BUNG60373319 Bayswater Marina Development — S92 Queries and Other Comments — 17 Sept 2021

TABLE A - Council s92 matters 14 April 2021

1. | have reviewed the application with respect to the provisions of the National
Environmental Standards for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect
Human Health (NES:CS, MfE, 2011). | understand that the proposal is to redevelop the
existing Bayswater Marina into a residential and recreational area. Approximately 700 m3 of
excavation is proposed to enable the construction.

The NES:CS applies to certain activities (including soil disturbance, subdivision change of
land use) on land which is/has ‘more likely than not’ been subject to potentially
contaminating activities which are listed on the Hazardous Activities and Industries List
(HAIL, MfE, 2012). The purpose of the NES:CS is to ensure that contaminated land is
appropriately identified and assessed before it is developed, and remediated if necessary.

The applicant has not specifically assessed the proposal against the provisions of the NES:CS
and therefore | have undertaken a preliminary review of the site and the proposal. Based on
aerial photos and the Geotechnical Investigation Report (GIR, appended to the application
as attachment 8 the marina seawall bund and reclamation area was constructed between
1994 and 1996. The GIR has reviewed previous investigations which identified that the area
was reclaimed using chert, basalt boulders, in-situ marine sediment and Waitemata Group
Formation bedrock. The top 1-2 m consists of lime to stabilise the reclamation material. The
material has been sourced from areas which are unlikely to be HAIL sites and therefore
unlikely to be contaminated.

However, based on the aerial photos and the site description in section 4 of the AEE it
appears that the northern portion of the site is currently used for small boat storage and
servicing which | consider to fall under HAIL item F4 (motor vehicle maintenance) and/or F5
(marine vessel maintenance facilities). Additionally, there is a refuelling facility at the marina
which may also be considered a HAIL activity under item F7 (commercial refuelling facilities).

On this basis | consider that the NES:CS applies to the proposal. Please provide a
contaminated site investigation report prepared by a suitably qualified and experienced
practitioner in accordance with the Contaminated Land Management Guidelines (MfE,
2016). The site investigation will also determine if chapter E30 of the AUP(OP) applies to the
proposal as well.

Groundwater Specialist (Andy Samaratunga)

Applicant Response 17 June 2021

Attachment 14 (to the AEE) attached to this s92 response
addresses the issue of the potential for land to be contaminated.
A Preliminary Site Investigation has been carried out. The
assessment concludes there is a potential for a small part of the
site to be contaminated and the recommendations include that
a detailed contaminated site investigation (DCSI), involving soil
sampling is carried out in accordance with NESCS regulations
prior to any earthworks occurring in the area of the boat storage
and maintenance area. This investigation will determine if the
soil on the site has been contaminated by previous land uses and
if so, what degree of remediation maybe or may not be required
for the land. At that stage a resource consent under the NES can
be applied for. The applicant recommends requirement for
more testing and the possible need for a consent application be
included as a condition of consent.

Note that the refuelling facility is in the CMA on a jetty and is not
on land.

Council Review 1 August 2021

Contamination Specialist Input (Vaughan Turner)

I've reviewed the Site Management Plan (Ground
Contamination). It’s a robust plan and is sufficient for me
to continue with my assessment. The only issue, which
I've already flagged to the author, is that it references
the 2011 versions of the Contaminated Land
Management Guidelines No. 1. and 5. These documents
were revised this year. | understand it was prepared in
accordance with the revised guidelines, but that the in-
document references were not updated. Regardless, I'll
include consent conditions requiring that the soil testing
and validation reporting are prepared in accordance with
the revised documents. It’s only a minor issue.

| agree with the AEE that the proposal requires a
Discretionary Activity consent under the NES:CS for soil
disturbance, landuse change and subdivision. It also
requires a Discretionary Activity consent under chapter
E30 for the soil disturbance. This is primarily because a
Detailed Site Investigation hasn’t yet been conducted.

Council Review of Responses dated 23/8 + 31/8

2. The Geotech report noted the following:

Notably, the ACL drawing set indicates that the three mixed-use buildings will comprise basement
parking levels, with finished basement levels of RL1.3, RL0.6 and RL1.2m. The remainder of the

terraced units are also indicated to have a finished basement levels ranging from RL3.4m to RL3.7m

In general, the bulk cut depths are indicated on the ACL drawings to range from 0.0m to 1.2m depth,
while filling depth will largely range from 0.0m up to 1.5m thick. Deeper cuts of up to 3.6m will be

undertaken locally for the three mixed-use buildings basements

As discussed yesterday, the PA assessment provided
against E7.6.1.6 and E7.6.1.10 need to be revisited by
the applicant, because some comments provided are
not aligned with the geotechnical report findings,
such as:

1. The comment for E7.6.1.6 (2) as follows
by the applicant:

Add reasons for consent included in revised
AEE. Andy confirmed all resolved.
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Further, as there are there are no significant neighbouring buildings nearby, we consider that
groundwater dewatering effects on neighbouring properties and structures will be negligible. As a
result, groundwater dewatering has not been considered further.

E.7.4.1 Diversion of groundwater

Diversion of (A27) Diversion of groundwater caused by any | Permitted
groundwater when excavation (including trench) or tunnel

providing for the All standards are complied with — diversions for

basements and pipes will be less than 10 days, and the total

foundations. area is less than 1ha and 6m deep.

2] The water take must not be for a period of more than 10 days
in peat soils, or 30 days in other types of sail or rock; and
Dewatering will not be required in order to facilitate
construction. If localised dewatering is required it will be li
of mno mare than 30 days (the soils are not peat).

18. DEWATERING POTENTIAL

We nate that the proposed basement levels for the three mixed use buildings will be located near to
average depth to standing groundwater, which is considered to be at approximately RL1.0. However,
given that the groundwater level cross the site is considered to be affected by tidal fluctuations, we do
not consider dewatering to be a significant issue, as the standing groundwater level beneath the site

is effectively recharged approximately twice daily.

E7.6.1.10. Diversion of groundwater coused by any excavation, (including
trench) or tunnel
1) Al of the following octivities are exempt from the Stondards E7.6.1.10(2,
(6):
{a) pipes cables or tunnels including associated structures which are
drilled or thrust and are up to 1.2m in external diameter;
Not applicable.

{b) pipes including associated structures up to 1.5m in external diameter
where a closed faced or earth pressure balanced machine is used;
Not applicable.

{c) piles up to 1.5m in external diameter are exempt from these standardy
No piles will be greater than 1.5m diameter.

(d) diversions for no longer than 10 days; or
Any groundwater diversion as a result of the apartment building base
will be permanent.

(e) diversions for network utilities and road network linear trenching
activities that are progressively opened, closed and stabilised where

the part of the trench that is open at any given time is no longer than

10 days.

No trench below the groundwater table will be kept open for longer tha
10 days.
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Coastal Specialist (Kala Sivaguru)
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Note: Under Item 73 below | query if these works above require any additional reasons for
consent.

The gantries are permitted under F3.4.3 (A24) in the Marina
Zone. Piling needed to support the gantries is also a permitted
activity under (A24) - both are included within Marine and port
accessory structure and services within the AUP, which is
evaluated in the AEE.

4. | note that the applicant has applied for resource consent under E36.4.1 (A5) for the
infrastructure activities in the coastal erosion hazard area. But there is no report on coastal
erosion hazard assessment. Please provide additional reporting and assessment that
includes a coastal erosion hazard assessment.

This is a technical infringement because the underground
wastewater network, including the new pumping station, and
the stormwater pipes are in part located within 40m from the
CMA as defined by “coastal erosion hazard area - Any land which
is at an elevation less than 7m above mean high water springs if
the activity is within: (i) Inner Harbours and Inner Hauraki Gulf:
40m of mean high-water springs”.

A coastal erosion hazard assessment is not necessary as the
entire site is protected by rip-rap walls and is not prone to coastal
erosion. Further, the stormwater pipes that trip this provision all
discharge into the Marina basin, than is further protected from
the action of waves by a breakwater.

As above.

Amended AEE received.

Arborist Specialist (Rhys Caldwell)

5. Please provide an arborist report to assess the following:

o All the protected tree removals;

e Works within the rootzone for the retained protected Pohutukawa’s on the subject
site. The engineering plans need to clearly show the full extent of the rootzone not
just the dripline so the full extent of works can be assessed; and

e The works within the rootzone of the protected AT trees in the adjacent open space
zone, see snippet below with these adjacent trees in red. Some of these trees are
not shown on the engineering plans, if they can be added and the rootzone for all
trees below accurately shown.

The engineering plans show three trees which are Pohutukawa’s on the AT site, these appear
to over sail the site based on GIS and would have rootzones which go into the site. There are
another two large Pohutukawas further north (see snippet below) that appear to require
works within the rootzones as well.

See Attachment 13, Arborist Assessment for a full assessment of
these matters

| have reviewed the arboricultural assessment prepared
by Chris Scott-Dye of Peers Brown Miller Ltd, dated
2021.

Overall the report is an accurate assessment of the
trees, however, | do have some questions with regard
to the transplant methodology.

There are a couple of aspects that really need to be
defined.

Firstly, section “6.5 The Location of Services in Proximity
to the Trees”. The presence of underground services is
an extremely important aspect and this should have
been considered before identifying which trees can be
relocated. The presence of services beneath a tree
could then exclude it as a candidate for relocation, this
should have been considered as part of the assessment.
This could have a significant implications of the final
number of trees that could be relocated.

2nd s92 Response received.
Some questions see email 2/9, but post not
matter.

| have reviewed the arboricultural section 92
response prepared by Chris Scott-Dye of Peers Brown
Miller Ltd, dated 20 August 2021.

As | suspected the total number of trees that could
be potentially transplanted has significantly reduced.
It is now assumed that the entire row of trees No. 1
to 16 cannot be transplanted due the presence of
existing services that would need to be kept live as
part of the development. This has now reduced the
total number of potential transplanted trees from 41
to 26.

