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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Tuesday, 26 March 2019 1:30 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - Spring Chunchun Xu 

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: Spring Chunchun Xu 

Organisation name: 149 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

Agent's full name:  

Email address: chunchunxu122@gmail.com 

Contact phone number: 0223238525 

Postal address: 
149 Gillies Avenue 
Epsom 
Auckland 1023 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 
Attachment H of the proposal. 

Property address: 149 Gillies Avenue, Epsom, Auckland 

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? Yes 

The reason for my or our views are: 
This is a boarding house where more than thirty rooms shared by people with diverse backgrounds. It is not 
appropriate to assume this is a single household. There are aged trees in the place to hold the ground, including an 
acient plum tree at the door step, a pohutukawa tree as well. There are fruit trees like grapefruit, tangiloes, lemon, etc 
citrus fruits in the garden. And a Phoenix palm tree in the court yard. Plus guava tree in the back yard where wood 
peagons eat fruits from. This is a neighborhood where one can easily find Kauri tree as well. Please don't undermise 
the power of trees to support the ground. Just like one needs to be very cautious about the iceberg appear on the sea 
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for boats to approach. If the trees are chopped, we will have a collapsed land where no buildings can be built up. 
Amen. 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 26 March 2019 

Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes 

Would you consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others have made a similar submission? Yes 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

No 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Wednesday, 27 March 2019 8:15 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - Stuart King 

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: Stuart King 

Organisation name:  

Agent's full name:  

Email address: stuart_patrick_king@hotmail.com 

Contact phone number:  

Postal address: 
21 Wright Road 
Point Chevalier 
Auckland 1022 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 
Southern Cross Hospitals Ltd - Private Plan change 21 

Property address: 147 Gilles Ave 

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we support the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? Yes 

The reason for my or our views are: 
I give my pro forma approval to the plans but want to first view what the building will look like from my property at 147 
Gillies Avenue. Perhaps images of the proposed new structure taken from my property will clarify the visual and 
shading impact the proposed new building will have. 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Accept the plan modification with amendments 

Details of amendments: Please provide pictures of what the building will look like from my property. 
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Submission date: 27 March 2019 

Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? No 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

No 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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From: Stuart King
To: Unitary Plan
Cc: Anne King
Subject: Southern Cross Hospitals Ltd - Private Plan Change PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153

Gillies Avenue, Epsom
Date: Wednesday, 27 March 2019 9:02:53 PM

Hi,
I own properties located at 147 Gilles Ave, Epsom, and the above proposed
private plan potentially drastically affects the outlook and value of my property in
the following ways:
-  shadow by the taller building.
-  parking issues, causing many nearby street parking to get full.
- increased construction timing and noise.
- more traffic and noise related thereto of people coming and going to the hospital,
an entrance to which appears to be next to my property.
- privacy may be affected if there are windows from the proposed new building
lookin onto my property.

The plan change seeks to rezone land at 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153
Gillies Avenue, Epsom from Mixed Housing Suburban and Single House Zones to
Special Purpose – Healthcare Facility and Hospital Zone, to remove the special
character overlays from the sites and to amend transport provisions to specify the
parking requirement for the hospital.

I give my pro forma approval to the plans but want to first view what the building will look
like from my property at 147 Gillies Avenue.  Perhaps images of the proposed new
structure taken from my property will clarify the visual and shading impact the proposed
new building will have and where windows will be (will patients at the hospital be looking
into my property?).  Also, I would like more clarification regarding proposed parking at
the hospital.

Please treat the above as approval for photos to be taken from my property.
Kind regards
Stuart King (027 818 2403)

Sent from my iPhone
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - John Robert Kippenberger
Date: Monday, 1 April 2019 8:30:26 PM
Attachments: PlanChange_Technical_20190401201310.764.pdf

John Kippenberger_OpposingPlanChange21.pdf

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission.

Contact details

Full name of submitter: John Robert Kippenberger

Organisation name:

Agent's full name:

Email address: johnrkipp@gmail.com

Contact phone number: 6421964045

Postal address:
22 Disraeli Street
Mt Eden
Auckland 1024

Submission details

This is a submission to:

Plan modification number: Plan change 21

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue,
Epsom

My submission relates to

Rule or rules:
I oppose the plan change in it's entirety

Property address:

Map or maps:

Other provisions:

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions
identified

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No

The reason for my or our views are:
see attachments

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification

Submission date: 1 April 2019

Supporting documents
PlanChange_Technical_20190401201310.764.pdf
John Kippenberger_OpposingPlanChange21.pdf

Attend a hearing
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1. I,	Julie	Margaret	Kippenberger	oppose	Proposed	Plan	Change	21	(PC	21-private)	for	
the	following	reasons:	
	
(a) The	proposed	plan	change	has	failed	to	implement	the	basic	direction,	objectives	


and	policies	of	the	Auckland	Regional	Policy	Statement	(RPS)	set	out	in	Chapters	B1	
&	B2.		In	particular	the	plan	change	has	undermined	the	relationship	within	the	
intended	compact	urban	form	of	Auckland	between	residential,	historic,	heritage	
and	special	character	protection	and	urban	intensification	development	initiatives	
as	outlined	in	the	RPS.	
	


(b) While	medical	facilities	are	recognised	as	part	of	the	social	infrastructure	of	
Auckland,	their	location	relies	on	following	the	spatial	objectives	of	the	Special	
Purpose-Healthcare	Facility	and	Hospital	Zone.		The	subject	site	does	not	achieve	
those	objectives	or	policies.	
	


(c) The	Special	Purpose	–	Healthcare	Facility	and	Hospital	Zone	(the	“Hospital	Zone”)	is	
inappropriate	for	the	subject	sites	because	the	sites	and	their	locality	do	not	meet	
the	zone	description,	objectives	or	policies	found	in	Chapter	H25.1,	.2	or	.3.		Overall	
the	location	and	scale	of	the	built	outcome	derived	from	PC21	undermines	the	
integrity	of	the	Hospital	Zone.	
	


(d) The	subject	site	lies	within	an	established	area	of	residential	zoned	land	with	the	
Gillies	Ave	part	of	the	site	covered	by	an	overlay	which	seeks		to	retain	and	manage	
the	special	character	values	of	this	part	of	Epsom,	integrated	as	it	is	with	the	eastern	
side	of	Mt	Eden.		The	purpose	of	the	overlay	is	described	in	Chapter	D18	of	the	AUP.		
PC	21	undermines	the	integrity	of	the	Special	Character	Overlay	by	introducing	a	
land	use	which	is	contrary	in	all	respects	to	the	heritage	and	special	character	
purpose	of	the	overlay.	
	


(e) PC	21	has	potential	adverse	effects	on	neighbouring	properties	and	the	locality	
arising	from	the	potential	intensity	of	development,	the	incompatibility	of	built	form	
relationships	contemplated	by	PC	21,	the	proposed	reduction	in	required	parking	
for	the	private	hospital	and	the	requirement	for	blasting	to	achieve	underground	
parking.	Together,	these	actual	and	cumulative	adverse	effects	confirm	that	the	
locality	of	PC	21	is	unsuitable.	


	
(f) Adverse	effects	from	PC	21	also	include	the	undermining	and	degradation	of	the	


residential	and	character	heritage	environment	of	the	subject	site	and	its	vicinity	as	
well	as	the	urban	amenity	considered	and	protected	by	the	integration	of	the	Single	
House	Zone	and	the	Special	Character	Overlay	in	this	location.	
	


(g) The	urban	form	depicted	by	the	operative	land	use	zone	pattern	covering	the	subject	
site	and	the	surrounding	neighbourhood	firmly	indicates	the	intention	of	low	scale	
residential	development	consistent	with	the	Special	Character	Overlay	which	covers	
part	of	the	subject	site	and	the	neighbourhood.		PC	21	is	contrary	to	the	integrity	and	
purpose	of	the	operative	land	use	pattern	and	urban	design	outcomes	represented	
by	the	operative	land	use	zones.	







(h) PC	21	incorporates	three	special	character	residential	buildings	which	front	Gillies	
Avenue.	These	dwellings	are	included	for	the	purpose	of	demolition	and	removal	to	
allow	the	expansion	of	the	private	hospital	facilities.		The	loss	of	these	special	
character	dwellings	is	inconsistent	with	the	purpose	of	the	Special	Character	
Overlay	specifically	placed	over	this	part	of	Gillies	Avenue	and	the	adjoining	
hinterland	to	the	west	for	the	purpose	of	heritage	protection	imposed	through	the	
RPS	and	implemented	through	the	Special	Character	area	provisions	of	the	AUP	
district	plan	provisions.		
	


(i) PC	21	has	failed	to	protect	the	substantial	trees	over	the	subject	area	which	
contribute	important	landscape	and	vegetation	amenity	to	the	neighbourhood	and	is	
recognized	in	the	Special	Character	Overlay.	
	


(j) Overall,	PC21	has	failed	to	provide	the	necessary	justification	required	under	s.32	of	
the	Act	to	create	the	extent	of	change	and	modification	to	the	operative	planning	
provisions	covering	the	subject	area	and	the	adjoining	neighbourhood.		In	particular	
–		


i. the	evaluation	of	the	objectives	of	PC	21	to	achieve	the	purpose	of	the	Act	
is	inadequate,	


ii. the	appropriateness	of	PC	21	to	achieve	the	relevant	objectives	having	
examined	alternatives,	assessed	the	efficiency	and	effectiveness	of	the	
proposal	to	achieve	those	objectives	is	not	provided	,	and	


iii. the	summary	of	the	reasons	for	deciding	on	PC	21	as	the	correct	course	
of	action	does	not	follow	the	instruction	of	s32	RMA,	and	


iv. it	has	not	been	demonstrated	that	the	objectives	of	the	applicant	cannot	
be	met	in	appropriately	zoned	areas	of	the	City.	


	
(k) The	serious	failure	to	address	the	requirements	of	s.32	RMA	has	fundamentally	


flawed	the	ability	for	PC	21	to	be	considered	and	assessed	under	the	Act.	
	


(l) Accordingly,	the	failure	to	meet	the	requirements	of	s.32	RMA	confirms	that	PC	21	is	
contrary	to	the	purpose	of	the	Act	as	set	out	in	Part	2,	in	particular,	it	does	not	
provide	for	the	sustainable	management	of	the	urban	environment	of	the	subject	
site	and	the	neighbourhood	required	by	s5	RMA.		For	these	reasons	PC	21	fails	to	
meet	the	purpose	of	the	Act	and	accordingly	cannot	proceed.	


