must: 

(a) Identify the location, size and capacity of the proposed water supply and wastewater 
network within the Precinct. 

(b) Identify the timing, location, size and capacity of the key water and wastewater infrastructure 
dependencies located outside of the Precinct Area but are necessary to service the 
Precinct. 

(c) Where interim water or wastewater servicing is proposed prior to the bulk water and 
wastewater network being available, details of: 

i. The interim measures proposed including timing, location and capacity. 

ii. In the case of wastewater, demonstrate how the system will operate so that no more 
than XXX is discharged to the existing public network, including monitoring and 
reporting. 

iii. How the interim measures will be decommissioned once the bulk water and 
wastewater system is available. 

iv. How the Precinct area will be connected to the bulk water and wastewater system 
following decommissioning of the interim solutions, including any consultation and 
agreements with Watercare. 
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IXXX.8.2. Water Supply and Wastewater Infrastructure Capacity Assessment 

(1) All applications for subdivision or development must be accompanied by a Water Supply and 
Wastewater Infrastructure Capacity Assessment. The applicant is required to produce a water 
supply and wastewater infrastructure capacity assessment for the precinct to demonstrate there 
is sufficient capacity in the wider water and wastewater reticulated network, to service the 
proposed development or lots. 

 
IXXX.8.3.  Traffic Design Report 

(1) A Traffic Design Report must be provided: 

(a)  At the first stage of subdivision or development of any site existing at (date of plan 
change approval); and  

(b)  For any subdivision or development which involves a new or modified site access. 

(2) The Traffic Design Report must: 

(a)  provide measured 85th percentile vehicle operating speeds along Heights Road in each 
direction near the site access. 

(b)  provide measured available sight distances at the site access in accordance with 
Austroads Guidelines for Safe Intersection Sight Distance. 

(c) provide a design for an auxillary right turn lane or flush median to Auckland Transport 
standards (unless already present). 

(d) provide a design for an auxillary left turn lane to Auckland Transport standards at the 
eastern-most site access (unless already present). 

 

IXXX.9. Appendices 

IXXX.9.1. Appendix 1 - Minimum Road Width, Function and Required Design Elements for 
Heights Road 

Minimum road reserve  20m (Note 1) 

Minimum sealed carriageway width  7m (Notes 2 and 3) 

Number of through lanes 2 

Design Speed 60 km/h 

Median  No (Note 3) 

Cycle Provision No 

Pedestrian Provision 1.8m wide footpath on southern side 

Bus Provision No 

Street Lighting Yes 

Note 1: Typical minimum width which may need to be varied in specific locations where 
required to accommodate network utilities. batters, structures, stormwater treatment, 
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access design, intersection design, significant constraints or other localised design 
requirements.  

Note 2: Typical minimum width which may need to be varied in specific locations where 
required to accommodate vehicle tracking on bends, intersection design, significant 
constraints or other localised design requirements.  

Note 3: Whilst not a general part of the road cross section, flush medians or right turn 
bays are required at access points 
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IXXX.10. Precinct plans 

IXXX.10.1. Heights Road Precinct Plan 1 
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IXXX.10.2. Heights Road Precinct Plan 2 
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Heights Road Precinct 

IXXX.11. Precinct Description 

The Heights Road Precinct applies to 5.35ha of land at 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road, Pukekohe, on the 
northern edge of Pukekohe. The zoning of land within the Heights Road Precinct is Business – Light 
Industry zone.  To the north, the land is bordered by Heights Road, which forms the Rural Urban 
Boundary (RUB). Land zoned Rural - General Rural is on the northern side of Heights Road. To the 
east, the land is bordered by the Paerata Road section of State Highway 22.  The council’s Heights 
Park Cemetery borders the land to its west and south. The cemetery is zoned Special Purpose - 
Cemetery Zone. 
 
All relevant overlay, Auckland-wide and zone provisions apply in this precinct. 