In the original assessment, it was identified that there
would be 129 trees planted as part of the
landscaping. Of this 129 trees, 31 trees would be
used from the transplanted stock. The s92 response
has now indicated that only 26 trees will be
transplanted and that any pohutukawa depicted on
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For the trees to be relocated we will need a transplant feasibility and methodology report
from a suitably experience contractor with a proven capability of relocating trees of this size.
These trees are not practically sensitive to being relocated but if not undertaken correctly it
will significantly decrease the odds of a successful relocation. The feasibility report should
also include recommendations for maintenance post relocation and a contingency for the
replacement of the trees if they die. As the trees are located in reclaimed ground there may
be obstructions below ground the prevent some or all of these trees being relocated. The
moving of this many trees is a massive undertaking and there are many things that need
sorted to ensure the trees remain healthy.

Stormwater Specialist (Arsini Hanna)

The second question | have is around how the
transplanted trees would be managed. Section 6.7 has
already identified that due the size of the trees it is not
viable to transport the trees off site. | would then
assume they have a plan to store the trees within the
site during construction?

The number of trees they are planning to transplant
would occupy a significant area and they have already
identified in paragraph five of section 6.4 that
movements of these trees should be kept to a minimum
to prevent a failure of the root ball. There also needs to
be more detail on the management of these trees
between being removed and relocated. Looking at the
proposed level of construction, the trees may need to
be stored for a reasonable length of time. There also
needs to be more information on replacement of any
tree that is not successfully transplanted. Will they
plant a new trees or retain some of the transplanted
trees as back-ups, the conclusion of the report indicates
they are anticipating the decline of up to five trees. If
they are going to retain trees as backups, then where
will they be kept?

There needs to be more information with regard to the
transplanting process.

e The existing services on the site need to be
addressed and part of the transplant
methodology to accurately determine the
number of trees that can actually be relocated.

e More information is required on the
management and storage of the transplanted
trees. Where will they be stored and how will
they be looked after. Also, what is the
contingency if the relocation of a tree is not
successful.

the landscape plan will either planted with a large
grade tree or be one of the transplanted specimens.
This dose not however specify the grade of the
replacement tree and is something that needs to be
clarified.

The original number of transplanted trees allowed for
31 trees to be used and to have additional trees in
reserve to replace any trees that fail to thrive or die.
Now that the number of potential candidates has
been reduced to 26 this creates a short fall in the
number of trees and dose not allow for any backups.

In my original request for additional information, | did
request for them to address what the contingency
was in the event that a relocation of a tree was not
successful. This part of my request has not really
been addressed.

“More information is required on the management
and storage of the transplanted trees. Where will
they be stored and how will they be looked after.
Also, what is the contingency if the relocation of a
tree is not successful”

Further clarification is needed on the following:

They will need to clarify what they mean by large
grade trees. Ideally this should be the container size
and approximate height of the tree at planting.

“any Pohutukawa depicted on the landscape plan will
either be planted with new large grade trees or
obtained from the stock of transplanted specimens.”
They will also need to address what the contingency
is if a relocation of a tree is not successful. | am
assuming it will be replaced with one of the new large
grade trees that they are referring to.

6. The applicant has applied for the following consents:

> E8.4.1(A11) — Discretionary activity diversion and discharge of stormwater
runoff from an existing or a new stormwater network.

» E9.4.1 (A6) — Controlled activity consent for the development of a new or
redevelopment of an existing high contaminant generating car park greater than
5,000m>.

Email from Arsini 21/6/21

Thanks for confirming that the swale is for stormwater
is conveyance

See memo from 2/9

Auckland |2
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Earthworks (Matt Byrne)
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Landscaping (Peter Kensington)
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Lake Road / Bayswater Road Intersection

14. The Lake Road / Bayswater Road intersection has been modelled with SIDRA using 2018
traffic volumes. The SIDRA model outputs show that the intersection is operating at an
overall LOS of C in peak times. A LOS of C is considered to operate well with minimal delay
or congestion. It is well understood that Lake Road can experience heavy congestion at peak
times and this is confirmed by looking at the google maps traffic layer in peak times. It is
acknowledged that the addition of the development traffic to the intersection is relatively
low and will not have a significant effect on how the intersection operates. However, it is
also important to understand how the intersection currently operates so we can assess the
application accurately.

Please calibrate the Lake Road / Bayswater Road SIDRA base model with delay/ queue
surveys to give confidence that the intersection is modelled accurately. It is also
recommended that up-to-date traffic volumes are utilised and recommend that SCATS data
(traffic volumes and signal phasing data) is obtained from Auckland Transport.

See response from Stantec, Appendix 2

The other matter relates to the way the development
has been colour palette in, G4.2 of the Design Manual
which favours — washed colours, neutrals, light, colours
including whites, powered blues, light pastels, some
natural materials. It is noted that roofing can be a range
of colours from light to dark. Whilst rendering colours
are dark grey, rather than light.

The methods used to calibrate the Sidra model are
somewhat unorthodox including taking queue surveys
from Google Maps traffic layer and adding traffic
volumes to the intersection for the purpose of
calibration. These techniques are not supported by
Abley. However, the end result is likely a fair
representation of how the intersection operates which is
at a LOS of E to F. Stantec’s model shows that the
addition of the development traffic adds approximately
10 seconds delay to the traffic travelling through the
intersection in the AM peak and 20 second delay on the
Saturday peak. The PM peak is the least affected with the
development traffic adding a 3 second delay to the
intersection.

The model shows that the intersection is currently
oversaturated with a Degree of Saturation above 1 at all
three peak time periods.

Council Transport Specialist (Kate Brill — External Consultant)

Trip Generation Assessment

15. The trip generation assessment did not take into account the trips generated by the
cafes/restaurants, commercial, office activities and other visitors to the marina. It is
understood that the GFA is relatively low for these activities, however please complete the
assessment for consideration and include in the new SIDRA model if appropriate.

See response from Stantec, Appendix 2

Resolved.

Accessible Parking Spaces

16. Please clarify how many accessible parking spaces will be provided and where these will
be located.

See response from Stantec, Appendix 2

Stantec have provided for two mobility parks based on
32 visitor parks at the marina. Please clarify how berth
holders will access a mobility park if required i.e. should
a proportion of the berth holder car parks be allocated
as mobility parks?

The section 92 response states “There are 285 berth
holder spaces provided. A total number of seven
accessible spaces are required. The allocation of berth-
holder parking is provided in the response from the
Applicant.”

Auckland |02
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centreline on the bend. Please demonstrate on a plan that adequate sight lines are available
to ensure oncoming traffic will have adequate space to stop to prevent either vehicle having
to reverse within the roadway.

turning area and the boat ramp. Suggest a roundabout
may be an option with the bus access forming a leg of
the roundabout. Use of the boat ramp will need to be
designed into the intersection.

The truncated snip of the tracking plan provided shows
the truck’s swept path crossing the centreline after the
bend which provides a major safety issue for a vehicle
travelling southbound around the bend. Although the
plan shows there is adequate visibility along Sir Peter
Blake Parade, a southbound vehicle entering the bend
will be at risk of a collision. In addition to this, the
tracking provided for the southbound vehicle does not
imitate usual driving behaviour.

The s92 response has provided new information on the
location of the bus access, where buses are expected to
exit the ferry terminal area at the southern end of Sir
Peter Blake Parade. It is proposed that buses turn right
out of the ferry terminal area on a tight bend in the road
where visibility will be restricted.

We have concerns on how vehicles with a trailer will
safely manoeuvre onto the boat ramp, given its location
on a tight bend in the road with restricted visibility.

The restricted visibility that comes with the current
design does not lend itself to an important intersection
that has to cater for heavy vehicles, bus turning area and
vehicles and trailers negotiating the boat ramp.

stage (rather than detailed design) as it will
determine if the conceptual design is feasible.

a) Please clarify how vehicles with boat trailers
reverse onto the boat ramp safely. It is stated in
the response that the widened flush median will
facilitate these movements. Please provide
vehicle tracking of an AT standard car and boat
trailer reverse manoeuvring safely onto the boat
ramp.

b) The separation of the opposing traffic flows by
line marking will assist with trucks crossing the
centreline as they track around the bend. The
original tracking provided by Stantec shows a
rubbish truck entering the opposing lane by a
significant margin. Please provide vehicle
tracking showing a rubbish truck tracking around
the bend with a car in the opposite direction to
demonstrate both vehicles do not need to cross
the centreline.
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Figure 1 Original vehicle tracking provided by Stantec of
rubbish truck and car passing on bend.

c) Please provide a visibility assessment for the
two proposed pedestrian crossings on the bend
to ensure safe sight lines are achieved. This is
critical for pedestrian crossing points.

Traffic Calming

21. The internal road network should have a design speed of 30km/h to ensure a safe
environment for pedestrians and cyclists. Please show traffic calming measures to ensure
traffic speeds will be reduced to 30km/h.

See response from Stantec, Appendix 2

Stantec has recommended two zebra crossings and three
sets of traffic calming. Please show the following on a
plan:

e The location of the pedestrian crossings and the
required visibility assessments for a pedestrian crossing.
It is also recommended that the pedestrian crossings are
raised platforms to ensure slower speeds. The raised
platforms could be designed as Swedish tables where the
crossing is on a bus route i.e. Sir Peter Blake Parade.

¢ The type and location of the traffic calming measures
should also be shown on a plan.

Auckland Transport’s Transport Design Manual
(https://at.govt.nz/media/1982230/engineering-
design-code-traffic-calming_compressed.pdf)
recommends appropriate spacing of traffic
calming measures to achieve a 30 km/h
environment. Given cyclists are sharing the road
with traffic, it is important to achieve a design
speed of 30km/h. The proposed traffic calming
shown in Appendices D and F have a spacing of
around 175m. Please space the traffic calming at
a recommended distances to achieve a low speed
environment.