	
	








My	name	is	John	Kippenberger	–	I	am	a	Mt	Eden/Epsom	resident	and	the	proud	new	owner	of	
number	1	Shipherds	Avenue,	Epsom.			
	
My	wife	and	I	recently	bought	this	substantial	property	to	renovate	and	live	in	with	our	two	
children,	Emily	15	and	Tom	13.		As	our	new	home	has	a	special	character	overlay	in	a	residential	
zoned	area	we	have	been	through	the	necessary	council	processes	to	achieve	building	and	
resource	consent	prior	to	starting	our	renovation.		This	has	been	an	onerous	and	expensive	
process	as	a	homeowner	but	we	understand	and	respect	the	conditions	associated	with	these	
overlays	and	zones	of	the	Auckland	Unitary	Plan.		We	are	passionate	about	maintaining	the	
character	and	features	of	our	1929	home,	which	we	already	love,	and	further	enhancing	it	for	the	
future.		It	is	fair	to	say	it	would	be	easier	to	build	a	new	home	but	this	special,	character	filled	
residential	area	of	Epsom	has	always	appealed	to	us.	
	
To	discover	that	Southern	Cross	Healthcare	Ltd	have	requested	a	plan	change	in	order	to	expand	
their	hospital	has	been	highly	upsetting	and	alarming.		We	are	very	concerned	about	the	impacts	
of	the	requested	plan	change	on	our	home,	our	family,	the	surrounding	area	and	the	value	of	our	
property.		We	are	just	about	to	spend	in	excess	of	$1.5m	towards	our	renovation	and	now	an	
ugly,	busy,	unnecessary	hospital	construction/expansion	may	impact	our	street,	neighbourhood	
and	community.			
	
The	negative	impacts	of	constructing	another	large,	busy	hospital	in	this	residential	area	with	
staff,	patients,	emergency	services,	traffic	etc.	coming	and	going	24	x	7	must	be	considered	by	
Auckland	Council.		The	area	is	well	serviced	by	the	many	existing	hospitals	including	Brightside,	
Auckland,	Ascot,	Mercy	and	Gillies	Avenue	so	it	cannot	be	a	necessary	service	for	our	area.		I	am	
sure	there	are	other	areas	in	Auckland	that	would	welcome	the	addition	of	a	hospital	to	service	
their	community.	It	is	our	understanding	that	SCHL	have	not	undertaken	any	research	into	the	
suitability	of	alternative	sites	or	the	appropriateness	of	this	site,	but	simply	wish	to	create	a	
trophy	hospital	amongst	its	competitors.			
	
We	expect	the	Auckland	Unitary	Plan	to	protect	its	citizens	now	that	it	is	in	place.		We	bought	a	
significant	property	in	a	residential	area	and	to	allow	a	plan	change	for	a	commercial	entity	on	
our	doorstep	is	contrary	to	the	AUP.		Allowing	the	change	would	set	a	precedent	that	would	be	of	
major	concern	for	all	of	Auckland.		
	
The	lack	of	suitability	of	the	site	due	to	the	following	includes:	
	


• Lengthy	(+5	years)	volcanic	rock	blasting	and	subsequent	construction,	which	will	
heavily	impact	the	surrounding	residents	and	their	properties.	


	
• The	impact	on	traffic	in	and	around	the	surrounding	streets	(including	access	to	the	


motorway)	during	all	phases	of	the	construction	and	beyond.		
	


• The	loss	of	character	homes	in	a	residential	zone.	
	


• The	negative	visual	affect	of	a	massive	commercial	building/s	in	a	well	renowned	
residential	and	character/heritage	environment.		


	
	
Auckland	Council	need	to	seriously	consider	the	impact	of	this	requested	plan	change	–	it	is	not	
appropriate	to	let	commercialization	creep	into	residential	character	zones.		As	the	owners	of	1	
Shipherds	Avenue	there	were	many	limitations	placed	on	our	build	plans	due	to	the	special	
character	overlay.		We	were	not	consented	to	build	a	front	fence	beyond	1.5	metres,	nor	to	alter	
our	front	porch	or	move	the	chimney.		How,	in	good	conscience,	as	an	informed	and	impartial	
body	representing	the	residents	of	our	city,	can	Auckland	Council	enforce	these	rules	on	my	
renovation	yet	allow	a	plan	change	for	a	commercial	company	that	would	contravene	all	these	
conditions	and	more?		
	
John	Kippenberger	
021964045	







johnrkipp@gmail.com	







Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes

Would you consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others have made a similar submission?
Yes

Declaration

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that:

Adversely affects the environment; and
Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition.

Yes

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal
details, names and addresses) will be made public.
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My	name	is	John	Kippenberger	–	I	am	a	Mt	Eden/Epsom	resident	and	the	proud	new	owner	of	
number	1	Shipherds	Avenue,	Epsom.			

My	wife	and	I	recently	bought	this	substantial	property	to	renovate	and	live	in	with	our	two	
children,	Emily	15	and	Tom	13.		As	our	new	home	has	a	special	character	overlay	in	a	residential	
zoned	area	we	have	been	through	the	necessary	council	processes	to	achieve	building	and	
resource	consent	prior	to	starting	our	renovation.		This	has	been	an	onerous	and	expensive	
process	as	a	homeowner	but	we	understand	and	respect	the	conditions	associated	with	these	
overlays	and	zones	of	the	Auckland	Unitary	Plan.		We	are	passionate	about	maintaining	the	
character	and	features	of	our	1929	home,	which	we	already	love,	and	further	enhancing	it	for	the	
future.		It	is	fair	to	say	it	would	be	easier	to	build	a	new	home	but	this	special,	character	filled	
residential	area	of	Epsom	has	always	appealed	to	us.	

To	discover	that	Southern	Cross	Healthcare	Ltd	have	requested	a	plan	change	in	order	to	expand	
their	hospital	has	been	highly	upsetting	and	alarming.		We	are	very	concerned	about	the	impacts	
of	the	requested	plan	change	on	our	home,	our	family,	the	surrounding	area	and	the	value	of	our	
property.		We	are	just	about	to	spend	in	excess	of	$1.5m	towards	our	renovation	and	now	an	
ugly,	busy,	unnecessary	hospital	construction/expansion	may	impact	our	street,	neighbourhood	
and	community.			

The	negative	impacts	of	constructing	another	large,	busy	hospital	in	this	residential	area	with	
staff,	patients,	emergency	services,	traffic	etc.	coming	and	going	24	x	7	must	be	considered	by	
Auckland	Council.		The	area	is	well	serviced	by	the	many	existing	hospitals	including	Brightside,	
Auckland,	Ascot,	Mercy	and	Gillies	Avenue	so	it	cannot	be	a	necessary	service	for	our	area.		I	am	
sure	there	are	other	areas	in	Auckland	that	would	welcome	the	addition	of	a	hospital	to	service	
their	community.	It	is	our	understanding	that	SCHL	have	not	undertaken	any	research	into	the	
suitability	of	alternative	sites	or	the	appropriateness	of	this	site,	but	simply	wish	to	create	a	
trophy	hospital	amongst	its	competitors.			

We	expect	the	Auckland	Unitary	Plan	to	protect	its	citizens	now	that	it	is	in	place.		We	bought	a	
significant	property	in	a	residential	area	and	to	allow	a	plan	change	for	a	commercial	entity	on	
our	doorstep	is	contrary	to	the	AUP.		Allowing	the	change	would	set	a	precedent	that	would	be	of	
major	concern	for	all	of	Auckland.		

The	lack	of	suitability	of	the	site	due	to	the	following	includes:	

• Lengthy	(+5	years)	volcanic	rock	blasting	and	subsequent	construction,	which	will
heavily	impact	the	surrounding	residents	and	their	properties.

• The	impact	on	traffic	in	and	around	the	surrounding	streets	(including	access	to	the
motorway)	during	all	phases	of	the	construction	and	beyond.

• The	loss	of	character	homes	in	a	residential	zone.

• The	negative	visual	affect	of	a	massive	commercial	building/s	in	a	well	renowned
residential	and	character/heritage	environment.

Auckland	Council	need	to	seriously	consider	the	impact	of	this	requested	plan	change	–	it	is	not	
appropriate	to	let	commercialization	creep	into	residential	character	zones.		As	the	owners	of	1	
Shipherds	Avenue	there	were	many	limitations	placed	on	our	build	plans	due	to	the	special	
character	overlay.		We	were	not	consented	to	build	a	front	fence	beyond	1.5	metres,	nor	to	alter	
our	front	porch	or	move	the	chimney.		How,	in	good	conscience,	as	an	informed	and	impartial	
body	representing	the	residents	of	our	city,	can	Auckland	Council	enforce	these	rules	on	my	
renovation	yet	allow	a	plan	change	for	a	commercial	company	that	would	contravene	all	these	
conditions	and	more?		

John	Kippenberger	
021964045	
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Monday, 1 April 2019 8:15 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - Julie Margaret Kippenberger 
Attachments: PlanChange_Technical.pdf; Oppose_JulieKippenberger_PlanChange21.pdf

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: Julie Margaret Kippenberger 

Organisation name:  

Agent's full name:  

Email address: juliekippenberger@gmail.com 

Contact phone number: 6421964047 

Postal address: 
22 Disraeli Street 
Mt Eden 
Auckland 1024 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 
Oppose the plan change in it's entirety 

Property address:  

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No 

The reason for my or our views are: 
I wish to decline it in its entirety. See attachment 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 1 April 2019 
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Supporting documents 
PlanChange_Technical.pdf 
Oppose_JulieKippenberger_PlanChange21.pdf 

Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes 

Would you consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others have made a similar submission? Yes 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

Yes 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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Julie	Kippenberger		
1	Shipherds	Avenue		
Epsom	
	
I	also	have	multiple	personal	concerns	with	the	requested	zone	change	by	Southern	Cross	
Hospital.	
	
My	family	and	I	have	lived	at	22	Disraeli	Street	in	Mt	Eden	for	the	past	12	years	–	we	love	the	
community,	the	beautiful	character	homes,	the	tree	lined	streets,	the	schooling,	the	village	and	all	
that	it	offers.		
	