The primary purpose of the Heights Road Precinct is to enable ongoing operation, intensification and 
expansion of light industrial activity. Light industrial land use and subdivision activities are largely 
enabled through the underlying zoning, however the delivery of these within the Heights Road 
Precinct needs to be closely aligned with the delivery of water supply, wastewater, transport 
upgrades, and other infrastructure to support the development of the precinct. 

 
There are known water supply and wastewater constraints in the bulk infrastructure network serving 
the Heights Road Precinct. There are planned upgrades to the bulk network to address these 
constraints. At the time a land use or subdivision consent application is made, an applicant must 
demonstrate that there is sufficient capacity in the bulk network to cater for the development.  
 
Subdivision and development is restricted until the Precinct is able to connect to functioning bulk 
water supply and bulk wastewater infrastructure with sufficient capacity to service subdivision and 
development, except where an interim solution and associated decommissioning for water and/or 
wastewater servicing is proposed. 
 
The transport network in the wider area will be progressively upgraded over time to support planned 
urban growth in this part of Pukekohe. The Heights Road Precinct includes provisions to ensure that 
subdivision and development of land for housing and related activities is coordinated with the 
construction of transport infrastructure upgrades necessary to mitigate adverse effects on the local 
and wider transport network. 
 
Transport infrastructure is required to be integrated and coordinated with subdivision and 
development and provide safe and efficient connections to the wider transport network and 
upgrades to the transport network. 
 
Buffer controls are proposed to protect the amenity of the Heights Park Cemetery. 
 
All relevant overlay, Auckland-wide and zone provisions apply in this precinct unless otherwise 
specified below. 
 

IXXX.12. Objectives [rp/dp]  

 Subdivision and development are coordinated with the supply of sufficient transport, water 
supply, stormwater, wastewater, energy and communications infrastructure. 
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 Subdivision and development does not occur in advance of the availability and capacity of 
bulk water supply and bulk wastewater infrastructure, except where an interim solution and 
associated decommissioning for water and/or wastewater servicing is proposed. 

(3) Provide a well-connected and safe transport network that supports a range of travel modes.

(4) Transport infrastructure is integrated and coordinated with subdivision and development and
provides safe and efficient connections to the wider transport network and upgrades to the
transport network.

(5) Adverse effects on amenity values and the natural environment of the adjacent Heights Park
Cemetery zoned Special Purpose – Cemetery are managed.

All relevant overlay, Auckland-wide and zone objectives apply in this precinct in addition to those 
specified above. 

IXXX.13. Policies [rp/dp]

Subdivision and development

 Require that the design of any subdivision and development within the precinct is undertaken 
in general accordance with the Heights Road precinct plan.  

Infrastructure 

 Ensure that subdivision and development in the precinct is coordinated with the provision of 
sufficient stormwater, wastewater, water supply, energy and telecommunications 
infrastructure. 

 Avoid subdivision and development that is in advance of the provision of functioning bulk 
water supply and bulk wastewater infrastructure with sufficient capacity to service subdivision 
and development within the Precinct area, except where an interim solution and associated 
decommissioning for water and/or wastewater self-servicing is proposed. 

Transport and Infrastructure 

 Require subdivision and development to provide for a transport network that: 

(a)  Integrates with, and avoids, remedies or mitigates adverse effects on the safety and
efficiency of the transport network of the surrounding area by:

(i) Implementing dual-lane roundabout or traffic signal control of the Paerata Road and
Heights Road intersection if the Pukekohe North West Upgrade is not fully
operational.

(ii) Providing Austroads Safe Intersection Sight Distance for the measured operating
speed on Heights Road at any site access point.

(iii) Providing a right turn bay or flush median on Heights Road at any site access point.

(iv) Providing an auxiliary left turn lane on Heights Road at the eastern-most access
point.
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(v) Implementing road safety improvement works on Heights Road at the bend east of 
Beatty Road, the intersection with Beatty Road, and the bend north of the railway 
level crossing. 