In addition to this, Appendix F proposes a zebra
pedestrian crossing at the northern end of Sir

Auckland
Council
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Auckland Transport (Katrina Hunt)
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Transportation Assessment
Trip Generation, Modelling and Modal Split

26. The existing level of service for the intersection of Bayswater Avenue & Lake Road
appears to be flowing quite freely during the AM /PM weekday peak periods.

e Please clarify how the assumption /assessment that the intersection of Bayswater
Avenue & Lake Road has a Level of Service of B and C during the AM /PM weekday peak
periods was determined.

e Please provide confirmation that the modelling reflects the current level of service
through the intersection by completing trip /queue surveys.

e We believe that the Level of Service is under estimated in the modelling and it is
important the modelling accurately reflects the existing level of service of the
intersection prior to the effects of the additional trip generation arising from the
proposal being considered and assessed.

e Please comment or provide further assessment of the use of the streets surrounding
the Bayswater Avenue /Lake Road intersection as ‘traffic rat-runs’ particularly to the
north - west of the intersection and the effect that this may be having on the current
Level of Service of the intersection and whether it may get worse due to increased
vehicle trips generated by the development.

Note: This is a similar query to that raised by Council’s Transport Specialist under item 14
above.

See response from Stantec, Appendix 2

We have reviewed the analysis of the trip generation and
modelling and the response does not adequately address
/clarify the points raised as part of the s92.

e The use of google maps layers is unconventional
and is not accepted as a standard technique to
calibrate modelling and may not accurately show
the Level of Service for the intersection of
Bayswater Avenue & Lake Road with the
development.

e Please verify using traffic counts or on-site
observation to calibrate the model to show both
the current level of service and proposed level of
service through the intersection.

e  The SIRDA shows a cycle time of 120s. Please clarify
if this is the current cycle time being used at the
intersection and if not please adjust the model for a
maximum of 120s cycle time.

e |t is not clear how the additional traffic resulting
from the development will not result in rat-running
especially through Egrement Street. Please clarify
how this assumption was determined.

Given covid19 post not

Rubbish Collection

27. It is not clear from the plan or the transportation assessment what the arrangement will
be for rubbish collection.

Please clarify /detail what the arrangements will be for the rubbish collection, including
whether the collection will be private, the frequency of collection and whether there will be
a central point for collection (rubbish /recycling) for the proposed residential dwellings.

Please provide plans that show the location of the bins and please provide tracking diagrams
confirming that a 10.3m rubbish truck can safely enter /leave the site and track through the
site (including the residential precincts).

Note: This is a similar query to that raised by Council’s Transport Specialist under item 19
above.

See response from Stantec, Appendix 2

The manoeuvring for an 8.3m rubbish truck is very tight,
particularly if the parking bays are occupied. The
proposed time restrictions on the parking bays and
removal of the wheel stops from the parking spaces
where the rubbish truck would manoeuvre over is not
considered to be a suitable solution.

We don’t support this and would prefer that the two
parking bays were removed (traffic flow would need to
be signed and marked as one way). This measure
/suggestion should be discussed with Abley AC’s Traffic
Consultant.

Bus Stop and Bus Turning Area and Walking Route

28. The section 5.4 of the Assessment of Effects notes that bus access will continue to be
available along Sir Peter Blake Parade and that it will finish at its current location and a

See response from Stantec, Appendix 2

The plan provided showing the possible bus turning
/tracking over AT land is quite ‘conceptual’ and it raises
several additional queries.

Auckland
Council
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turnaround area will be available however; there are no plans showing this location or
turnaround. Please provide plans /amended information that shows the following:

e The proposed route of the bus along Sir Peter Blake Parade and within the site and
the location of the bus stop and details of the bus turning area.

e  The route of the bus and the bus turning area will need to include details of tracking
for a 12.6m rigid and a 13.5m rear-steer bus and the route and bus turning area will
need to avoid /minimise any conflicts with the boat ramp (including vehicles with
trailers using the ramp).

AT’s preference /suggestion is that the bus turnaround area is located within the ‘apron’ at
the corner of Sir Peter Blake Parade and Cross Street.

e Please provide details of the walking /pedestrian route between the bus stop
/platform and the ferry terminal. It is expected that the route will provide clear, safe
and legible access and will tie /link into the pedestrian route requested under point
30 below.

e  Please confirm that AC /AT have access /easement over the turning head area and
please provide a plan showing this.

Please note that the AT hammerhead where the existing park and ride is located will likely
be re-developed (subject to funding) to have new park and ride and ferry terminal and cannot
be used for the bus turning area until this is re-developed (i.e. as part of this current resource
consent application).

e Please provide updated plans showing a ‘marked out’ bus stop (including 15m long,
2.5m wide platform and bus stop road markings with same dimensions as the
platform and shelter (detail to be confirmed at detailed design).

It is AT’s preference is for the stop /shelter and platform to be in the blue hatch on the above
snip. Please note that the platform area in the sketch is longer than bus stop and this is not
correct the bus stop needs to be longer than the platform.

Note: It is noted that the Sir Peter Blake Drive extension falls within sub-precinct C this
identifies that this sub precinct provides for a bus stop.

Please clarify the following:

From the information provided it is not clear who
the applicant is proposing would install and
construct the necessary facilities for buses to enter,
track and stop on AT land or the timeframes for this.

It is not clear from the information (including
figures 13 and 14) where the bus would enter the
AT area off Sir Peter Blake Parade. Please provide a
plan show where buses would enter AT land off Sir
Peter Blake Parade (including a full tracking plan for
a 12.6m rigid and 13.5m rear steer bus confirming
that a bus could safety turn /enter the AT area and
plans showing tracking with the buses turning and
a vehicle and boat trailer coming in on the opposite
direction on Sir Peter Blake Drive).

Please provide tracking full tracking plan for a
12.6m rigid and 13.5m rear steer bus showing how
a bus would turn /track out of the AT area onto Sir
Peter Blake Parade and how the current conflicts
with two parking spaces would be avoided
(including plans showing tracking with the buses
turning and a vehicle and boat trailer coming in on
the opposite direction on Sir Peter Blake Drive).

AT’s suggestion is that the initial tracking plans
indicate that the two car parking spaces will need
to be removed.

Please provide plans /tracking diagrams confirming
that buses 12.6m rigid and 13.5m rear steer bus can
track on Sir Peter Blake Drive with a vehicle with a
boat trailer on the opposite side of the road.

The current bus turning area has a potential for
conflict and queuing between buses turning,
vehicles with boat trailers accessing the boat ramp,
pedestrians and cyclists. Based on the information
/ plans provided AT don’t have sufficient
information to review and comment and, based on
the information, provided we have concerns about
the possible conflicts.

The location and position of the proposed parallel
boat trailer parking is likely to result in conflicts with
the buses and vehicles trying to enter the parking
spaces. As per Auckland Council’s Consultant Traffic
Engineers response we don’t support the location
of the parallel boat trailer parking.

There does not appear to be details provided of a
walking /pedestrian route from the park n ride,
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proposed bus stop. Please provide details of the
route.

The possible layout of bus turning and using the AT land
will require further review, assessment and a separate
resource consent the following information is requested
as part of the initial feasibility stage of determining
whether the layout is feasible and workable:

° Pavement assessments for the area including the
effects of accommodating heavy vehicle traffic and
turning manoeuvres. Similarly, where traffic
loading is anticipated in the proximity of seawalls
and wharf structures, full structural assessments
will be required. In the event that pavements,
seawall or wharf integrity are unable to
accommodate heavy vehicle loads, new designs or
strengthening will be required.

° In areas where new carriageway construction is
proposed, full Geotechnical investigations would be
required to support appropriate pavement design.

e The existing stormwater management across the
site is likely to be non-compliant of current
standards. Redevelopment, additional pavement
areas, reconfiguration of traffic routing and parking
would require a comprehensive stormwater design
in  compliance with current environmental
standards, please provide initial details /plans.

° Planning of potential demolition and/or disposal of
contaminated materials.

e  Arborist Report and details of impact to trees of
significance e.g. Pohutukawa and what would be
required for bus turning on the trees.

e Assessment of environmental effects (AEE).
) Please provide details /clarification of the bus

turning options on the AT land are not feasible in
the short to medium term.

Ferry Terminal

29. The AEE and the landscape concept plans show the existing ferry terminal and the AEE
notes that this facility will not be retained after 2031 when AT’s lease expires. However, the
proposed plans and AEE do not discuss the retention of the existing passenger facilities by
the ferry rather the Infrastructure report section 3.2.1 identifies that the buildings
associated with the ferry terminal will be removed at the beginning of Stage 1.

The AEE, in section 5.4 says:

The proposal is to maintain the ferry terminal on pontoons
accessed off the marina land. A passenger terminal will be
retained until at least 2031 when the berth licences expire.
Although AT has long term plans to construct a new ferry

The discussion between AT and the applicant
/developer about the possible location of public
facilities can continue throughout the consenting
process.
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Please clarify what passenger facilities are to be provided during the next 10 years until the
AT lease expires. Please provide updated /revised master plan sheets showing the existing
ferry terminal and the location of the associated facilities are to be retained until the AT
lease expires.

The ferry terminal facility needs to be maintained in the existing location or similar until AT’s
lease expires and the Bayswater Precinct Plan under the AUP requires that there is sufficient
space provided for the publicly managed transport facilities.

terminal on its own land, funding for this has not been provided
for in the current long term funding plan, so it is safe to assume
there will be no changes to the current arrangements at least in
the medium term.

The development of the land as proposed will require the
passenger facilities presently available to be retired. Note,
there is no obligation for BMHL to provide a waiting room. It
presently does so on an informal arrangement with AT. Any
new facility desired by AT would need to be subject to normal
commercial arrangements. In that regard, the passenger
waiting room could be relocated to the ground floor of one of
the Apartment buildings.