In	September	2018	we	purchased	a	property	at	1	Shipherds	Avenue	in	Epsom.		We	bought	the	
home	because	we	wish	to	stay	in	the	area	we	love	and	continue	to	raise	our	children	in	this	
family	orientated	community.			
	
Our	intention	is	to	lovingly	restore	the	home	at	1	Shipherds	Avenue,	which	under	the	AUP	has	a	
special	character	overlay.			The	house	and	land	are	our	major	assets	and	the	cost	of	a	renovation	
will	mean	considerable	financial	sacrifice	for	us.		However	we	have	been	excited	about	the	
prospect	of	adding	value	to	a	grand	and	beautiful	old	home	in	a	residential	zoned	area	that	has	
many	other	substantial	homes,	along	with	an	inclusive	community.	
	
We	required	both	building	consent	and	resource	consent	in	order	to	undertake	the	renovation.		
Due	to	the	Special	Character	overlay	we	have	had	several	rules	and	limitations	placed	on	what	
improvements	we	have	been	permitted	to	make.	
This	process	has	cost	us	many	months	of	time	and	thousands	of	dollars.		However	we	do	
understand	that	due	to	the	zoning	of	the	area,	and	our	home	itself,	this	is	necessary	under	the	
AUP.		We	believe	that	the	heritage	architects	involved	are	looking	to	honour	the	character	of	the	
homes	in	the	area,	as	the	plan	requires.		
	
We	were	totally	horrified	to	learn,	after	the	purchase	of	this	significant	property,	that	Southern	
Cross	Hospital	have	requested	that	the	unitary	plan	(that	we	have	had	to	adhere	to	so	strictly)	be	
changed	purely	for	commercial	gain.		When	the	AUP	was	created	the	area	was	zoned	residential	-	
Single	House	Residential	and	Mixed	house	suburban	and	there	is	no	reason	that	this	should	be	
altered	for	a	trophy	hospital.			
	
Why	should	a	commercial	organisation	be	able	to	have	the	AUP	altered	when	individual	
landowners	and	ratepayers	are	willing	to	work	within	the	rules	set	down?		The	AUP	must	apply	
to	all	that	fall	under	it	be	they	individuals	or	organisations.	
	
There	are	already	multiple	hospitals	in	the	vicinity	including	Auckland,	Ascot,	Mercy,	Gillies	
Avenue.		Surely	another	community	that	currently	does	not	have	the	services	of	a	hospital	near	
by	would	benefit	greatly	by	having	a	new	hospital	to	support	their	residents?			
	
We	have	learned	that	Southern	Cross	Hospital	has	not	considered	any	alternative	sites	in	areas	
that	are	zoned	Special	Purpose	Healthcare	Facility	and	Hospital.			This	makes	a	mockery	of	the	
AUP	and	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	AUP	to	be	altered	for	commercial	gain,	to	the	
detriment	of	hard	working	Auckland	residents.	
	
We	are	incredibly	concerned	that	a	massive	hospital	expansion	would	be	an	eyesore	in	this	
pretty	residential	area.		There	is	nothing	appropriate	about	a	25	metre	high	building,	spanning	
several	sections	in	a	residential	area,	not	to	mention	the	loss	of	the	character	properties	the	build	
would	result	in.	
	
However	equally	concerning	to	me	and	my	family	are	the	various	reasons	why	the	site	itself	is		
totally	inappropriate	for	an	expanded	hospital.	
	
The	excavation	of	the	solid	basalt	rock,	which	our	area	is	renowned	for,	would	take	several	years	
of	blasting	to	achieve.		This	would	have	wide	ranging	affects	including	excessive	noise,	ongoing	
traffic	disruption,	roading	damage	from	rock	carrying	trucks,	damage	to	houses	due	to	blasting,	
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interruption	to	the	multitude	of	schools	in	the	area,	dust,	health	issues	due	to	the	ongoing	noise	
and	many	other	factors.			
	
I	simply	cannot	understand	why	Auckland	Council	would	even	consider	allowing	Southern	Cross	
Hospital	to	spend	2-3	years	blasting	volcanic	rock	when	there	are	many	other	sites	that	would	
not	require	this	and	are	already	zoned	appropriately.			
	
The	fact	that	there	would	then	be	a	further	2-3	years	for	actual	construction	of	the	buildings;	
which	again	would	mean	traffic	disruptions,	noise,	dust,	lack	of	parking	for	residents	…….	is	also	
of	major	concern	to	me.	
	
Access	to	the	Gillies	Road	on-ramp	of	the	motorway,	the	traffic	lights	at	Owens/Gillies	and	access	
to	Mountain	Road	and	Brightside	Road	is	already	extremely	challenged.		The	construction	of	the	
buildings	and	the	resultant	busy	hospital	would	exacerbate	this	dreadfully	and	heavily	impact	
the	‘liveable	communities’	that	the	AUP	was	meant	to	create	in	this	residential	zone.			
	
These	streets	are	used	by	literally	thousands	of	school	children	on	a	daily	basis	(including	my	
own)	be	it	by	bike,	scooter,	car,	bus	or	on	foot.		The	impact	of	5+	years	of	construction	and	then	a	
large	busy	hospital	would	undoubtedly	lead	to	delays,	accidents	and	injuries.		The	area	is	already	
too	busy	to	sustain	the	build	and	hospital	expansion.		Parents	in	the	area	should	not	have	to	
worry	about	our	children	getting	safely	to	and	from	school	just	because	SCHL	have	no	respect	for	
our	residential	area,	our	community	or	in	fact	Auckland	Council’s	Unitary	Plan	(given	their	
requested	plan	change).	
	
I	implore	Auckland	Council	to	honour	the	AUP	created	for	the	people	of	Auckland	by	not	allowing	
the	plan	change.		I	hope	that	the	integrity	of	Auckland	Council	ensures	no	commercial	
organisation	including	SCHL	can	destroy	our	beautiful	residential	area	already	over	supplied	
with	health	care	facilities.	
	
Thank	you	for	your	consideration	
	
Julie	Kippenberger	
	
+64	21	964	047	
juliekippenberger@gmail.com	
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1. I,	Julie	Margaret	Kippenberger	oppose	Proposed	Plan	Change	21	(PC	21-private)	for	
the	following	reasons:	
	
(a) The	proposed	plan	change	has	failed	to	implement	the	basic	direction,	objectives	

and	policies	of	the	Auckland	Regional	Policy	Statement	(RPS)	set	out	in	Chapters	B1	
&	B2.		In	particular	the	plan	change	has	undermined	the	relationship	within	the	
intended	compact	urban	form	of	Auckland	between	residential,	historic,	heritage	
and	special	character	protection	and	urban	intensification	development	initiatives	
as	outlined	in	the	RPS.	
	

(b) While	medical	facilities	are	recognised	as	part	of	the	social	infrastructure	of	
Auckland,	their	location	relies	on	following	the	spatial	objectives	of	the	Special	
Purpose-Healthcare	Facility	and	Hospital	Zone.		The	subject	site	does	not	achieve	
those	objectives	or	policies.	
	

(c) The	Special	Purpose	–	Healthcare	Facility	and	Hospital	Zone	(the	“Hospital	Zone”)	is	
inappropriate	for	the	subject	sites	because	the	sites	and	their	locality	do	not	meet	
the	zone	description,	objectives	or	policies	found	in	Chapter	H25.1,	.2	or	.3.		Overall	
the	location	and	scale	of	the	built	outcome	derived	from	PC21	undermines	the	
integrity	of	the	Hospital	Zone.	
	

(d) The	subject	site	lies	within	an	established	area	of	residential	zoned	land	with	the	
Gillies	Ave	part	of	the	site	covered	by	an	overlay	which	seeks		to	retain	and	manage	
the	special	character	values	of	this	part	of	Epsom,	integrated	as	it	is	with	the	eastern	
side	of	Mt	Eden.		The	purpose	of	the	overlay	is	described	in	Chapter	D18	of	the	AUP.		
PC	21	undermines	the	integrity	of	the	Special	Character	Overlay	by	introducing	a	
land	use	which	is	contrary	in	all	respects	to	the	heritage	and	special	character	
purpose	of	the	overlay.	
	

(e) PC	21	has	potential	adverse	effects	on	neighbouring	properties	and	the	locality	
arising	from	the	potential	intensity	of	development,	the	incompatibility	of	built	form	
relationships	contemplated	by	PC	21,	the	proposed	reduction	in	required	parking	
for	the	private	hospital	and	the	requirement	for	blasting	to	achieve	underground	
parking.	Together,	these	actual	and	cumulative	adverse	effects	confirm	that	the	
locality	of	PC	21	is	unsuitable.	

	
(f) Adverse	effects	from	PC	21	also	include	the	undermining	and	degradation	of	the	

residential	and	character	heritage	environment	of	the	subject	site	and	its	vicinity	as	
well	as	the	urban	amenity	considered	and	protected	by	the	integration	of	the	Single	
House	Zone	and	the	Special	Character	Overlay	in	this	location.	
	

(g) The	urban	form	depicted	by	the	operative	land	use	zone	pattern	covering	the	subject	
site	and	the	surrounding	neighbourhood	firmly	indicates	the	intention	of	low	scale	
residential	development	consistent	with	the	Special	Character	Overlay	which	covers	
part	of	the	subject	site	and	the	neighbourhood.		PC	21	is	contrary	to	the	integrity	and	
purpose	of	the	operative	land	use	pattern	and	urban	design	outcomes	represented	
by	the	operative	land	use	zones.	
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(h) PC	21	incorporates	three	special	character	residential	buildings	which	front	Gillies	
Avenue.	These	dwellings	are	included	for	the	purpose	of	demolition	and	removal	to	
allow	the	expansion	of	the	private	hospital	facilities.		The	loss	of	these	special	
character	dwellings	is	inconsistent	with	the	purpose	of	the	Special	Character	
Overlay	specifically	placed	over	this	part	of	Gillies	Avenue	and	the	adjoining	
hinterland	to	the	west	for	the	purpose	of	heritage	protection	imposed	through	the	
RPS	and	implemented	through	the	Special	Character	area	provisions	of	the	AUP	
district	plan	provisions.		
	