(vi) Delivering an urban standard of frontage to Heights Road along the site frontage 
including at a minimum, footpaths and cycling connectivity. 

(vii)   Avoiding vehicle access directly off Paerata Road. 

(b) Is designed and constructed in a manner that is appropriate having regard to the 
requirements of Auckland Transport’s relevant code of practice or engineering 
standards. 

Amenity 

 Require development adjacent to the Special Purpose – Cemetery Zone to manage adverse 
amenity effects on that zone. 

All relevant overlay, Auckland-wide and zone policies apply in this precinct in addition to those 
specified above.  

IXXX.14. Activity table [rp/dp] 

All relevant overlay, Auckland-wide and zone activity tables apply unless the activity is listed in 
Activity Table IXXX.4.1 below. 

Activity Table IXXX.4.1 specifies the activity status of land use and subdivision activities in the 
Heights Road Precinct pursuant to sections 9(2), 9(3), and 11 of the Resource Management Act 
1991.  

A blank in the activity status column means that the activity status in the relevant overlay, Auckland-
wide or zone provision applies.  

Table IXXX.4.1 Activity table 

Activity Activity status 

Use and Development  

(A1) Activities listed as permitted, restricted 
discretionary, discretionary, or non-complying 
activities in Table H14.4.1 in the Business –
Light Industrial Zone 

 

(A2) Use and development that does not comply 
with Standard IXXX.6.1.1 Bulk Water Supply 
and Wastewater Infrastructure 

NC 

(A3) Use and development that does not comply 
with Standard IXXX.6.1.1 Bulk Water Supply 
and Wastewater Infrastructure 

NC 

(A4) 

[rp/dp] 

Any activity not complying with Standard 
IXXX.6.1.2 Transport 

RD 
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(A5) Any vehicle access to Heights Road in a 
location shown on IXXX.10.1 Precinct Plan 1 

RD 

(A6) Any vehicle access to Heights Road in a 
location other than shown on IXXX.10.1 
Precinct Plan 1 

D 

(A7) Any vehicle access to Paerata Road NC 

Subdivision  

(A8) Subdivision that does not comply with 
Standard IXXX.6.1.1 Bulk Water Supply and 
Wastewater Infrastructure 

NC 

(A9) Subdivision not complying with the standards 
under IXXX.6.1.2 
Transport                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      

RD 

 

IXXX.15. Notification 

 Any application for resource consent for an activity listed in Activity Table IXXX.4.1 above 
will be subject to the normal tests for notification under the relevant sections of the Resource 
Management Act 1991.  

 In addition and notwithstanding the requirements of IXXX.5.(1), any application for resource 
consent that infringes the following standard shall be notified to Watercare: 

(b) Standard IXXX.6.1.1 Bulk Water Supply and Wastewater Infrastructure 

IXXX.16. Standards 

 All relevant overlay, Auckland-wide and zone standards apply to the activities listed in 
Activity Table IXXX.4.1   

 All activities listed in Activity Table IXXX.4.1 must also comply with Standards IXXX.6.1.1 – 
IXXX.6.1.5 and with IXXX.8. Special Information Requirements. 

Where there is any conflict or difference between standards in this Precinct and the Auckland-
wide and zone standards, the standards in this Precinct will apply. 

IXXX.16.1. Precinct Plan and infrastructure Requirements 
All development and subdivision must comply with the following standards: 

IXXX.16.1.1. Bulk Water Supply and Wastewater Infrastructure Requirements 

 Purpose: 

• To ensure subdivision and development within the Precinct is adequately serviced with bulk 
water supply and wastewater infrastructure. 

(2) Bulk water supply and wastewater infrastructure with sufficient capacity for servicing the 
proposed development must be completed, commissioned and functioning: 
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(a) in the case of subdivision, prior to issuing of a certificate pursuant to 224(c) of the Resource 
Management Act 1991; 

(b) in the case of land use only, prior to construction of any buildings for activities that would 
require water and/or wastewater servicing. 