The existing ferry docking terminal (it is a berth) is not being
changed and is not part of this application.

In 2031 AT can approach the marina company to renegotiate
the renewal of the licence to use the berth currently used as a
ferry terminal in the event that it has not progressed its own
terminal plans.

Pedestrian Connections from Park n Ride to Ferry Terminal

30. It is not clear what route pedestrians would take from the park and ride to the ferry
terminal. Please confirm what is intended for these pedestrians.

There is car parking proposed along the eastern side of Sir Peter Blake Drive and there is the
potential for conflict between pedestrians and vehicles /trailers using the boat ramp.

Please provide revised plans showing a clear and legible route for pedestrians from the
existing park and ride to the ferry terminal (including how possible conflicts between
vehicles using the boat ramp and parking on the eastern side of Sir Peter Blake Drive will be
minimised or avoided).

See response from Stantec, Appendix 2

The response does not address the query and it
considered that based on the proposed design /layout
with bus turning onto AT land and in the area of the boat
ramp that the pedestrian route would not be overly safe
or functional.

Please provide plans showing a clear and legible route
for pedestrians from the park and ride and proposed bus
stop to the ferry terminal (including details of how the
potential conflicts between vehicles using the boat
ramp, parking on the eastern side of Sir Peter Blake Drive
and turning buses will be minimised or avoided).

Bike Parking

31. Please show /detail on the plans the resident and visitor bike parking spaces for the
proposed apartments and confirm that the number of spaces complies with the AUP
requirements. Please show on the plans where the proposed ‘bike’ parking spaces will be
located for the commercial activities on site and please confirm that the number of spaces
complies with the AUP requirements.

See response from Stantec, Appendix 2

There appears to be a discrepancy between the number
of bike parks noted in the s92 response under Item 31 as
it is not clear on the plans where the visitor bike parking
spaces will be for two of the apartment buildings or
where the bike parking will be for the commercial
activities.

Please provide updated /revised plans clarifying the abov

Visitor Bike Parking

32. From the plans and application information, it is not clear how many visitor bike parking
spaces it is proposed to provide or spaces for berth holders.

See response from Stantec, Appendix 2

The response confirms that visitor bike parking will
provided. AT will recommend a condition that finali
details of the number and location of the visitor b
parking (including stand types) are provided.
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Council

20



BUN60373319 Bayswater Marina Development — S92 Queries and Other Comments — 17 Sept 2021




BUNG60373319 Bayswater Marina Development — S92 Queries and Other Comments — 17 Sept 2021

Cycle-ways

36. Please clarify if cycling to and from the development (including the ferry terminal) on
the existing road is considered to be safe and how this is achieved through the design of the
new road network extension particularly given the expected volume and types of vehicles
which will be using this road

As the development is likely to generate additional cycle activity AT preference is for
protected cycleways to be provided along the extension of Sir Peter Blake Drive and
preferably up to the roundabout of Bayswater Avenue and Sir Peter Blake Drive.

See response from Stantec, Appendix 2

The response does not adequately address the query
whether it is considered safe to cycle on the existing road
and how the extension of Sir Peter Blake Drive will be
safe to cycle on.

As noted above under response to Item 28, it is
considered that there is the potential for conflict
between buses, cars and boat trailers and pedestrians
/cyclists.

Please clarify if cycling to and from the development on
the existing road is considered to be safe and how the
design of the road extension will be safe for cyclists
(given the potential conflicts noted above).

Confirmation of Width of Sir Peter Blake Drive Extension

37. Please confirm /clarify that the extension of Sir Peter Blake Drive is wide enough to
accommodate buses, as this information is not currently shown on the plans.

It is noted that Auckland Transport’s TDM sets outs the widths of road carriageway required
for bus tracking and this information is required as buses need to be able to travel along Sir
Peter Blake Drive.

Note: It is noted that the Sir Peter Blake Drive extension falls within sub-precinct C this
identifies that this provides for a bus stop so needs to be wide enough o facilitate access to
the stop.

See response from Stantec, Appendix 2

As noted above under AT’s response to ltem 28, it is not
clear from the information provided that there is
sufficient space for on Sir Peter Blake Drive to
accommodate a bus and car and boat trailer as shown in
Figure 14 of the Stantec s92 response.

Upgrade of Crossing Point on Sir Peter Blake Drive

38. Please provide clarification as to whether the existing refuge on Sir Peter Blake Drive
(see snip below) is considered to be appropriate given the additional volumes of vehicle
movements and additional pedestrian demand from the redevelopment of the precinct. If
you can provide an additional traffic assessment on the safety of this existing refuge.

See response from Stantec, Appendix 2

The response provided does not adequately address or
answer the query as to whether the upgrading of the
existing pedestrian refuge is warranted.

Please complete the Austroads Pedestrian Facility
Selection Tool to determine if an upgrade to the
pedestrian refuge is warranted.

Auckland |2
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The development will generate additional pedestrian activity which may necessitate the
upgrading of the existing pedestrian refuge on Sir Peter Blake Drive is not considered to be
suitable to provide for safe and efficient pedestrian crossing.

Note: It is AT’s view is that the development generates the need for the refuge crossing to
be upgraded to a raised pedestrian crossing to allow safe pedestrian access.

Construction

39. The application documentation, infrastructure report and the typical draft CTMP do not
provide much detail on how safe and direct access will be maintained from the existing park
and ride to the ferry terminal, the proposed location of the bus stop and turning area and
access from the bus stop to the ferry terminal and pedestrian /cycle access through the site
during construction.

Please provide plans and a construction methodology setting out the following:

e The proposed three stages (including details of the areas for each staging, where
workers will park, how /where access to the berth holder car parking /boat ramp and
trailer boat will be located and maintained);

e The proposed location(s) for the temporary location of the bus stop /bus turnaround
area including confirmation that buses can safely turn, details of safe, direct and
legible pedestrian access from the bus stop to the ferry terminal;

e Details /route of how /where pedestrian access will be provided during the
construction and each stage from the park and ride to the ferry terminal and details
of pedestrian access along Sir Peter Blake Parade during construction; and

e Details of how the boat ramp will function /work during construction and how access
will be maintained; and

e Details of how it is proposed to manage the construction of individual terraced houses
and where tradespeople would park (as there will be limited parking on site and the
demand for parking could spill onto the surrounding streets or occupy the park and
ride parking).

See Attachment 3.4 Draft Construction Management Plan May
2021 which has updates to includes the aspects requested.

Due to the scale and complexity of the proposed construction
we consider that a final construction management plan cannot
be prepared until a construction contractor is engaged for the
project, as many of the items raised relate to how the project
will be constructed. We would consider that a condition
requiring that a construction management plan containing the
information noted in this query be provided and approved by
Council prior to the commencement of construction.

It is not entirely clear from the updated Draft
Construction Management Plan how the access to the
boat ramp and boat trailer parking for the ramp will be
during construction, please clarify.

The bus tracking shown for Stages 2 and 3 appears to
be very tight and it is not clear that the tracking will
work.

Please provide plans /details confirming that bus trackin
for Stages 2 and 3 is feasible and works.

Auckland |2~
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This information needs to be provided as part of the resource consent so that the effects of
the construction can be assessed and understood and so it can be confirmed that safe and
efficient access to public transport and pedestrian access through the site will be maintained.

Fuel Tanks and Fuel Lines

40. The existing underground fuel tanks for the fuel dock for the marina are located on the
AT land and lines run down to the refuelling dock. However, it is not clear from the
application how the development /construction on the site will impact on the fuel lines and
fuel tanks? Please provide details of the existing location of the pipes from the fuel tanks to
the fuel dock and confirm how these will be protected /managed during earthworks and
construction works.

AT note the proposed new easement for this infrastructure and would welcome a separate
discussion directly with the applicant about this matter.

Subdivision Specialist — David Snowdon

Staging

41. Turning to Attachment 10.1, the plans accurately reflect the proposed nature of the unit
title development at completion. However, no plans have been supplied in relation to
staging and potential FDU’s although that is noted in the AEE. The provision of the staging
drawings should be requested at s92 in order that we can gauge the effects of each stage
and how they may be connected sequentially. The provision of those drawings will likely
require additional evaluation and potentially lead to conditions of subdivision consent (if
granted).

The location of the fuel line has been determined using ground
penetrating radar (GPR), the alighment of the pipe is shown on
Airey Consultants drawing sheets 100, 101, 103 (Attachment
3.1).

Three stages of development are expected to occur in
succession:

1. South precinct
2. Central precinct
3. North precinct

These stages will be constructed as part of one civil
construction contract, providing for earthworks stock piling,
temporary car parking and Berthholder access. While we
envisage a staged approach to construction, we do not
anticipate the issue of multiple 224c certificates in stages.

Following issue of the 224c certificate, the first stage unit plan
will deposit. That plan will create the stage 1 principal units and
multiple future development units. Those future development
units will be developed at different times depending on the
readiness of each unit owner to complete the building and
convert the title from an FDU title to a PU title. In that regard
the completion of works and conversion of FDU titles to PU

It is not clear from the s92 response how the
development /construction will impact on the fuel lines
and how this will be managed during construction.
Please confirm how the fuel pipes will be managed
during construction and earthworks.

The s92 response still includes the draft easement
document showing an easement with the right to
convey fuel and right to maintain fuel lines and tanks
over AT (AC land). We are not going to the proposed
easement and it is proposed instrument is outside of
the scope of this current resource consent. Please
remove the easement document from the resource
consent application.

| must admit to being a little confused by the response
to my subdivision staging question?

They are stating they anticipate one (single)

s224(c). The scheme plan at attachment 10.1
(attached) conforms to this arrangement and identifies
no staging.

The s92 response (above) however states that while
they anticipate the issue of the one s224(c), they will
“create the stage 1 principal units and multiple future
development units.”