(i) PC	21	has	failed	to	protect	the	substantial	trees	over	the	subject	area	which	
contribute	important	landscape	and	vegetation	amenity	to	the	neighbourhood	and	is	
recognized	in	the	Special	Character	Overlay.	
	

(j) Overall,	PC21	has	failed	to	provide	the	necessary	justification	required	under	s.32	of	
the	Act	to	create	the	extent	of	change	and	modification	to	the	operative	planning	
provisions	covering	the	subject	area	and	the	adjoining	neighbourhood.		In	particular	
–		

i. the	evaluation	of	the	objectives	of	PC	21	to	achieve	the	purpose	of	the	Act	
is	inadequate,	

ii. the	appropriateness	of	PC	21	to	achieve	the	relevant	objectives	having	
examined	alternatives,	assessed	the	efficiency	and	effectiveness	of	the	
proposal	to	achieve	those	objectives	is	not	provided	,	and	

iii. the	summary	of	the	reasons	for	deciding	on	PC	21	as	the	correct	course	
of	action	does	not	follow	the	instruction	of	s32	RMA,	and	

iv. it	has	not	been	demonstrated	that	the	objectives	of	the	applicant	cannot	
be	met	in	appropriately	zoned	areas	of	the	City.	

	
(k) The	serious	failure	to	address	the	requirements	of	s.32	RMA	has	fundamentally	

flawed	the	ability	for	PC	21	to	be	considered	and	assessed	under	the	Act.	
	

(l) Accordingly,	the	failure	to	meet	the	requirements	of	s.32	RMA	confirms	that	PC	21	is	
contrary	to	the	purpose	of	the	Act	as	set	out	in	Part	2,	in	particular,	it	does	not	
provide	for	the	sustainable	management	of	the	urban	environment	of	the	subject	
site	and	the	neighbourhood	required	by	s5	RMA.		For	these	reasons	PC	21	fails	to	
meet	the	purpose	of	the	Act	and	accordingly	cannot	proceed.	
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Saturday, 30 March 2019 11:15 AM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - TOm Lorimer 
Attachments: Tom Lorimer submission final_20190330110902.015.pdf

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: TOm Lorimer 

Organisation name:  

Agent's full name:  

Email address: tlorimer2@gmail.com 

Contact phone number:  

Postal address: 
6 Brightside Road 
Epsom 
Auckland 1023 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 
The entire plan change 

Property address:  

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No 

The reason for my or our views are: 
I don't want the provisions amended I want them declined 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 
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Submission date: 30 March 2019 

Supporting documents 
Tom Lorimer submission final_20190330110902.015.pdf 

Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? No 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

Yes 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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Tom Lorimer 
6 Brightside Road 
Epsom  
1023 
 
 
I want the Council to turn down the application PC 21 
 
I am 16 years old and a student at Auckland Boys Grammar School. I don’t want this to go 
ahead because 
 

1. It is opposite my home and I would be living next to a massive building when this 
area is known for its houses, families and schools. 

 
2. It is already not safe on my Road. This is from traffic using Brightside as a shortcut , 

people visiting the hospital every day including weekends, doctors rushing in and 
parking illegally in front of my house, people constantly turning in our driveway. 
Couriers and delivery vans every working day.  

 
3. My bedroom faces the hospital. At night I can hear a constant hum from the hospital 

and they leave the lights on all night so it glows. When it is dark and cars are 
constantly turning we get headlights shinning into our house. Trucks deliver stuff at 
night and the backing beep wakes me up (they aren’t meant to deliver between 7 at 
night and 7 in the morning but they do). 
 

4. I am told that building a hospital of the size they want will take at least a couple of 
years. If they go underground they will have to use explosives or jack hammers 
which will make it even longer. I have seen reports from the last time they did this 
with rock flying and damage to the house in the area, it took over 18 months. This 
isn’t fair on people who live in this area and all the school children who walk past 
every day. This shouldn’t happen in a residential area.  
 

5. I have important exams throughout the year which require me to concentrate and 
study. I don’t see how I can do this if there is rock breaking or explosives used during 
the excavation. Added to this the constant noise and traffic from construction of a 
massive building will be terrible. This shouldn’t happen in a residential area. 
 

6. I have asked my parents and neighbours if the trees and walls on Brightside Road will 
go. I am told there are 2 protected trees which they can’t easily get rid of in the 
current hospital grounds but that nothing else can be guaranteed. In the pictures 
they have mocked up they use these to disguise the building but I don’t see how 
they can say this when they are not protected. Even if they promise to keep them 
there is no guarantee that the trees will survive, they could easily say ‘sorry they 
didn’t survive’ or ‘we had to cut them down because they were in the way or were 
causing a danger’ and when they are gone they are gone. Then well be looking at a 
huge office block. They don’t actually disguise it any way because its so big. 
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7. My neighbours are part of the Eden Epsom Residential Protection Society. I have 
been shown their submission and I agree with it all. They have also shown me the 
rules of the Auckland Unitary Plan and I have included my opposition on the next 
sheet. 
 

Please don’t change the plan 
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ATTACHMENT  
 

1. I oppose Proposed Plan Change 21 (PC 21-private) for the following reasons: 
 
(a) The proposed plan change has failed to implement the basic direction, objectives 

and policies of the Auckland Regional Policy Statement (RPS) set out in Chapters 
B1 & B2.  In particular the plan change has undermined the relationship within 
the intended compact urban form of Auckland between residential, historic, 
heritage and special character protection and urban intensification development 
initiatives as outlined in the RPS. 
 

(b) While medical facilities are recognised as part of the social infrastructure of 
Auckland, their location relies on following the spatial objectives of the Special 
Purpose-Healthcare Facility and Hospital Zone.  The subject site does not achieve 
those objectives or policies. 
 

(c) The Special Purpose – Healthcare Facility and Hospital Zone (the “Hospital Zone”) 
is inappropriate for the subject sites because the sites and their locality do not 
meet the zone description, objectives or policies found in Chapter H25.1, .2 or .3.  
Overall the location and scale of the built outcome derived from PC21 
undermines the integrity of the Hospital Zone. 
 

(d) The subject site lies within an established area of residential zoned land with the 
Gillies Ave part of the site covered by an overlay which seeks  to retain and 
manage the special character values of this part of Epsom, integrated as it is with 
the eastern side of Mt Eden.  The purpose of the overlay is described in Chapter 
D18 of the AUP.  PC 21 undermines the integrity of the Special Character Overlay 
by introducing a land use which is contrary in all respects to the heritage and 
special character purpose of the overlay. 
 

(e) PC 21 has potential adverse effects on neighbouring properties and the locality 
arising from the potential intensity of development, the incompatibility of built 
form relationships contemplated by PC 21, the proposed reduction in required 
parking for the private hospital and the requirement for blasting to achieve 
underground parking. Together, these actual and cumulative adverse effects 
confirm that the locality of PC 21 is unsuitable. 

 
(f) Adverse effects from PC 21 also include the undermining and degradation of the 

residential and character heritage environment of the subject site and its vicinity 
as well as the urban amenity considered and protected by the integration of the 
Single House Zone and the Special Character Overlay in this location. 
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(g) The urban form depicted by the operative land use zone pattern covering the 
subject site and the surrounding neighbourhood firmly indicates the intention of 
low scale residential development consistent with the Special Character Overlay 
which covers part of the subject site and the neighbourhood.  PC 21 is contrary 
to the integrity and purpose of the operative land use pattern and urban design 
outcomes represented by the operative land use zones. 

(h) PC 21 incorporates three special character residential buildings which front 
Gillies Avenue. These dwellings are included for the purpose of demolition and 
removal to allow the expansion of the private hospital facilities.  The loss of these 
special character dwellings is inconsistent with the purpose of the Special 
Character Overlay specifically placed over this part of Gillies Avenue and the 
adjoining hinterland to the west for the purpose of heritage protection imposed 
through the RPS and implemented through the Special Character area provisions 
of the AUP district plan provisions.  
 

(i) PC 21 has failed to protect the substantial trees over the subject area which 
contribute important landscape and vegetation amenity to the neighbourhood 
and is recognized in the Special Character Overlay. 
 

(j) Overall, PC21 has failed to provide the necessary justification required under s.32 
of the Act to create the extent of change and modification to the operative 
planning provisions covering the subject area and the adjoining neighbourhood.  
In particular –  

i. the evaluation of the objectives of PC 21 to achieve the purpose of 
the Act is inadequate, 

ii. the appropriateness of PC 21 to achieve the relevant objectives 
having examined alternatives, assessed the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the proposal to achieve those objectives is not 
provided , and 

iii. the summary of the reasons for deciding on PC 21 as the correct 
course of action does not follow the instruction of s32 RMA, and 

iv. it has not been demonstrated that the objectives of the applicant 
cannot be met in appropriately zoned areas of the City. 

 
(k) The serious failure to address the requirements of s.32 RMA has fundamentally 

flawed the ability for PC 21 to be considered and assessed under the Act. 
 