 
6.1.2 Transport 

 
6.1.2.1 Transport Infrastructure Requirements 

Purpose: 

• Mitigate the adverse effects of traffic generation on the surrounding local and wider transport 
network. 

• Achieve the integration of land use and transport. 

(2) Subdivision and development must comply with the standards in Table IXXX.6.1.2.1.1 

Table IXXX.6.1.2.1.1 Transport Infrastructure Requirements 
Transport Infrastructure Upgrade  Trigger 

(T1) Implementing dual-lane roundabout or traffic signal control of the the 
Paerata Road and Heights Road intersection if the Pukekohe North 
West Upgrade is not fully operational. 

Any 
subdivision 
or 
development (T2) Implementing road safety improvement works on Heights Road in the 

locations shown on Precinct Plan 2 using measures that typically 
achieve a minimum 10% reduction in crashes. 
 

(T3) Delivering an urban standard of frontage to Heights Road along the 
site frontage including at a minimum, footpaths and cycling 
connectivity. 

 
6.1.2.2 Upgrade of Heights Road 

Purpose:  

• ensure that the upgrade of Heights Road to an urban standard complies with IXXX.9.1.Appendix 1: 
Minimum Road Width, Function and Required Design Elements. 

(2) Any development and/or subdivision must comply with Heights Road Precinct 
IXXX.9.1.Appendix 1 Minimum Road Width, Function and Required Design Elements as 
applicable. 

 
6.1.2.3 Vehicle Access to Heights Road 

Purpose: 

• ensure the safe operation of the local transport network. 

  (1)   Any vehicle access along Heights Road must: 
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(c) Provide Austroads Safe Intersection Sight Distance for the measured 85th percentile 
speed on Heights Road. 

(d) Provide a right turn bay or flush median on Heights Road to Auckland Transport 
standards. 

(2)   The eastern-most access along Heights Road must also provide an auxilary left turn 
lane on Heights Road to Auckland Transport standards. 

 

6.1.3 Height in Relation to Boundary to Heights Park Cemetery 

Purpose: 

• manage the effects of building height; 

• allow reasonable sunlight and daylight access to Heights Park Cemetery; and  

• manage visual dominance effects on Heights Park Cemetery  

(2) Buildings must not project beyond a 35 degree recession plane measured from a point 
6m vertically above ground level along the boundary of the Special Purpose – 
Cemetery Zone: 

 Figure IXXX.6.1.3.1 Height in relation to boundary 

 
 

IXXX.6.1.4 Yards to Heights Park Cemetery  

Purpose: 

 • provide a buffer and screening between industrial activities and the neighbouring Special Purpose - 
Cemetery Zone, to mitigate adverse visual and nuisance effects; 

(1) A building or parts of a building must be set back from the relevant boundary by the minimum 
depth listed in Table IXXX.6.1.4.1 
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Table IXXX.6.1.4.1 Yards 

Yard Minimum depth 

Rear 5m where the rear boundary adjoins 
the Special Purpose – Cemetery 
Zone 

Side 5m where the side boundary adjoins 
the Special Purpose – Cemetery 
Zone 

 

Note  

(1) A side or rear yard, and/or landscaping within that yard, is required along that part of the side or 
rear boundary adjoining the Special Purpose – Cemetery Zone.  

(2) Side and rear yards must be planted with a mixture of trees, shrubs or ground cover plants 
(including grass) within and along the full extent of the yard to provide a densely planted visual buffer 
for a depth of at least 3m and must be appropriately maintained thereafter.  