They must therefore either:

a) confirm removal of the staging references in the
subdivision section of the AEE and proceed on the
basis of scheme plan at attachment 10.1 or,

b) provide staging plans (and any necessary staging
assessments), conforming to the requirements of
s24(2)(a-c) Unit Titles Act 2010 (providing the PUD
Plan, Staged Unit Plans and Complete Plan) and
identifying the FDU’s.

See email from David
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Urban Design (John Steinberg)

a_

Design Review Process
42. Please clarify the Council oversight in the process of agreeing the detailed design for
each FDU?

Getting an appropriate level of certainty, independence and control over design outcomes
needs to be explicit, and there are serious concerns about the lack of Council oversight.

A2.1 The design committee is not known and can be made up from any members of
the, non-design oversight committee, that could potentially outnumber the
professional designers to be appointed to the design committee. How would split
decisions be resolve?

Bayswater Marina Holdings Ltd chooses the design professionals, although there is
no obligation to ensure quality architects or urban designers with panel experience
would be appointed.

Can they be dismissed and replaced at whim?

Does the appointed urban designer from council have veto role or referral role? Is
this appointment solely at the discretion of BMH?

Who pays for the Council’s urban designer and how is that charge system to be
managed? Would council have to develop and manage a new charging system that
relates to the various applicants which would add significant complexity and costs
to the council.

titles will be staged but it is not possible to predetermine that
staging because it is affected by matters outside of the
developer’s control.

Design Committee is proposed to include “1 x Appointed Urban
Designer from Auckland Council”

(a) Decisions and advice from the Design Committee must be
with reference to the consent including the Design Manual, and
backed by robust design rationale. They are not and should not
be a vote. However, should this continue to be a Council
concern, a rule could be added that there must be a majority of
professional designers on any Desigh Committee review.

(b) It is in the interests of the Bayswater Marina Holdings Ltd
and its development to ensure appropriate expertise is on the
Oversight and Design Committees, in order to achieve high
standards and design.

(c) See page Appendix 2, p30 of the Design Manual — “Membersh
Oversight Committee (and Design Committee) is determined by
Bayswater Marina Holdings Ltd (or its nominee)”.

(d) As stated under Design Committee Rule 4 (DM page 30):
“The Urban Designer from Auckland Council will attend in an
observation role from time to time and at Auckland Council
discretion.” Appointment and attendance is solely at discretion
of Auckland Council, and Council does not have veto or referral
role.

If the volume of the proposal is outside the consented
dimensions and not consistent with the Design Manual then the
Desigh Committee has a veto role, and would also refer the
applicant to Auckland Council for a consent application.

Also in respect option a) above, there will be a
requirement for s32(2)(a) certification for all PU’s prior
to any new titles issuing which is clearly not their intent
from this response.

| strongly suggest they seek advice from their Surveyor
prior to responding.

(c, d, e) The urban designer from council only used in an
observation role, and appointment and attendance
would be at ACC discretion. Council will not have a veto
or referral role which is fine. Implicit in their reply is that
council’s urban designer would not be able to charge
time against any proposals and that aspect has not been
explicitly answered by the applicant, but it also suggests
that monitoring of the approved applications needs take
place periodically, especially at building consent stage
where things have been known to change significantly.

Further matters that they need to address because of
the information provided.

Suggesting a rule could be added that there must be a
majority of professional designers on any design
committee review — would be acceptable. It needs to be
added in A2.1.

It is noted that in A2.1.2 that “the design committee has
unfettered discretion to determine whether an
application is consistent with this Design Manual and
therefore should be approved or declined, and its
decisions shall be final” This seems to introduce some
flexibility, and suggests it is up to the design committee
to determine that the application is consistent with the
design manual — so does that mean minor rule
infringements would be considered as being consistent,
with the design manual, or potentially ignored given
their ‘unfettered discretion’?

| think that a further clause be added to A2.1 — stating
(if this is the intent?) that the Design Committee cannot
approve an application if it infringes this design manuals
Rules R2.1-R2.16 and R.3.1-R3.10. This may require a
monitoring requirement to ensure that the committee
is delivering on its responsibilities.

Post notification and prior to memo.
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Another practical matter relates to the cumulative effect of individual designs and the extent
to which an approved design/s within a terrace block

a- need to form part of any proposal’s context?

b- is there need for development to respond to that context and create an individual
stitch to provide an overall co-ordinated aesthetic to a block, or is a contrasting
potentially jarring design OK? Or are the rules and guidelines sufficiently powerful
to ensure a general level of co-ordination.

Note: In terms of queries raised on charging above. It would appear the simplest mechanism
for this would be monitoring deposit and ongoing monitoring charges which occurs already
through the existing process of giving effect to a consent. If you can confirm if you agree with
this option.

(a) The matter of relation to units around is acknowledged and
has been considered and specifically addressed by the
highlighted text below:

G3.3 Relation to neighbouring dwellings:

Consider the context established by neighbouring units
along a terrace, across the internal mews and across
lanes in order to:

a. optimise the outlook from and amenity of all units; and

b. avoid any negative visual effects which would
compromise the aesthetic of the terrace as a whole.

G3.3 (b) signals expectations to the ‘applicant’ and gives
leverage to avoid “potentially jarring design” as the design is
reviewed by the Design Committee.

(b) Note that the intention is individual unit design, and not a
uniform and consistent aesthetic. However, the parameters for
the bulk and form of each terrace and guidelines materials and
colours will contribute to an appropriate degree of visual
cohesion, and this will also be fundamental in precluding a
potentially jarring design.

Maritime Environment

43. It is not clear how the intention of “Policy I504.3 (2) requires new buildings to be located
and designed to that they (a) visually appropriate for a maritime environment and are
designed to reflect the maritime location” is being achieved in the DM (see ltalics below).
Please provide further assessment and discussion on how the Design Manual satisfies the
above policy.

This policy seeks the design of buildings to have an apparent visual response to their external
design and appearance that is appropriate for a maritime environment and that reflects the
maritime location. That location includes inferences to maritime activities of the sea or
related to the sea and commonly would be interpreted to include built forms, design
elements and materials located historically in maritime locations, this location and extend to
Maori references to their maritime activities.

Such a response is sought to retain some of the character of the activities and uses associated
with the site, but also help to mitigate the effects of a strong residential character
dominating the precinct.

This is a significant issue as the long-standing community interest in the site as a place of
recreation and open space enjoyment and involvement in maritime activities, relating

Maritime activities

1. In any location, activity is a fundamental determinant of
character. Bayswater’s authentic “maritime” identity results
in large part from the retention of existing water-related
activities and from the addition of new waterfront amenities:

a. The proposal retains all but one of the existing uses
associated with the site include marina; public transport
including ferry, marina carparking; public water edge
access and open space is precisely to meet Unitary Plan
requirements.

b. The activity deleted is the industrial boat yard which has
limited utility for the general public.

c. Land-based infrastructure enabling access and trade are
respectively: useable public open space and water edge
access both of which are enhanced in quality and extent,

Maritime Environment’

Explanation has been provided, there remain concerns
which are not easily resolved. However, | am relatively
supportive of the approach taken and believe (and it’s
only a belief) that the community would warm to the
finer grain expression and the individual qualities of the
units, and such an approach would reduce the implicit
ownership and dominance of the site and public realm
by the development, which by contrast could be
exacerbated by a large comprehensively designed
apartment complex.

The explanation provided is rather self-serving, with
modest claims to a maritime building response and
cliched use of architectural and design jargoon. Perhaps
more robust consideration of the public views of
maritime design could have been canvassed when a
Local Board & Bayswater Community Committee
initiative to get feedback from the public to explore the
future use of the marina land was commissioned in 2018,
a missed opportunity. There remain consenting hurdles.

Post notification.
Prior to memo.
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overtime with a range of buildings has to be considered in communicating a maritime
architectural approach which speaks to the community, rather than an elite design
profession.

“Maritime” relates to the sea, of the sea and is used most frequently to describe navigation,
activities associated with commerce of the sea, its supporting maritime activities, shipping,
boating, seafaring, and supporting land-based infrastructure enabling access and trade.

Terrace Architecture

The urban design report suggests a narrowing down of the response as the marina has few
contextual references (2.2-2.4) other than weathering and timber clad buildings in the
vicinity, and states there are few relevant cues for contextual relationship beyond the
variation between individual houses. In effect constructing an approach to ‘slip the
moorings’ and have no fundamental approach to maritime design.

The approach to design provided by the guidelines (G3.2) do not deal with the maritime
character but reference is made to ‘intended coastal urban character’ delivered by a variety
of means, covered in guidance provisions (a) to (e). These appear generic at best and part of
any design brief for ‘anywhere’ development.

and commercial facilities which include new marina
offices and the possibility of marina related retail.

d. The proposal increases the extent and range of waterfront
activities. In particular, it provides greater scope for
recreation by people who do not own boats.

Aesthetic design and character

2. Good design in a maritime setting should make an

associational connection with the maritime context, variously
described in the Unitary Plan as “visually appropriate” and “to
reflect the maritime location”. There are two architectural
ways of achieving this: by overt representation or by
abstraction. These are discussed in turn below.

Achieving maritime associations through representation.

3. Architectural representation employs overt symbolic devices:

themes, motifs, elements and features that are commonly
understood as having maritime associations. These devices
typically refer to maritime activities or locations.

. Common strategies for achieving such associations include:

- Mimicry of naval architecture in terms of overall form
(e.g. hull, deck, superstructure), styling (e.g. fluid lines of
Moderne architecture) or vocabulary (e.g. portholes,
companionways, railings).

- Resemblance to maritime buildings (e.g. boatsheds,
warehouses, lighthouses).

- Reference to other forms of maritime infrastructure (e.g.
cranes, gangways).

- Inclusion of maritime themed furniture and decoration.