(l) Accordingly, the failure to meet the requirements of s.32 RMA confirms that PC 
21 is contrary to the purpose of the Act as set out in Part 2, in particular, it does 
not provide for the sustainable management of the urban environment of the 
subject site and the neighbourhood required by s5 RMA.  For these reasons PC 
21 fails to meet the purpose of the Act and accordingly cannot proceed. 
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Tuesday, 2 April 2019 7:00 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - Erica Hussona 

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: Erica Hussona 

Organisation name:  

Agent's full name: Erica Hussona 

Email address: erica.hussona@ix.net.nz 

Contact phone number: 021480204 

Postal address: 
20 Pentland Ave 
Mt Eden 
Auckland 1024 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 
Oppose the plan change in it’s entirety’ 

Property address: 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? Yes 

The reason for my or our views are: 
1. I have been a home owner in this area for 25 years. I love the community and am passionate about the heritage
homes and the reputation our area has of being a great family place to live. This proposed development would mean
another 3 heritage homes will be lost which I do not support on any level. There is no place in this environment for a
major commercial intrusion such as is proposed. 2. Every time we have renovated a house the council have been
pedantic about sticking to the heritage guidelines and staying within the building consent conditions. This often
involves extra costs for consultants, resource consents and takes extra time. Why do the Council even begin to
consider such a development that does not comply with the Councils own rules and guidelines? It is not ok for the
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council to allow big developments to break the rules already set in place. 3. I am very concerned about the idea that a 
major commercial enterprise can come into a well-established residential area that is clearly identified for residential 
activities only…. 4. I am worried that if this proposal can take place here, then it can take place anywhere around 
Auckland residential zones. It sets a dangerous precedent. 5. The increase in traffic would seriously affect our 
community. The proposed site is close to many schools which already have problems with their traffic management. 
Council have not addressed decent public transport for school busses to and from many Auckland schools from the 
Eden / Epsom areas so parents are often forced to drive causing traffic congestion past this proposed site. 6. I do not 
understand how anything that is up to 25metres tall can be considered “appropriate” within a residential area with no 
more than 8 metre tall dwellings. This has to be considered an unacceptable visual intrusion that will be highly visible 
from many directions, and in-turn inflict privacy issues across a large outlook area. 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 2 April 2019 

Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes 

Would you consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others have made a similar submission? Yes 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

No 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Tuesday, 2 April 2019 4:30 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - Zhengyu He 
Attachments: Submission docs.pdf

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: Zhengyu He 

Organisation name:  

Agent's full name: Jianming Huang 

Email address: danielhuang66@hotmail.com 

Contact phone number: 0211834627 

Postal address: 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 
PC21, 3 Brightside Road, 149,151 and 153 Gillies Avenue. Epsom 

Property address: 2/2 Brightside Road, Epsom 

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No 

The reason for my or our views are: 
I wish to decline it in its entirety as indicated 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 2 April 2019 

Submission no 8



2

Supporting documents 
Submission docs.pdf 

Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes 

Would you consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others have made a similar submission? Yes 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

No 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - Gregory Brett Towers
Date: Wednesday, 3 April 2019 10:15:45 AM

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission.

Contact details

Full name of submitter: Gregory Brett Towers

Organisation name:

Agent's full name:

Email address: greg.towers1@gmail.com

Contact phone number:

Postal address:
167 Gillies Avenue
Epsom
Auckland 1023

Submission details

This is a submission to:

Plan modification number: Plan change 21

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue,
Epsom

My submission relates to

Rule or rules:
Adverse effect of construction on surrounding houses and occupiers. Short/long term traffic
congestion and parking issues caused by the proposal. adverse effect on the heritage aspects
currently protected by the Unitary Plan.

Property address: 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom

Map or maps:

Other provisions:

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions
identified

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? Yes

The reason for my or our views are:
CONSTRUCTION EFFECTS When Brightside Hospital as it currently stands was redeveloped
there was blasting which caused damage to our property at 167 Gillies Avenue. The shock wave
was easily felt with items in the house falling etc. I suspect this is because all the houses in that
area are on the same basalt rock "sheet". There ISno comfort in the proposal that blasting will not
cause the same thing to happen again, perhaps even worse than before given the more significant
size of the development. CONGESTED ROADS The roads around Brightside/Gillies Avenue
(including side roads like Kipling and Dommett) are already congested with cars parked there by
staff working at the existing medical practices in Brightside and Gillies Avenue (most spots have
been taken before 7.30 am) . Making Brightside Hospital bigger will only make that situation worse,
adversely affecting residents (with no street parking available for their visitors etc). Additionally, the
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construction traffic caused by the development and the eventual increased traffic caused by a much
larger hospital will further stretch an already at capacity roading network. For example already peak
morning traffic (7.30am - 8.45am) is at a standstill outside our place at 167 Gillies Avenue
(stretching north to the motorway on ramp) due to commuters and school traffic. Encouraging even
more traffic (staff and patients) to the area makes no sense. What is already congested will be
made much worse. Cars seeking to "slip" from Kipling into Brightside and those exiting Brightside
and turning right into Gillies Avenue already cause significant congestion. I have witnessed many
near accidents cause by the blindspot effect of the traffic congestion already present. Adding more
traffic movements into that mix cannot do anything except make the situation worse (and more
dangerous, especially for school children crossing Brightside from the Gillies Avenue buss stop
outside 161 Gillies Avenue). LOSS OF HERITAGE VALUE The plans included as a part of the
proposal indicate the construction of a building that is significant in size and completely out of step
with the heritage nature of the area - something that the Unitary Plan sought to protect. What is the
point of the Unitary Plan if within a few years of it becoming operative developers get around it in
the way proposed? Auckland has so few areas of historic housing left and the loss of these two
heritage houses in Gillies Avenue will be a step towards the complete loss of such character - if this
proposal is approved what is to stop further development along Gillies Avenue with further loss of
heritage housing? The heritage nature of the area is something all Aucklanders benefit from as the
character of these two houses (and the majority of the surrounding houses along Gillies Avenue) is
readily displayed on such a main arterial route to the CBD.

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification

Submission date: 3 April 2019

Attend a hearing

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? No

Declaration

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that:

Adversely affects the environment; and
Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition.

Yes

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal
details, names and addresses) will be made public.
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Wednesday, 3 April 2019 2:46 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - Janet Wightman 
Attachments: Submission on PC21.pdf

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: Janet Wightman 

Organisation name:  

Agent's full name:  

Email address: nzjanetwightman@gmail.com 

Contact phone number: 021632285 

Postal address: 
95 Owens Road 
Epsom 
Auckland 1023 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 
PC 21 application in its entirety 

Property address:  

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No 

The reason for my or our views are: 
I wish to decline PC 21 in its entirety 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 3 April 2019 
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Supporting documents 
Submission on PC21.pdf 

Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes 

Would you consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others have made a similar submission? Yes 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

Yes 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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This document forms part of my submission to Council regarding Plan Change PC21 at
3 Brightside Road, 149, 151, 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom.

I oppose the specific provisions identified on the submission for the following reasons:

1. Firstly, PC21 has failed to provide the necessary justification required under s.32 of the RMA to 
make the significant changes and modifications to the operative planning provisions being 
requested.  This confirms that PC21 does not provide for the sustainable management of the urban 
environment of the site and the neighbourhood as required by S5RMA.  PC21 therefore fails to 
meet the purpose of the Act and accordingly cannot proceed.

2.  The Auckland Regional Policy Statement sets out in Chapters B1 and B2 the relationship which 
should exists between residential, historic, heritage and other special character protection zones.

The site is within an area currently zoned residential with heritage and special character overlays as 
set out in the AUP, Chapter D18.
PC21 seeks to undermine the integrity of these overlays.

As well as the points itemised above, PC21 fails on the following

The site does not meet the spatial objectives of the Special Purpose-Healthcare Facility and Hospital
zone nor does it meet the zone description, objectives or policies found in Chapter H25.1, 2 or 3

It has potential adverse effects on neighbouring properties and the locality because of the proposed 
intensity of the development, proposed reduction in private parking on site and the requirement for 
considerable blasting.

I have lived at 95 Owens Road for nearly 30 years.  I chose this area to live in as it was a residential
area.  I don't know how long Auckland Council was working on the AUP but I was interested 
enough to keep up to date with what was going on and make submissions in order to ensure that the 
area was protected from inappropriate development as much as possible.  I was heartened  when the 
AUP was implemented that the area was basically kept residential and there were special overlays 
covering heritage, sight lines to Mt Eden, etc.  There was a considerable amount of work and input 
from so many people around Auckland  and now I am left wondering - what was the point.  I finally
felt that the people of Auckland had at last got some sense of security so that they knew, when they 
bought a property, what could be done nearby.  Obviously not.

I object to this development on so many levels

Owens Road is already heavily used by the University of Auckland students at various times for 
parking.  
As more people catch buses into town, they are already starting to park in the street
A hospital as large as envisaged will cause even more parking problems let along the resulting extra
traffic entering and leaving the site.
The building will be up to 25m tall.  That is way over the surrounding buildings which are 8m at the
most.  The height and bulk is totally inappropriate.
I have a concrete block house with plaster rendering and with a tiled roof.  I am concerned about 
any damage that may occur during the significant blasting operation.  During the previous blasting 
neighbouring properties were damaged but the developer managed to avoid responsibility.  Who 
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will guarantee that the blasting will not cause damage to my property this time.  Who will take 
responsibility?

I was here when the last development occurred on this site resulting in the demolition of an historic 
nursing home.  I was not involved in the application stage but have been affected by the resulting 
blasting work, building work and consequent parking and traffic management issues.  The 
development was able to go ahead on that site as it a restricted discretionary activity under the 
former District Plan (2A) but there were quite stringent conditions regarding blasting, tree 
protection, hours of use etc.  The conditions regarding blasting didn't stop rock being hurled into 
neighbouring properties and I believe the hours of operation are currently being ignored.  I therefore
have no confidence that if this development is approved with conditions, those conditions will be 
adhered to.  This is why I ask that the PC21 be declined in its entirety.

Finally, I am extremely concerned that if this this proposal is approved here it will be the thin end of
the wedge and developers will feel emboldened to apply to Council for a plan change anywhere in 
Auckland.  Then we might as well throw the AUP and the RMA out the window!  It is extremely 
difficult and expensive for a community to fight this type of application and it should be entirely 
unnecessary under the provisions of the Auckland Unitary Plan

Submission by Janet Wightman, 95 Owens Road, Epsom
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Wednesday, 3 April 2019 10:01 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - William Lorimer 
Attachments: PC21  submission WL .pdf

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: William Lorimer 

Organisation name:  

Agent's full name:  

Email address: willlorimer21@gmail.com 

Contact phone number:  

Postal address: 
6 Brightside Road 
Epsom 
Auckland 1023 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 
The proposal in its entirety 

Property address:  

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No 

The reason for my or our views are: 
I would like it declined in full 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 3 April 2019 
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Supporting documents 
PC21 submission WL .pdf 

Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? No 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

Yes 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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William  Lorimer 
6 Brightside Road 
Epsom 
1023 
 
 
I am 19 and a tertiary level student studying design and photography. I went to both Mount Eden 
Normal School an Auckland Grammar School. 
 
I fully oppose the Private Plan Change PC 21 
 
 
I don’t want the zone in my neighbourhood changed because:  
 
1. As a design student I have learnt understand context and history in appreciating form. In 

understanding the issues about this Plan Change I have read material that relates to ‘urban 
form’ both in The Auckland Unitary Plan (AUP) and assessments by Lifescapes and Salmond 
Reed Architects. The AUP in particular has objectives which protect areas such as the one 
that is threatened (see section B5.3.1). There is a heavy emphasis on retaining residential 
character in Auckland particularly where it has been given extra ordinary protection in the form 
of Special Character overlay and the assessments I refer to demonstrate the area in question 
has exceptional residential qualities. I would like the AUP zoning for this area to be upheld and 
for the request to change be declined.  