IXXX.6.1.5. Storage and screening to Heights Park Cemetery 

Purpose: 

• require rubbish and/or storage areas to be screened from the neighbouring Special Purpose – 
Cemetery Zone  

(1) Any outdoor storage or rubbish collection areas that directly face and are visible from the Special 
Purpose – Cemetery Zone adjoining a boundary with an industrial zone, must be screened from 
those areas by landscaping, a solid wall or fence at least 1.8m high. 

IXXX.17. Assessment – restricted discretionary activities 

IXXX.17.1. Matters of discretion 

The Council will restrict its discretion to all the following matters when assessing a restricted 
discretionary activity resource consent application for activities listed in Table IXXX.4.1 Activity Table, 
in addition to the matters specified for the relevant restricted discretionary activities in the overlay, 
Auckland wide or zone provisions: 

(1) Non-compliance with the standards in IXXX.6 

(a) Consistency with the Heights Road Precinct Plans in IXXX.10 

(b) Safe and efficient operation of the current and future transport network. 

(c) Consistency with the objectives and policies of the Precinct. 
 

IXXX.17.2. Assessment criteria 

The Council will consider the relevant assessment criteria below for restricted discretionary 
activities, in addition to the assessment criteria specified for the relevant restricted discretionary 
activities in the overlays, Auckland-wide or zones provisions: 
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(1) Subdivision and development: 

(a)  The extent to which the intersection of Paerata Road and Heights Road is designed and 
constructed to provide a dual-lane roundabout or traffic signals with sufficient capacity; or 
the Pukekohe North West Upgrade is fully operational. 

(b)  The extent to which road safety improvement works are implemented along Heights Road at 
the locations shown in Precinct Plan 2 to achieve a minimum 10% typical crash reduction. 

(c)  The extent to which safe site access is provided that: 

(i)  has sight distances meeting or exceeding the Austroads Safe Intersection Sight 
Distance standard for the measured operating (85th percentile) speed on Heights 
Road. 

(ii)  has widening of the Heights Road carriageway and provision of a right turn bay or 
flush median meeting Auckland Transport standards. 

(iii)   has widening of the Heights Road carriageway and provision of an auxilary left turn 
lane at the eastern-most access to any site in the Precinct in accordance with 
Auckland Transport standards. 

(iv)  avoids direct vehicle access from Paerata Road. 
 

IXXX.18. Special information requirements 

IXXX.18.1. Water and Wastewater Servicing Plan 

(2) Within the application for the first stage of subdivision or development of any site existing at 
[date of plan change approval] within the Precinct the applicant must provide a Water and 
Wastewater Servicing Plan for the Precinct Area. The Water and Wastewater Servicing Plan 
must: 

(d) Identify the location, size and capacity of the proposed water supply and wastewater 
network within the Precinct. 

(e) Identify the timing, location, size and capacity of the key water and wastewater infrastructure 
dependencies located outside of the Precinct Area but are necessary to service the 
Precinct. 

(f) Where interim water or wastewater servicing is proposed prior to the bulk water and 
wastewater network being available, details of: 

v. The interim measures proposed including timing, location and capacity. 

vi. In the case of wastewater, demonstrate how the system will operate so that no more 
than XXX is discharged to the existing public network, including monitoring and 
reporting. 

vii. How the interim measures will be decommissioned once the bulk water and 
wastewater system is available. 

viii. How the Precinct area will be connected to the bulk water and wastewater system 
following decommissioning of the interim solutions, including any consultation and 
agreements with Watercare. 
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IXXX.18.2. Water Supply and Wastewater Infrastructure Capacity Assessment 

(2) All applications for subdivision or development must be accompanied by a Water Supply and 
Wastewater Infrastructure Capacity Assessment. The applicant is required to produce a water 
supply and wastewater infrastructure capacity assessment for the precinct to demonstrate there 
is sufficient capacity in the wider water and wastewater reticulated network, to service the 
proposed development or lots. 

 
IXXX.18.3.  Traffic Design Report 

(1) A Traffic Design Report must be provided: 

(a)  At the first stage of subdivision or development of any site existing at (date of plan 
change approval); and  

(b)  For any subdivision or development which involves a new or modified site access. 