. Although a designer might elect to apply one of these

strategies to single Bayswater townhouse, none of the
devices are considered appropriate for the whole
development. The reasons for this are as follows:

- Simulated features lack authenticity: in a coastal setting,
they can detract from the appearance and meaning of
real maritime elements.

- Ocean-going liners are the chief inspiration for Moderne
architecture. This type of ship is not relevant to
Bayswater or its maritime activity.

- Simulated features easily become cliched, especially if
they occur in large numbers.

- At a macro scale, convincing controlled references are
only possible within a comprehensively designed
development (Bayswater townhouses are individually
designed).

- Maritime activities are not the subject of policy

I1504.3 it is only the buildings

- Objective 1504.2 seeks an outcome of a

comprehensively and integrated development, and
as stated in the S92 response town houses are
individually designed in contrast! page 20, 5 dash 4.

| will have to present these aspects in my report.
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Overhanging Balconies

09
A Joud NO\NW

A TFIXED "P" & "
ARE PRINCIPAL UNITS (PU's)

¥ i s GROUND LEVEL
a Outline at ground level SHEET 9 OF 16

Above: Steps Yellow, Red outline relates to potential
balcony overhang and its effects on pedestrian amenity.

8 P ¥ nd aoeue\dsa

Boat Trailer and Central Apartment Block

47. Please confirm if the Design Manual allows for the potential for balconies to overhang
footpaths running in front of lots 1-4, 9-12, 27-29, 33-37, 47-60, 62-68, 75-77 and 89-93?

Front and rear balcony projections are provided for as follows

in the Design Manual Appendix 1 Table 2 Facade projections:
Lot 1 —no. Lots 2-4 yes.

Lots 9-12 -yes

Lots 27 no, Lots 28, 29 yes

Lots 33-37 yes

Lot 47 — no. Lots 48-58 yes. Lots 59 and 60 no.
Lots 62-68 yes

Lots 75-77 yes

Lots 89 no; lots 90-92 yes; lot 93 no

The balconies are all within the identified PU area. (Refer to

Design Manual Appendix 1 for the units where balcony and
front step projections can occur.)

adverse effects of balconies over the public footpath in
terms of pedestrian amenity and comfort of use and or a
rational why. Useful would be the type of relationship
between balconies and footpath outlined above in red.
A typical cross section around PU47-60 would be useful.

The footpath is public space, please provide the benefits/

Identified as Post Not.

to cut down the casual pedestrian crossing options in this location.

Parks (Raj Maharjan)

Auckland |2~

48. It is unclear the rational for the positioning of this single trailer park outside the central
apartment block. Please clarify why this location was chosen against others? It would appear

From an urban design perspective there is a clear, direct and
generously wide line of crossing possible from the footpath
along the edge of Sir Peter Blake Parade, so this trailer park
does not impact pedestrian crossing options in this location.

The location of this trailer park (and all proposed trailer parks)

is considered appropriate by reference to the relevant Precinct
provisions.

A rational for the trailer park location has not been
provided, other than it is considered appropriate, which
is not an explanation, the layout of parking and access is
a matter of discretion. The trailer park seems to be
located not only to prevent easy movement across the
road on a broader front, but also appears incongruous
with the potential ambiance being created by the food
and beverage tenancy and would tend to increase

threshold resistance to the tenancy which is never
helpful.

From an urban design perspective, it’s the rational and
appropriateness of the trailer park which requires

justification, not that there is an alternative route which
is unimpeded.

Identified as Post Not.
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Esplanade Strip and Schedule 10

49. Please provide a commentary in relation to how the proposed esplanade strip meets the
requirements for instruments creating esplanade strips and access strip as outlined under
Schedule 10 of the Resource Management Act.

In terms of the draft instrument the following queries are raised:

1. There does not appear to be provision about BML responsibility for the ongoing
maintenance and management of the esplanade strip, as there will be an
expectation of certain improvements (i.e. a formed driveway, footpaths, curbing
etc) and that these are maintained in perpetuity.

2. There should be a provision about prohibiting buildings and structures within the
esplanade strip (beyond those consented) without the express permission of
Auckland Council.

3. There needs to be provisions about the agreeing when and how the esplanade strip
can be closed off. This closure should not differentiate between the berth holders
and the general publici.e. the esplanade strip should not be closed off to the general
public but still allow access by berth holders at any point.

4. Interms of the remaining provisions of Clause 2, Schedule 10 RMA, do not appear
to be included please clarify? For example; 2(g) is not addressed. Parks would
expect the removal of plants to be included in the esplanade strip instrument.

5. Clause 5(b): Please clarify why leasing is sought over a license? Parks consider this
should be amended to clarify that the esplanade strip can be ‘used for vehicular
circulation and licensed for parking’. Council Parks does not consider that the
esplanade strip should be leased at all, and definitely not leased or licensed for
vehicular circulation.

6. Further to point 5 above. Parks have raised concerns schedule 10 doesn’t
anticipate car parking, or permanent closure of an esplanade strip, and certainly
not parking that would be allocated permanently to berth holders in the form of
principal units. Parks consider that this could be interpreted as those areas of the
esplanade strip dedicated to carparking spaces being permanently closed to the
public. Parks are assuming that clause 3 relies on section 7 - Closure of under
Schedule 10? Please confirm.

The form of Esplanade strip instrument submitted with the
application is the standard form prescribed by the Resource
Management Act.

1. The esplanade strip will be within the jurisdiction of the
Body Corporate. The Body Corporate will require the
proprietor to maintain the property.

2. Constructing buildings and structures within the esplanade
strip would breach the provisions of clause 5(a) (any
person shall have the right, at any time, to pass and repass
over and along the strip, subject to any other provisions of
this instrument).

3. Closure will not differentiate between berth holders and
general public.

4. Clause 2(g) is in the form attached to the application but is
lettered (f).

5. The reference to leasing reflects the fact that the berth
holder parks are subject to a lease arrangement with the
Bayswater Marina Trust.

6. The parking arrangements will not prohibit public passing
over those parts of the carpark which are not in use from
time to time. Parking of a car on part of the esplanade
strip does not cause that part of the strip to be
“permanently closed to the public”.

The comments below have been provided by Legal
Services of Parks Planning Division. The same
numbering has been retained as it is in the document
titled "BUN60373319 Bayswater Marina Development —
S92 Queries and Other Comments — 15 April 2021"
pages 27-29.

1. Response is unsatisfactory. The Body Corporate
documents and its arrangements with third parties are
outside of Auckland Council’s control. The Applicant
needs to confirm that there will be provision in the
Esplanade Strip Instrument that the relevant
improvements are maintained in perpetuity.

2. Response is unsatisfactory. Clause 5(a) of the draft
Esplanade Strip Instrument does not prevent buildings
and structures. Applicant needs to confirm that there
will be a provision in the Esplanade Strip Instrument
prohibiting buildings and structures without the
approval of Auckland Council.

3. Response is partly unsatisfactory. Clarification is still
required regarding when and how the Esplanade Strip
can be closed and the Esplanade Strip Instrument still
needs to be amended to clarify this point as well as
noting closure will not differentiate between berth
holders and the general public.

4. Response seems satisfactory.

5. Response is unsatisfactory. Parks Planning does not
see any reason why the arrangements with The
Bayswater Marina Trust cannot be created as licences
rather than leases. Leasing provides exclusive
occupation which is inconsistent with an Esplanade
Strip as it does mean that area is permanently closed to
the public. And in fact licensing is more consistent with
the Applicant’s comments in point 6 that the public will
have access to pass over the carparks which are not in
use. The Applicant needs to confirm that the Esplanade
Strip Instrument will be amended to provide that the
Esplanade Strip can be used for vehicular circulation and
licensed for parking, and not leased at all.

6. See comments above.

Response covered in letter dated 23/8. Not
response, from parks yet, but if there are any
further queries these can be post notification.

Esplanade Strip Dimensions

50. Please confirm that the width of the esplanade strip is consistent with Policy 1504.3(1)
and Standard 1504.6.4 of the Unitary Plan in regards to its required minimum width of no
less than 15m. It is noted that the 15m wide esplanade strip has been discussed in the AEE

Subsequent to this Sec 92 request, we have consulted with LINZ
who have instructed us to amend the definition of the Esplanade
Strip and the offset dimensions are now shown on the easement

Esplanade strip width — any variations must be
immediate and not gradual. This doesn’t appear to be
the case on the attachment 10.1 showing the esplanade
strip location and the location of the carparks. Further
info needs to be provided that shows the width of the

See attachment 10.3 included in the email dated
31/8.

Auckland |
Council @

38



BUN60373319 Bayswater Marina Development — S92 Queries and Other Comments — 17 Sept 2021

Acoustic (Daniel Winter)
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Development Engineering (Rohan Khar)
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above. | have gone back to the Development Engineer on this but have yet to receive a
reply.

Flow Velocity

63. The acceptable maximum flow velocity for all pipes for the 10% AEP design storm is
4.0m/s, check the stormwater capacity calculations and comment.

Note that all stormwater pipes are proposed to be private (as
noted in section 3.7.2 of the submitted Infrastructure Report),
detailed design including long-sections and calculations will be
provided at Building Consent application stage. Note that the
site is very flat and that no pipe velocities will exceed 4m/s in
the 10% AEP storm.

Rohan Khar confirmed satisfactory 8/7.

Maintenance

64. Please provide more detail as to who will responsible for the long-term ownership,
operation and maintenance for the proprietary devices — Will these remain in private
ownership and maintained privately? What will be the mechanism for this — a body
corporate?

All stormwater reticulation, including treatment devices
(proprietary devices and raingardens) will be owned and
operated by the Body Corporate (or similar legal mechanism). A
stormwater operations and maintenance manual will be
prepared at the Building Consent design stage for the
stormwater treatment devices.

Rohan Khar confirmed satisfactory 8/7.