 
2. I am not trying to suggest there isn’t a need for development but clearly the AUP is a ‘road 

map’ for how we can all get along together. It has land zoned for developments like the one 
proposed, I trust the Council to look after the City and put things in the right place. It seems 
the Council and residents of the city spent a lot of time putting the AUP together and we all 
had the chance to make requests. The AUP is our rule book, we all live by it and so should 
Southern Cross. 

 
 
3. My neighbourhood however is not limited by the AUP but is flourishing as a result and growing 

as intended, it is stimulating and diverse but it is residential. My neighbours come from all 
over the world. My Chinese ones love New Zealand because it is not like their home country. 
They tell me “people in New Zealand can tell the government what to do and what they need 
and they will listen, the government works for the people. In China it is the other way around, 
the people work for the government”. “If the government or a big company want some land in 
China, they kick people out and knock down their houses”. They are glad this doesn't happen 
in New Zealand, they are happier and feel safer”.    

 
4. My longstanding neighbours regret the consent given to knock the Owens homestead down 

as well as 2 other old houses to build the current small hospital. It is a good example of 
why we should learn from the past and the Council seem to have recognised this by 

tightening the rules in our area compared to the old district plan; if the AUP applied back then 
we wouldn’t even be considering this. It was a mistake and the legacy of that mistake 
shouldn’t give the right to expand. The negative effects of letting them build are still being felt 
today 

 
a. Brightside Road is already too busy with traffic to the current hospital. Brightside Road 

can be a nightmare with trucks and couriers visiting the hospital, visitors to the hospital 
constantly including the weekends, doctors rushing in and out and often doing U turns 
without indicating and staff taking all the parking.  

b. There is noise 24/7 from the ‘plant’ that runs the hospital 
c. The Lights are on 24/7 and shine in to our property 
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d. We have lost forever some of our residential history 
e. Despite insisting there will be no deliveries or other activities after 7pm, they still occur 

and when they do they wake me up. Eg trucks backing, headlights, noise, voices, 
vehicle noise. 

 
 
5. The area I live in is very special. I study in Wellington for 30 weeks of the year and look 

forward to coming home because I miss the greenery, can you believe that? The trees and the 
houses at 151 and 153 in particular, are beautiful. The bird song is beautiful, especially the 
Moreporks which I go to sleep listening to. They often use the big trees at 151 and 153. I have 
read that if the zone is granted there is no guarantee these will remain as they are not 
‘scheduled’ but despite this Southern Cross use them in their photomontages to try to 
disguise the shape of the building; this is wrong.  

 
6. I don’t think it is fair to knock down a property that at least 30 people live in (Everdell House 

which is at 149 Gillies Avenue). They won’t be able to afford rent elsewhere in Epsom and 
some of them have lived and worked here for a long time. It is their home and their 
neighbourhood as well. 

 
7. Even though I live opposite Brightside Hospital currently, I can’t go there because it is private. 

Nor can my neighbours, we would all need to go to Auckland Hospital. It seems pointless to 
build a bigger hospital I can’t go to and at the same time knock down lovely old houses we 
will never re build. It seems far-fetched that Southern Cross say that their hospital needs to be 
there for the community and public when the public don’t have any rights to go there. Go 
figure?  

 
8. I have read and support the submission of the Eden Epsom Residential Protection Society it 

pretty much says what I want to but probably don’t have the language. 
 

9. The following reasons relate directly to the Auckland Unitary Plan and I support this content. 
 

 
 
 

1. I oppose Proposed Plan Change 21 (PC 21-private) for the following reasons: 
 
(a) The proposed plan change has failed to implement the basic direction, objectives and 

policies of the Auckland Regional Policy Statement (RPS) set out in Chapters B1 & B2.  
In particular the plan change has undermined the relationship within the intended 
compact urban form of Auckland between residential, historic, heritage and special 
character protection and urban intensification development initiatives as outlined in the 
RPS. 
 

(b) While medical facilities are recognised as part of the social infrastructure of Auckland, 
their location relies on following the spatial objectives of the Special Purpose-Healthcare 
Facility and Hospital Zone.  The subject site does not achieve those objectives or 
policies. 
 

(c) The Special Purpose – Healthcare Facility and Hospital Zone (the “Hospital Zone”) is 
inappropriate for the subject sites because the sites and their locality do not meet the 
zone description, objectives or policies found in Chapter H25.1, .2 or .3.  Overall the 
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location and scale of the built outcome derived from PC21 undermines the integrity of 
the Hospital Zone. 
 

(d) The subject site lies within an established area of residential zoned land with the Gillies 
Ave part of the site covered by an overlay which seeks  to retain and manage the special 
character values of this part of Epsom, integrated as it is with the eastern side of Mt 
Eden.  The purpose of the overlay is described in Chapter D18 of the AUP.  PC 21 
undermines the integrity of the Special Character Overlay by introducing a land use 
which is contrary in all respects to the heritage and special character purpose of the 
overlay. 
 

(e) PC 21 has potential adverse effects on neighbouring properties and the locality arising 
from the potential intensity of development, the incompatibility of built form 
relationships contemplated by PC 21, the proposed reduction in required parking for the 
private hospital and the requirement for blasting to achieve underground parking. 
Together, these actual and cumulative adverse effects confirm that the locality of PC 21 
is unsuitable. 

 
(f) Adverse effects from PC 21 also include the undermining and degradation of the 

residential and character heritage environment of the subject site and its vicinity as well 
as the urban amenity considered and protected by the integration of the Single House 
Zone and the Special Character Overlay in this location. 
 

(g) The urban form depicted by the operative land use zone pattern covering the subject site 
and the surrounding neighbourhood firmly indicates the intention of low scale residential 
development consistent with the Special Character Overlay which covers part of the 
subject site and the neighbourhood.  PC 21 is contrary to the integrity and purpose of the 
operative land use pattern and urban design outcomes represented by the operative land 
use zones. 

(h) PC 21 incorporates three special character residential buildings which front Gillies 
Avenue. These dwellings are included for the purpose of demolition and removal to 
allow the expansion of the private hospital facilities.  The loss of these special character 
dwellings is inconsistent with the purpose of the Special Character Overlay specifically 
placed over this part of Gillies Avenue and the adjoining hinterland to the west for the 
purpose of heritage protection imposed through the RPS and implemented through the 
Special Character area provisions of the AUP district plan provisions.  
 

(i) PC 21 has failed to protect the substantial trees over the subject area which contribute 
important landscape and vegetation amenity to the neighbourhood and is recognized in 
the Special Character Overlay. 
 

(j) Overall, PC21 has failed to provide the necessary justification required under s.32 of the 
Act to create the extent of change and modification to the operative planning provisions 
covering the subject area and the adjoining neighbourhood.  In particular –  

i. the evaluation of the objectives of PC 21 to achieve the purpose of the Act is 
inadequate, 
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ii. the appropriateness of PC 21 to achieve the relevant objectives having 
examined alternatives, assessed the efficiency and effectiveness of the 
proposal to achieve those objectives is not provided , and 

iii. the summary of the reasons for deciding on PC 21 as the correct course of 
action does not follow the instruction of s32 RMA, and 

iv. it has not been demonstrated that the objectives of the applicant cannot be 
met in appropriately zoned areas of the City. 

 
(k) The serious failure to address the requirements of s.32 RMA has fundamentally flawed 

the ability for PC 21 to be considered and assessed under the Act. 
 

(l) Accordingly, the failure to meet the requirements of s.32 RMA confirms that PC 21 is 
contrary to the purpose of the Act as set out in Part 2, in particular, it does not provide 
for the sustainable management of the urban environment of the subject site and the 
neighbourhood required by s5 RMA.  For these reasons PC 21 fails to meet the purpose 
of the Act and accordingly cannot proceed. 
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From: Shirley Zhang <nzxinxin@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, 4 April 2019 10:24 AM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Submission of Form 5_Objection to PC 21
Attachments: Objection to PC21.pdf

Hi there, 

Please find attached my submission of Form 5 in relation to PC 21. 

Thanks and regards 
Shirley 
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Thursday, 4 April 2019 1:31 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - David Andrew Ross 
Attachments: PlanChange_Technical_20190404131847.918.pdf; David Ross.pdf

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: David Andrew Ross 

Organisation name:  

Agent's full name:  

Email address: David.ross@kotahi.co.nz 

Contact phone number: 0278367390 

Postal address: 
19 Fairview Road 
Mt Eden 
Auckland 1024 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 
Oppose the proposed plan change outright 

Property address:  

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 
see attachments to support my opposition of the proposed plan change 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No 

The reason for my or our views are: 
see attachements 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 4 April 2019 
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Supporting documents 
PlanChange_Technical_20190404131847.918.pdf 
David Ross.pdf 

Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes 

Would you consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others have made a similar submission? Yes 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

Yes 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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1. I,	Proposed	Plan	Change	21	(PC	21-private)	for	the	following	reasons:	
	
(a) The	proposed	plan	change	has	failed	to	implement	the	basic	direction,	objectives	

and	policies	of	the	Auckland	Regional	Policy	Statement	(RPS)	set	out	in	Chapters	B1	
&	B2.		In	particular	the	plan	change	has	undermined	the	relationship	within	the	
intended	compact	urban	form	of	Auckland	between	residential,	historic,	heritage	
and	special	character	protection	and	urban	intensification	development	initiatives	
as	outlined	in	the	RPS.	
	

(b) While	medical	facilities	are	recognised	as	part	of	the	social	infrastructure	of	
Auckland,	their	location	relies	on	following	the	spatial	objectives	of	the	Special	
Purpose-Healthcare	Facility	and	Hospital	Zone.		The	subject	site	does	not	achieve	
those	objectives	or	policies.	
	

(c) The	Special	Purpose	–	Healthcare	Facility	and	Hospital	Zone	(the	“Hospital	Zone”)	is	
inappropriate	for	the	subject	sites	because	the	sites	and	their	locality	do	not	meet	
the	zone	description,	objectives	or	policies	found	in	Chapter	H25.1,	.2	or	.3.		Overall	
the	location	and	scale	of	the	built	outcome	derived	from	PC21	undermines	the	
integrity	of	the	Hospital	Zone.	
	