(2) The Traffic Design Report must: 

(a)  provide measured 85th percentile vehicle operating speeds along Heights Road in each 
direction near the site access. 

(b)  provide measured available sight distances at the site access in accordance with 
Austroads Guidelines for Safe Intersection Sight Distance. 

(c) provide a design for an auxillary right turn lane or flush median to Auckland Transport 
standards (unless already present). 

(d) provide a design for an auxillary left turn lane to Auckland Transport standards at the 
eastern-most site access (unless already present). 

 

IXXX.19. Appendices 

IXXX.19.1. Appendix 1 - Minimum Road Width, Function and Required Design Elements for 
Heights Road 

Minimum road reserve  20m (Note 1) 

Minimum sealed carriageway width  7m (Notes 2 and 3) 

Number of through lanes 2 

Design Speed 60 km/h 

Median  No (Note 3) 

Cycle Provision No 

Pedestrian Provision 1.8m wide footpath on southern side 

Bus Provision No 

Street Lighting Yes 

Note 1: Typical minimum width which may need to be varied in specific locations where 
required to accommodate network utilities. batters, structures, stormwater treatment, 
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access design, intersection design, significant constraints or other localised design 
requirements.  

Note 2: Typical minimum width which may need to be varied in specific locations where 
required to accommodate vehicle tracking on bends, intersection design, significant 
constraints or other localised design requirements.  

Note 3: Whilst not a general part of the road cross section, flush medians or right turn 
bays are required at access points 
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IXXX.20. Precinct plans

IXXX.20.1. Heights Road Precinct Plan 1
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IXXX.20.2. Heights Road Precinct Plan 2 
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Attachment 9 – Section 32AA Analysis for PC110 Heights Road Precinct Provisions 

 

Overview 

Section 32AA of the RMA requires further evaluation of changes made to PC110 to support the changes 
recommended to commissioners through the s42A report.  This further evaluation corresponds to the 
scale and significance of the changes. 

The key substantive change proposed is the imposition of precinct provisions for a new Heights Road 
Precinct as set out in the amendments in Attachment 8 to the s42A report. 

The provisions in the precinct relate to three topics: 

1/Bulk Water Supply and Wastewater Infrastructure 

2/Transport  

3/ Amenity controls adjacent to Heights Park Cemetery 

 

 Option 1 – PC110 as 
notified (with no 
precinct provisions) 

Option 2 – New Heights Road Precinct 
relating to PC110 land at 9, 33 and 49 
Heights Road 

Topic 1  Bulk Water Supply and Wastewater 
Infrastructure 

Description 1  Subdivision and development is restricted 
until the Precinct is able to connect to 
functioning bulk water supply and bulk 
wastewater infrastructure with sufficient 
capacity to service subdivision and 
development, except where an interim 
solution and associated decommissioning 
for water and/or wastewater servicing is 
proposed. 

Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

PC110 as notified is 
efficient and effective 
in relation to the 
unmodified AUP.  
However some effects 
relating to water and 
wastewater 
infrastructure are not 
effectively addressed. 

 

Costs  Unanticipated public 
expenditure on 

Requirement for plan change land to 
connect to bulk water and wastewater 
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required infrastructure 
servicing or upgrades 
which may be 
recommended to 
enable PC110 to 
proceed could create 
adverse economic 
effects.   

supply even if on site solutions have been 
approved. 

Benefits Bulk water supply 
connection is available 
now. A new pump 
station at Isabella 
Drive will be 
completed by 2028, 
which will be available 
to service the plan 
change land. 

Site-specific provisions in the form of 
precinct provisions are required to 
address the costs and timing of future 
infrastructure servicing in order to avoid, 
remedy, or mitigate any potential adverse 
economic effects. 