Planning (lla Daniels)

AUP Interpretation, Policy and Compliance Matters

Primary Focus of Precinct and Economic Evidence

65. Please provided further evidence to prove that the land required for residential
development the precinct is not needed for marine activities. The primary focus required by
1504.2. (1) and (2) were discussed in the IHP decision (relevant portions inserted below with
emphasis added) which stated that these objectives “will work to ensure that residential
activity is not approved unless it is proven that the area is not needed for marine activities”.

It was identified in the last pre-application minutes that economic evidence in a similar
manner to that provided in the IHP process appeared to be the best way to ‘prove’ that this
land is not required for marine activities. Given, the clear interpretation made by the
commissioners on the steps necessary to interpret the wording they chose for these
objectives/ policies see points extracted sections from the decision below.

IHP Decision
4.1.3 Weight of Evidence

“The Panel heard from various witnesses about the existing and expected future demand for
marine services at Bayswater. The Panel prefers the evidence of Mr Akehurst for the Council
in this regard and accepts that due to the limited size of the marina, its isolation from other
marine industry areas, and the need for critical mass for commercial viability, there is unlikely
to be a demand for significant areas for marine-related activities in the future.

In_any event the Panel considers that the objectives and policies will work to ensure that
residential activity is not approved unless it is proven that the area is not needed for marine
activities. This will lead to the most efficient use of this land resource”.

See Attachment 15 Economic Assessment, an assessment from
Property Economics for a response to this assessment.

See Memo from Greg Akehurst dated 21/7/21

Auckland |02
Council 32
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4.2.2 Objectives

ii. The Panel considers that Objective 1 and 2 working together strongly favour marine
activities but if it can be proven on the evidence of an application that residential use can be
accommodated as well, then it could be approved. The Panel considers that this will ensure
that the land is used efficiently.

Policy 12 - this is an important policy in the Panel’s view. Bayswater Marina Limited had
wanted to slightly liberalise this policy as per their amendments shown in green tracked
changes. Essentially the Bayswater Marina Limited wording would provide for the marina
activities etc then the owner would be free to develop the rest of the sub-precinct. The Panel
sees some merit in that position as long as it catered for future growth in marine activities.
The Council wording includes the term “sufficient space” which is fairly open-ended and not
particularly time-bound. The Panel considers that the final wording recommended is
appropriate because “sufficiency” will be a matter of evidence, of the kind Mr Akehurst
provided, at the time of application. That evidence should assist in determining a sustainable
outcome regarding the mix of future activities.

The commissioners indicated that the test expected for a consent application was as
outlined in the last sentence above being evidence of the kind provided by Mr Akehurst.

Reasons for Consent under Zone and Overlays
66. Council legal services team have provided advice that the whole plan needs to be
considered unless the specific underlying zone or overlay standards and activities have a

specifically worded exclusion in the precinct.

Legal advice from Corina Faesenkloet is included below:

e |t seems to me that the provisions in any relevant overlays, zone and Auckland-
wide provisions do apply in the Bayswater Marina precinct, as the wording does
not ‘otherwise specify’ that the relevant overlays, zone and Auckland-wide
provisions do not apply.

e This view is further supported by the precinct provisions specifying stating that the
overlay, Auckland-wide and zone objectives, policies and standards apply in the
precinct in addition to those specified (in the precinct provisions) directly under
1504.6.

Some examples from another AUP precinct are included being that have wording specifically
identifies that standards from other chapters of zones do not apply.

1300 Alexandra Park Precinct:

1300.4. Activity table

The provisions in any relevant overlays and Auckland-wide provisions apply in this
precinct unless otherwise specified below. The following provisions do not apply:
(1) E24 Lighting;

(2) E25 Noise and vibration (noise provisions only); and

Changes have been made to the AEE accordingly — see re-issued
document, BM Village Application for Resource Consent and
Assessment of Environmental Effects, June 2021

AEE has been amended to cover additional matters. The
only ones that | can see that are not included in current
AEE are below.

Activity Development

OS-SARZ — New Buildings (A39) that do not comply with
Standards, the max height (8m), GFA, impervious is not
included only retaining — DA, but page 85 of AEE
identified non-compliance so probably just an error not
included in table on page 34. Confirm with Craig.

Activity Subdivision

Subdivision — creation of esplanade strip will require
consent under (A9) of Table E38.4.1 as a DA.

If applicant disagrees with above then will just still
identify these reasons in the notification cover document
and in s42A report. Commissioners can decide in
decision.

Need to follow up creation of strip with

David Snowdon. A post not-matter and prior to

s42A matter.

Auckland
Council

43



BUN60373319 Bayswater Marina Development — S92 Queries and Other Comments — 17 Sept 2021

1605.6.5.1. Building height

Purpose: manage the scale of development to provide for medium-rise terrace
housing and apartments.

(1) Standard H.6.6.5(1) in H6 Residential — Terrace Housing and Apartment
Buildings Zone does not apply in the Catalina Sub-precinct (Sub-precinct
E)

(2) Buildings in the Catalina Sub-precinct (Sub-precinct E) must not exceed
20.5m in height.

Restricted Discretionary Activity pursuant to Rule 1431.4.3(A17) for the
construction of new buildings in Pine Harbour Sub-Precinct F.

Restricted Discretionary Activity pursuant to Rule 1431.4.3(A19) for food
and beverage activities in Pine Harbour Sub-Precinct F. A maximum gross

floor area of 775m? is proposed (all of the ground floor tenancies).

Restricted Discretionary Activity pursuant to Rule 1431.4.3(A21) for dairies
with a gross floor area greater than 100m? in Pine Harbour Sub-Precinct F.
Only one of the proposed ground floor tenancies would contain a dairy,
with a gross floor area of up to 150m”

Restricted Discretionary Activity pursuant to Rule 1431.4.3(A24) for marine
retail activities with a gross floor area greater than 100m? in Pine Harbour
Sub-Precinct F. A maximum gross floor area of 775m? is proposed (all of
the ground floor tenancies).

Discretionary Activity pursuant to Rule H7.9.1(A38) for new buildings in the
Open Space - Informal Recreation zone that do not comply with one or
more standards. The walkway veranda does not comply with Standard
H7.11.3 Yards, as the veranda is closer than 3m to the boundary of Lot 1
DP 489019 (zoned Coastal — Marina) and is closer than 20m from mean
high water springs.
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height’ definition unde
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(3) The following projections:
lift wells;
lift towers;
elevator and stair bulkheads;
roof water tanks;
machinery rooms;

plant, including cooling towers, air-conditioning units, including any access
walkways and any screening directly associated with the plant;

Provided that:

a) in business zones, Terraced Housing and Apartment Building zone and the special
purpose zones:

the projection does not exceed the greater of either 3m above maximum
permitted activity height for the site or an additional 20% of the maximum
permitted activity height for the site, up to a maximum of 6m; and

the cumulative area of the projections does not exceed an area measured in
a horizontal plane equal to 15% of the area of the roof to the storey
immediately below such structures.

b) In all other zones:

The projection does not exceed 1.5m above the maximum permitted activity
height for the site: and

The cumulative area of the projections does not exceed an area measured in
a horizontal plane equal to 10% of the area of the roof to the storey
immediately below such structures.
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Ground level

The finished level of the ground at the time of the completion of the most rece
subdivision in which additional sites were created, unless stated otherwise in
subdivision consent, except that where no such subdivision has occurred since
January 1975, ground level must be deemed to be the finished level of the groy
November 2013.

Outside the coastal marine area there are two techniques available for measuri

(a) the rolling height method where height is measured as the vertical distang
between ground level at any point and the highest part of the building or
immediately above that point. The rolling height method is illustrated in F
J1.4.2 Height - rolling height method below; and

(b) the average ground level method where height is measured as the vertics
distance between the highest part of the building or structure and the ave
ground level, being the average level of the ground measured at 1m inte
the external foundations of the building walls or the base of the structure,
provided that no part of the building or structure exceeds the maximum p
height for the site by 2m if measured using the rolling height method. The
average ground level method is illustrated in Figure J1.4.3 Height — avera
ground level method below.

meet the definition of public place

under the AUP see below.

Public place

Has the same meaning as defined in the Trading and Events in Public Places Bylaw
2015:

« any place that, at any material time, is owned, managed, maintained or controlled by
the council or council controlled organisation and is open to or, being used by the
public, whether free or on payment of a charge. It includes any road, footpath, public
square, grass verge, berm, public gardens, reserves and parks, beaches, wharves,
breakwaters, ramps and pontoons, foreshore and dunes, access ways, recreational
grounds and sports fields.
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Please include this as a reason for consent and provide an assessment under the provisions

of the AUP for this activity.

Building
Any permanent or temporary structure.