(d) The	subject	site	lies	within	an	established	area	of	residential	zoned	land	with	the	
Gillies	Ave	part	of	the	site	covered	by	an	overlay	which	seeks		to	retain	and	manage	
the	special	character	values	of	this	part	of	Epsom,	integrated	as	it	is	with	the	eastern	
side	of	Mt	Eden.		The	purpose	of	the	overlay	is	described	in	Chapter	D18	of	the	AUP.		
PC	21	undermines	the	integrity	of	the	Special	Character	Overlay	by	introducing	a	
land	use	which	is	contrary	in	all	respects	to	the	heritage	and	special	character	
purpose	of	the	overlay.	
	

(e) PC	21	has	potential	adverse	effects	on	neighbouring	properties	and	the	locality	
arising	from	the	potential	intensity	of	development,	the	incompatibility	of	built	form	
relationships	contemplated	by	PC	21,	the	proposed	reduction	in	required	parking	
for	the	private	hospital	and	the	requirement	for	blasting	to	achieve	underground	
parking.	Together,	these	actual	and	cumulative	adverse	effects	confirm	that	the	
locality	of	PC	21	is	unsuitable.	

	
(f) Adverse	effects	from	PC	21	also	include	the	undermining	and	degradation	of	the	

residential	and	character	heritage	environment	of	the	subject	site	and	its	vicinity	as	
well	as	the	urban	amenity	considered	and	protected	by	the	integration	of	the	Single	
House	Zone	and	the	Special	Character	Overlay	in	this	location.	
	

(g) The	urban	form	depicted	by	the	operative	land	use	zone	pattern	covering	the	subject	
site	and	the	surrounding	neighbourhood	firmly	indicates	the	intention	of	low	scale	
residential	development	consistent	with	the	Special	Character	Overlay	which	covers	
part	of	the	subject	site	and	the	neighbourhood.		PC	21	is	contrary	to	the	integrity	and	
purpose	of	the	operative	land	use	pattern	and	urban	design	outcomes	represented	
by	the	operative	land	use	zones.	
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(h) PC	21	incorporates	three	special	character	residential	buildings	which	front	Gillies	
Avenue.	These	dwellings	are	included	for	the	purpose	of	demolition	and	removal	to	
allow	the	expansion	of	the	private	hospital	facilities.		The	loss	of	these	special	
character	dwellings	is	inconsistent	with	the	purpose	of	the	Special	Character	
Overlay	specifically	placed	over	this	part	of	Gillies	Avenue	and	the	adjoining	
hinterland	to	the	west	for	the	purpose	of	heritage	protection	imposed	through	the	
RPS	and	implemented	through	the	Special	Character	area	provisions	of	the	AUP	
district	plan	provisions.		
	

(i) PC	21	has	failed	to	protect	the	substantial	trees	over	the	subject	area	which	
contribute	important	landscape	and	vegetation	amenity	to	the	neighbourhood	and	is	
recognized	in	the	Special	Character	Overlay.	
	

(j) Overall,	PC21	has	failed	to	provide	the	necessary	justification	required	under	s.32	of	
the	Act	to	create	the	extent	of	change	and	modification	to	the	operative	planning	
provisions	covering	the	subject	area	and	the	adjoining	neighbourhood.		In	particular	
–		

i. the	evaluation	of	the	objectives	of	PC	21	to	achieve	the	purpose	of	the	Act	
is	inadequate,	

ii. the	appropriateness	of	PC	21	to	achieve	the	relevant	objectives	having	
examined	alternatives,	assessed	the	efficiency	and	effectiveness	of	the	
proposal	to	achieve	those	objectives	is	not	provided	,	and	

iii. the	summary	of	the	reasons	for	deciding	on	PC	21	as	the	correct	course	
of	action	does	not	follow	the	instruction	of	s32	RMA,	and	

iv. it	has	not	been	demonstrated	that	the	objectives	of	the	applicant	cannot	
be	met	in	appropriately	zoned	areas	of	the	City.	

	
(k) The	serious	failure	to	address	the	requirements	of	s.32	RMA	has	fundamentally	

flawed	the	ability	for	PC	21	to	be	considered	and	assessed	under	the	Act.	
	

(l) Accordingly,	the	failure	to	meet	the	requirements	of	s.32	RMA	confirms	that	PC	21	is	
contrary	to	the	purpose	of	the	Act	as	set	out	in	Part	2,	in	particular,	it	does	not	
provide	for	the	sustainable	management	of	the	urban	environment	of	the	subject	
site	and	the	neighbourhood	required	by	s5	RMA.		For	these	reasons	PC	21	fails	to	
meet	the	purpose	of	the	Act	and	accordingly	cannot	proceed.	
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Thursday, 4 April 2019 1:16 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - Hannah Marie Saulbrey Ross 
Attachments: PlanChange_Technical_20190404131424.524.pdf; Hannah Saulbrey-Ross - oppose.pdf

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: Hannah Marie Saulbrey Ross 

Organisation name:  

Agent's full name:  

Email address: hannahsr@me.com 

Contact phone number: 02102338354 

Postal address: 
19 Fairview Road 
Mt Eden 
Auckland 1024 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 
I oppose the plan change application in its entirety 

Property address:  

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No 

The reason for my or our views are: 
see attachments 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 4 April 2019 
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Supporting documents 
PlanChange_Technical_20190404131424.524.pdf 
Hannah Saulbrey-Ross - oppose.pdf 

Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes 

Would you consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others have made a similar submission? Yes 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

Yes 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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1. I,	Julie	Margaret	Kippenberger	oppose	Proposed	Plan	Change	21	(PC	21-private)	for	
the	following	reasons:	
	
(a) The	proposed	plan	change	has	failed	to	implement	the	basic	direction,	objectives	

and	policies	of	the	Auckland	Regional	Policy	Statement	(RPS)	set	out	in	Chapters	B1	
&	B2.		In	particular	the	plan	change	has	undermined	the	relationship	within	the	
intended	compact	urban	form	of	Auckland	between	residential,	historic,	heritage	
and	special	character	protection	and	urban	intensification	development	initiatives	
as	outlined	in	the	RPS.	
	

(b) While	medical	facilities	are	recognised	as	part	of	the	social	infrastructure	of	
Auckland,	their	location	relies	on	following	the	spatial	objectives	of	the	Special	
Purpose-Healthcare	Facility	and	Hospital	Zone.		The	subject	site	does	not	achieve	
those	objectives	or	policies.	
	

(c) The	Special	Purpose	–	Healthcare	Facility	and	Hospital	Zone	(the	“Hospital	Zone”)	is	
inappropriate	for	the	subject	sites	because	the	sites	and	their	locality	do	not	meet	
the	zone	description,	objectives	or	policies	found	in	Chapter	H25.1,	.2	or	.3.		Overall	
the	location	and	scale	of	the	built	outcome	derived	from	PC21	undermines	the	
integrity	of	the	Hospital	Zone.	
	

(d) The	subject	site	lies	within	an	established	area	of	residential	zoned	land	with	the	
Gillies	Ave	part	of	the	site	covered	by	an	overlay	which	seeks		to	retain	and	manage	
the	special	character	values	of	this	part	of	Epsom,	integrated	as	it	is	with	the	eastern	
side	of	Mt	Eden.		The	purpose	of	the	overlay	is	described	in	Chapter	D18	of	the	AUP.		
PC	21	undermines	the	integrity	of	the	Special	Character	Overlay	by	introducing	a	
land	use	which	is	contrary	in	all	respects	to	the	heritage	and	special	character	
purpose	of	the	overlay.	
	

(e) PC	21	has	potential	adverse	effects	on	neighbouring	properties	and	the	locality	
arising	from	the	potential	intensity	of	development,	the	incompatibility	of	built	form	
relationships	contemplated	by	PC	21,	the	proposed	reduction	in	required	parking	
for	the	private	hospital	and	the	requirement	for	blasting	to	achieve	underground	
parking.	Together,	these	actual	and	cumulative	adverse	effects	confirm	that	the	
locality	of	PC	21	is	unsuitable.	

	
(f) Adverse	effects	from	PC	21	also	include	the	undermining	and	degradation	of	the	

residential	and	character	heritage	environment	of	the	subject	site	and	its	vicinity	as	
well	as	the	urban	amenity	considered	and	protected	by	the	integration	of	the	Single	
House	Zone	and	the	Special	Character	Overlay	in	this	location.	
	

(g) The	urban	form	depicted	by	the	operative	land	use	zone	pattern	covering	the	subject	
site	and	the	surrounding	neighbourhood	firmly	indicates	the	intention	of	low	scale	
residential	development	consistent	with	the	Special	Character	Overlay	which	covers	
part	of	the	subject	site	and	the	neighbourhood.		PC	21	is	contrary	to	the	integrity	and	
purpose	of	the	operative	land	use	pattern	and	urban	design	outcomes	represented	
by	the	operative	land	use	zones.	
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(h) PC	21	incorporates	three	special	character	residential	buildings	which	front	Gillies	
Avenue.	These	dwellings	are	included	for	the	purpose	of	demolition	and	removal	to	
allow	the	expansion	of	the	private	hospital	facilities.		The	loss	of	these	special	
character	dwellings	is	inconsistent	with	the	purpose	of	the	Special	Character	
Overlay	specifically	placed	over	this	part	of	Gillies	Avenue	and	the	adjoining	
hinterland	to	the	west	for	the	purpose	of	heritage	protection	imposed	through	the	
RPS	and	implemented	through	the	Special	Character	area	provisions	of	the	AUP	
district	plan	provisions.		
	

(i) PC	21	has	failed	to	protect	the	substantial	trees	over	the	subject	area	which	
contribute	important	landscape	and	vegetation	amenity	to	the	neighbourhood	and	is	
recognized	in	the	Special	Character	Overlay.	
	