Extent to which 
this is the most 
appropriate way 
to achieve the 
purpose of the 
RMA 

Less appropriate in 
achieving the purpose 
of the RMA 

More appropriate in achieving the purpose 
of the RMA 

   

Topic 2  Transport 

Description 2  Precinct provisions are proposed with: 

-  an appropriate set of ‘transport triggers’ 
to provide certainty that the transport 
infrastructure required to support 
development of the plan change area will 
be delivered. 

-a precinct plan showing the locations of 
transport infrastructure ( such as the new 
collector road) to ensure consistency with 
long term planning documents, and  

-precinct provisions (objectives, policies, 
standards, assessment criteria, matters of 
discretion and special information 
requirements) which provide the 
necessary integration between land use 
and infrastructure. 
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Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

PC110 as notified is 
efficient and effective 
in relation to the 
unmodified AUP.  
However some effects 
relating to transport 
infrastructure are not 
effectively addressed. 

 

Costs Unanticipated public 
expenditure on 
required infrastructure 
servicing or upgrades 
which may be 
recommended to 
enable PC110 to 
proceed could create 
adverse economic 
effects.   

Transport efficiency 

Transport Safety 

Additional and more significant upgrading 
than requested by AT is required 

Funding for transport upgrades could be 
at developer’s cost.  No funding is 
currently confirmed for the Pukekohe 
North West Upgrade, and based on the 
FDS this project may not be implemented 
before 2040. 

Benefits Existing AUP 
provisions are 
considered appropriate 
and the applicant 
intends to work with 
Auckland Transport to 
develop a private 
agreement and land 
use covenant requiring 
an urban frontage to be 
constructed. 

Transport efficiency 

Transport Safety 

Significant development could occur on 
the plan change land without resource 
consent if the plan change land is rezoned 
to Business – Light Industry Zone.  The 
Council and AT may therefore have no 
ability to assess or control matters such 
as access location or sight distance if the 
plan change is approved as notified. 

Site-specific provisions in the form of 
precinct provisions are required to 
address the costs and timing of future 
infrastructure servicing in order to avoid, 
remedy, or mitigate any potential adverse 
economic effects 

Extent to which 
this is the most 
appropriate way 
to achieve the 
purpose of the 
RMA 

Less appropriate in 
achieving the purpose 
of the RMA 

More appropriate in achieving the purpose 
of the RMA 
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Topic 3  Amenity controls adjacent to Heights 
Park Cemetery 

Description 3  Introduction of Standards that apply in 
the Business-Light Industry zone when it 
adjoins a more sensitive zone (including 
residential, open space, Special Purpose – 
Māori Purpose and Special Purpose School 
zones).  These controls relate to height in 
relation to boundary and yard controls, 
including landscape requirements for side 
and rear yards. 

Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

PC110 as notified is 
efficient and effective 
in relation to the 
unmodified AUP.  
However some effects 
relating to interface 
controls relating to the 
Heights Road 
Cemetery are not 
effectively addressed. 

 

Costs Potential adverse 
visual effects on 
Heights Park Cemetery 

Economic and social costs - reduction in 
the extent of land available for light 
industrial development 

Benefits Any future buildings 
that establish on or 
near the boundary with 
Heights Park Cemetery 
are likely to face away 
from the cemetery 

Social benefits  - Reduction of adverse 
visual effects to a low-moderate level for 
those using the neighbouring Heights Park 
Cemetery, i 

Extent to which 
this is the most 
appropriate way 
to achieve the 
purpose of the 
RMA 

Less appropriate in 
achieving the purpose 
of the RMA 

More appropriate in achieving the purpose 
of the RMA 

 

Overall I conclude that Option 2 (the imposition of a new Heights Road precinct relating to the plan 
change land at 9, 33 and 49 Heights Road Pukekohe) is the most efficient and effective way to manage 
the effects of PC110 and the amount of social and economic wellbeing that can be derived from it. 
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