On land for the purposes of district plan provisions, “building” includes the following types

of structures listed in Table J1.4.1, only where they meet the qualifying dimensions or
standards:

Table J1.4.1: Buildings

Type of structure Qualifying dimension or standard (for
height the rolling height method is to be
used)

Flagpoles, masts or lighting poles Over 7m higher than its point of attachment or
base support or

Has a width at any point exceeding 1.2m

Grandstands, stadia or other structures that Over 1m in height
provide seating or standing accommodation
(whether or not open or covered or enclosed)

Retaining walls or breastwork Over 1.5m in height or

Located within 1.5m of the boundary of a road
or public place
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Table H7.11.3.1 Yards

Yard Conservation | Informal
Zone Recreation
Zone

5m or the The average | The average
average setback of setback of
setback of buildings on | buildings on
buildings on adjacent front | adjacent front
adjacent front sites sites

sites,

whichever is

lesser

Side and | 6m where the open space zone adjoins a 3m where the | 3m where the

rear residential zone, special purpose zone or the open space | open space

yards Future Urban Zone otherwise 3m zone adjoins | zone adjoins
No side and rear yards are required where the | @ residential | a residential
open space zone adjoins a business zone zone zone

Riparian | 10m from the edge of permanent and 10m from the | 10m from the

yard intermittent streams edge of edge of
permanent permanent
and and
intermittent intermittent
stream streams

Coastal | 25m from 20m from 10m from 10m from 10m from
protectio | mean high mean high mean high mean high mean high
n yard water springs | water springs | water springs | water springs | water springs

In an Open Space Zone: Over 1.5m in height from ground level,
Bicycle stand/parking structures :1::;?:; of the height of any supporting
Board walks
Boxing or edging
Drinking and water fountains
Gates, bollards and chains
Rubbish and recycling bins
Seating and tables
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. Mesh surface
. Turnaround plaz:
. Seating space

. Bayswater marin:
with apartments

10. Hedge adjacent
residential dwellii

11. Café with apart
above

12. Island planter wif
concrete seating

13. Pedestrian lane
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https://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/building-and-consents/working-on-around-trees/Pages/check-you-can-chop-prune-trim-tree-council-property.aspx
https://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/building-and-consents/working-on-around-trees/Pages/check-you-can-chop-prune-trim-tree-council-property.aspx
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Landscape (Peter Kensington)
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EXISTING RIPRAP

SOUTH PARK SECTION 01
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TABLE B: Non-s92 Matters

Applicant Response

- Integrating Te Aranga Design Principles, through collaborative design with mana
whenua; and

- Providing public opportunities to access the water, particularly at the proposed
north park.

| am also concerned that some of the dedicated boat trailer parking spaces (being of
a ‘parallel park’ design) may not be entirely practical. My observation of drivers with
trailers parking in such spaces, is that they are often rushed and have a tendency to
drive forward into a parking space, with the potential that the adjacent
footpath/kerb might be mounted and damaged over time.

Transport Specialist (Kate Brill)
Trailer Parking

5. The 1504 Bayswater Marina Precinct Plan in the AUPOP has a requirement for the
provision of 20 car and boat trailer parking spaces. The application proposes to have
the parking spaces dispersed throughout the site, in relatively ambiguous locations.
The majority of the car and trailer parking requires the driver to perform a parallel
park manoeuvre to access the park which can be a difficult manoeuvre for some
drivers towing a trailer. The proposed location of the trailer parking spaces is not
supported for the following reasons:

a. The car and boat trailer parking should be provided in a location that is accessible
and obvious to the user, preferably near the berths / boat ramp. The current
arrangement will involve drivers towing a trailer circling the site trying to find a
vacant parking space. This may result in an unnecessary risk to pedestrian safety.

b. Circulating the site looking for trailer parking and negotiating parallel parking on
the roadside will potentially lead to delays for other vehicles.

c. Several of the car and trailer parking spaces are located inside the residential
precincts. Wayfinding is unlikely to be obvious to members of the public to enter
what will appear as private property in order to access a marina car park. Once inside
the shared space environment, complicated reverse manoeuvring will be required in
a space that encourages pedestrians, children playing etc.

d. The vehicle crossings and the shared spaces inside the residential precincts are
excessively wide to allow for the trailer parking inside the precincts. Both the shared
space and vehicle crossings widths could potentially be narrowed down significantly
to promote slower traffic speeds and a more efficient use of land.

Please consider relocating the car and boat trailer parking to reflect the following:

i All car and boat trailer parking provided in one legible location for
improved wayfinding and a reduced need for circulating through the site
and residential precincts.

All boat trailer parks comply with the standards required in the
relevant provisions.

The proposed car and trailer parking is considered to be
appropriately located by reference to the relevant Precinct
provisions.

Suitable wayfinding signage can be developed and implemented as
part of the development. A condition of consent in relation to this
would be supported.

We maintain our position that the location of the trailer parking is a
poor outcome for the marina for the reasons provided originally. A
search of historical aerial photography shows the boat ramp is well
used and the provision for 20 car and trailer parks will be in demand
(aerial imagery 2010/2011 provided in Figure 2). The draft
Construction Management Plan which accompanied this application
also highlights the boat ramp as popular. Wayfinding signage will go
some way in assisting drivers to find the trailer parking, however this
does not address the other issues presented.

Transport Specialist retains non-support
for the trailer parking it is recommended
that this is further considered prior to
completion of the specialist memo.

We acknowledge the Applicant’s legal
opinion in regard to assessing the
location of the trailer parking on the basis
of ‘convenience’. However, the lack of
accessibility of the trailer parks is likely to
result in a poorer outcome for
pedestrians and road users in terms of
delay and safety, including the following
examples:

Vehicles using Sir Peter Blake Parade
(including buses, cars and cyclists) will
either need to wait for the car and trailer
to perform a potentially timely reverse
manoeuvre into a parallel parking space;
or pass the reversing vehicle by crossing
onto the opposite side of the road. This
may be an issue for buses and cyclists in
particular.

Parallel parking a trailer can be a difficult
manoeuvre which may result in the
vehicle alighting the footpath, impacting
on pedestrian safety.

Car and trailers circulating the site
looking for a parking space may result in
delay to other road users and impacts on
pedestrian safety with higher number of
(circulating) vehicles traversing the
footpath to access residential precincts.

Auckland
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from being narrowed down to ensure the large open shared space areas do not invite Appendix B Sheet 2 of 7 of the original

illegal / informal parking. ITA. The rubbish truck can take up the
entire width of the crossing to enter and

Please redesign the residential shared spaces and vehicle crossings allowing for one- exit. Please consider narrowing the

way traffic flows, assuming that vehicle tracking for boat trailer parking will not need access points down to a maximum width

to be accommodated within the residential precincts (See item 15 above). Please of 6m.

also provide detail on how the one-way systems will be designed / sign posted to

ensure compliance.

Give way Markings Appropriate methods to control intersections will be given further | Memo requested that please address this item. To be conditioned.
consideration, as will any additional means to ensure traffic

8. Please provide give way markings at the intersections on the new private road | calming, and to protect the rights of berth holders to access their

network. car parking areas.

Auckland Transport (Katrina Hunt)

Missed by AT, follow up with Katrina.

Missed by AT, follow up with Katrina.
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Missed by AT, follow up with Katrina.

Missed by AT, follow up with Katrina.

Missed by AT, follow up with Katrina.

Urban Design — John Steinberg

14. Policy 1504.3 (2) requires new buildings to be located and designed to that they Repeated from Table A above.
(a) visually appropriate for a maritime environment and are designed to reflect the
maritime location. ‘Maritime Environment’

As response to identical statement in Table A.
This seeks the design of buildings to have an apparent visual response to their Explanation has been provided, there remain concerns which are not

external design and appearance that is appropriate for a maritime environment and easily resolved. However, | am relatively supportive of the approach

that reflects the maritime location. That location includes inferences to maritime taken and believe (and it’s only a belief) that the community would
activities of the sea or related to the sea and commonly would be interpreted to warm to the finer grain expression and the individual qualities of the
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TABLE B: Non-s92 Matters

Applicant Response

include built forms, design elements and materials located historically in maritime
locations, this location and extend to Maori references to their maritime activities.

Such a response is sought to retain some of the character of the activities and uses
associated with the site, but also help to mitigate the effects of a strong residential
character dominating the precinct.

This is a significant issue as the long-standing community interest in the site as a
place of recreation and open space enjoyment and involvement in maritime
activities, relating overtime with a range of buildings has to be considered in
communicating a maritime architectural approach which speaks to the community,
rather than an elite design profession.

“Maritime” relates to the sea, of the sea and is used most frequently to describe
navigation, activities associated with commerce of the sea, its supporting maritime
activities, shipping, boating, seafaring, and supporting land-based infrastructure
enabling access and trade.

Terrace Architecture

The urban design report suggests a narrowing down of the response as the marina
has few contextual references (2.2-2.4) other than weathering and timber clad
buildings in the vicinity, and states there are few relevant cues for contextual
relationship beyond the variation between individual houses. In effect constructing
an approach to ‘slip the moorings’ and have no fundamental approach to maritime
design.

The approach to design provided by the guidelines (G3.2) do not deal with the
maritime character but reference is made to ‘intended coastal urban character’
delivered by a variety of means, covered in guidance provisions (a) to (e). These
appear generic at best and part of any design brief for ‘anywhere’ development.
G4.1 defines some anticipated materials as a response, but | could copy a single
terrace from 6 different developments in Hobsonville to satisfy these requirements
which reinforces the lack of clarity around design outcomes for this site. Interestingly
neither container, nor long-iron roofing is considered appropriate.

Apartment Building Architecture

These buildings have not been through any formal design review process (design
committee), and design guidelines do not cover these building. However, these
buildings also provide a significant visual contribution to the most public of open
spaces in the development and should be exemplars of an understandable maritime
architectural response.

See response to the same text made in Table A above.

See response to the same text made in Table A above.

See response to the same text made in Table A above.

Disagree. Sections 2.2-2.4 identifies the characteristics of the
contexts of existing marina buildings, Bayswater residential, and
Northshore waterfront, with the implication that none of these
contexts offer strong contextual cues for new terraced housing at
Bayswater Marina.

Meetings being held with Council officers and UDC to discuss
urban design.

units, and such an approach would reduce the implicit ownership and
dominance of the site and public realm by the development, which
by contrast could be exacerbated by a large comprehensively
designed apartment complex.

The explanation provided is rather self-serving, with modest claims to
a maritime building response and cliched use of architectural and
design jargoon. Perhaps more robust consideration of the public
views of maritime design could have been canvassed when a Local
Board & Bayswater Community Committee initiative to get feedback
from the public to explore the future use of the marina land was
commissioned in 2018, a missed opportunity. There remain
consenting hurdles.

- Maritime activities are not the subject of policy 1504.3 it is only
the buildings

- Objective 1504.2 seeks an outcome of a comprehensively and
integrated development, and as stated in the S92 response town
houses are individually designed in contrast! page 20, 5 dash 4.

| will have to present these aspects in my report.

Auckland |82
Council

S~

73
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