(j) Overall,	PC21	has	failed	to	provide	the	necessary	justification	required	under	s.32	of	
the	Act	to	create	the	extent	of	change	and	modification	to	the	operative	planning	
provisions	covering	the	subject	area	and	the	adjoining	neighbourhood.		In	particular	
–		

i. the	evaluation	of	the	objectives	of	PC	21	to	achieve	the	purpose	of	the	Act	
is	inadequate,	

ii. the	appropriateness	of	PC	21	to	achieve	the	relevant	objectives	having	
examined	alternatives,	assessed	the	efficiency	and	effectiveness	of	the	
proposal	to	achieve	those	objectives	is	not	provided	,	and	

iii. the	summary	of	the	reasons	for	deciding	on	PC	21	as	the	correct	course	
of	action	does	not	follow	the	instruction	of	s32	RMA,	and	

iv. it	has	not	been	demonstrated	that	the	objectives	of	the	applicant	cannot	
be	met	in	appropriately	zoned	areas	of	the	City.	

	
(k) The	serious	failure	to	address	the	requirements	of	s.32	RMA	has	fundamentally	

flawed	the	ability	for	PC	21	to	be	considered	and	assessed	under	the	Act.	
	

(l) Accordingly,	the	failure	to	meet	the	requirements	of	s.32	RMA	confirms	that	PC	21	is	
contrary	to	the	purpose	of	the	Act	as	set	out	in	Part	2,	in	particular,	it	does	not	
provide	for	the	sustainable	management	of	the	urban	environment	of	the	subject	
site	and	the	neighbourhood	required	by	s5	RMA.		For	these	reasons	PC	21	fails	to	
meet	the	purpose	of	the	Act	and	accordingly	cannot	proceed.	
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Hannah	Saulbrey-Ross	
	
We	have	lived	in	this	area	for	5	years.		What	we	really	like	about	Mt	Eden/Epsom	is	the	
character	homes	and	the	neighbourhood	‘feel’	where	it	is	safe	for	children	to	walk	and	
ride	to	school.	
	
Increasing	traffic	is	a	serious	concern	for	me	because	my	three	children	currently	
attend/will	attend	in	the	next	two	years,	schools	in	this	area	(Diocesan	School	for	Girls,	
Auckland	Grammar,	ACG	Parnell).	The	increased	heavy	vehicle	traffic	is	a	safety	issue	
for	children	walking	and	biking	to	school	and	for	prospective	road	closures	in	an	
already	busy	area.	
	
Eden-Epsom	has	a	unique	environment	which	to	me	is	about	the	beauty	and	nature	
aspect	of	Mt	Eden.	There	is	no	place	in	this	environment	for	a	major	commercial	
intrusion.	
	
I	am	very	concerned	about	the	prospect	of	further	loss	of	heritage	homes.		3	quality	
heritage	homes	have	already	been	lost	20	years	ago	when	the	first	SX	hospital	was	built.		
Now	another	3	could	be	lost.	This	is	wrong	in	an	area	that	enjoys	a	reputation	built	
around	this	very	character.	
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Thursday, 4 April 2019 1:01 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - Jane Robson 
Attachments: PlanChange_Technical_20190404125704.122.pdf; Jane Robson -oppositon .pdf

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: Jane Robson 

Organisation name:  

Agent's full name:  

Email address: robsonjp@xtra.co.nz 

Contact phone number: 0272522333 

Postal address: 
25 Prospect Terrace 
Mt Eden 
Auckland 1024 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 
Oppose the plan change in its entirety 

Property address:  

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 
See attached 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No 

The reason for my or our views are: 
I oppose the plan change in its entirety 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 4 April 2019 

Submission no 18



2

Supporting documents 
PlanChange_Technical_20190404125704.122.pdf 
Jane Robson -oppositon .pdf 

Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes 

Would you consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others have made a similar submission? Yes 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

Yes 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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1. I,	Julie	Margaret	Kippenberger	oppose	Proposed	Plan	Change	21	(PC	21-private)	for	
the	following	reasons:	
	
(a) The	proposed	plan	change	has	failed	to	implement	the	basic	direction,	objectives	

and	policies	of	the	Auckland	Regional	Policy	Statement	(RPS)	set	out	in	Chapters	B1	
&	B2.		In	particular	the	plan	change	has	undermined	the	relationship	within	the	
intended	compact	urban	form	of	Auckland	between	residential,	historic,	heritage	
and	special	character	protection	and	urban	intensification	development	initiatives	
as	outlined	in	the	RPS.	
	

(b) While	medical	facilities	are	recognised	as	part	of	the	social	infrastructure	of	
Auckland,	their	location	relies	on	following	the	spatial	objectives	of	the	Special	
Purpose-Healthcare	Facility	and	Hospital	Zone.		The	subject	site	does	not	achieve	
those	objectives	or	policies.	
	

(c) The	Special	Purpose	–	Healthcare	Facility	and	Hospital	Zone	(the	“Hospital	Zone”)	is	
inappropriate	for	the	subject	sites	because	the	sites	and	their	locality	do	not	meet	
the	zone	description,	objectives	or	policies	found	in	Chapter	H25.1,	.2	or	.3.		Overall	
the	location	and	scale	of	the	built	outcome	derived	from	PC21	undermines	the	
integrity	of	the	Hospital	Zone.	
	

(d) The	subject	site	lies	within	an	established	area	of	residential	zoned	land	with	the	
Gillies	Ave	part	of	the	site	covered	by	an	overlay	which	seeks		to	retain	and	manage	
the	special	character	values	of	this	part	of	Epsom,	integrated	as	it	is	with	the	eastern	
side	of	Mt	Eden.		The	purpose	of	the	overlay	is	described	in	Chapter	D18	of	the	AUP.		
PC	21	undermines	the	integrity	of	the	Special	Character	Overlay	by	introducing	a	
land	use	which	is	contrary	in	all	respects	to	the	heritage	and	special	character	
purpose	of	the	overlay.	
	

(e) PC	21	has	potential	adverse	effects	on	neighbouring	properties	and	the	locality	
arising	from	the	potential	intensity	of	development,	the	incompatibility	of	built	form	
relationships	contemplated	by	PC	21,	the	proposed	reduction	in	required	parking	
for	the	private	hospital	and	the	requirement	for	blasting	to	achieve	underground	
parking.	Together,	these	actual	and	cumulative	adverse	effects	confirm	that	the	
locality	of	PC	21	is	unsuitable.	

	
(f) Adverse	effects	from	PC	21	also	include	the	undermining	and	degradation	of	the	

residential	and	character	heritage	environment	of	the	subject	site	and	its	vicinity	as	
well	as	the	urban	amenity	considered	and	protected	by	the	integration	of	the	Single	
House	Zone	and	the	Special	Character	Overlay	in	this	location.	
	

(g) The	urban	form	depicted	by	the	operative	land	use	zone	pattern	covering	the	subject	
site	and	the	surrounding	neighbourhood	firmly	indicates	the	intention	of	low	scale	
residential	development	consistent	with	the	Special	Character	Overlay	which	covers	
part	of	the	subject	site	and	the	neighbourhood.		PC	21	is	contrary	to	the	integrity	and	
purpose	of	the	operative	land	use	pattern	and	urban	design	outcomes	represented	
by	the	operative	land	use	zones.	
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(h) PC	21	incorporates	three	special	character	residential	buildings	which	front	Gillies	
Avenue.	These	dwellings	are	included	for	the	purpose	of	demolition	and	removal	to	
allow	the	expansion	of	the	private	hospital	facilities.		The	loss	of	these	special	
character	dwellings	is	inconsistent	with	the	purpose	of	the	Special	Character	
Overlay	specifically	placed	over	this	part	of	Gillies	Avenue	and	the	adjoining	
hinterland	to	the	west	for	the	purpose	of	heritage	protection	imposed	through	the	
RPS	and	implemented	through	the	Special	Character	area	provisions	of	the	AUP	
district	plan	provisions.		
	

(i) PC	21	has	failed	to	protect	the	substantial	trees	over	the	subject	area	which	
contribute	important	landscape	and	vegetation	amenity	to	the	neighbourhood	and	is	
recognized	in	the	Special	Character	Overlay.	
	

(j) Overall,	PC21	has	failed	to	provide	the	necessary	justification	required	under	s.32	of	
the	Act	to	create	the	extent	of	change	and	modification	to	the	operative	planning	
provisions	covering	the	subject	area	and	the	adjoining	neighbourhood.		In	particular	
–		

i. the	evaluation	of	the	objectives	of	PC	21	to	achieve	the	purpose	of	the	Act	
is	inadequate,	

ii. the	appropriateness	of	PC	21	to	achieve	the	relevant	objectives	having	
examined	alternatives,	assessed	the	efficiency	and	effectiveness	of	the	
proposal	to	achieve	those	objectives	is	not	provided	,	and	

iii. the	summary	of	the	reasons	for	deciding	on	PC	21	as	the	correct	course	
of	action	does	not	follow	the	instruction	of	s32	RMA,	and	

iv. it	has	not	been	demonstrated	that	the	objectives	of	the	applicant	cannot	
be	met	in	appropriately	zoned	areas	of	the	City.	

	
(k) The	serious	failure	to	address	the	requirements	of	s.32	RMA	has	fundamentally	

flawed	the	ability	for	PC	21	to	be	considered	and	assessed	under	the	Act.	
	

(l) Accordingly,	the	failure	to	meet	the	requirements	of	s.32	RMA	confirms	that	PC	21	is	
contrary	to	the	purpose	of	the	Act	as	set	out	in	Part	2,	in	particular,	it	does	not	
provide	for	the	sustainable	management	of	the	urban	environment	of	the	subject	
site	and	the	neighbourhood	required	by	s5	RMA.		For	these	reasons	PC	21	fails	to	
meet	the	purpose	of	the	Act	and	accordingly	cannot	proceed.	
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My	name	is	Jane	Robson	and	in	addition	to	the	technical	issues	detailed	I	have	
the	following	concerns.	
	
My	family	and	I	live	at	25	Prospect	Terrace;	we	have	lived	in	the	Mt	Eden/Epsom	
area	for	over	15	years	and	absolutely	love	the	community.	
	
If	the	requested	plan	change	and	resultant	hospital	expansion	were	to	be	allowed	
the	increase	in	traffic	would	be	dreadful.		This	is	a	very	serious	issue	for	me	as	I	
have	two	children	that	walk	to	both	Epsom	Girls	Grammar	and	Auckland	Boys	
Grammar	via	the	Owens	Road	and	Gilles	Avenue	intersection	twice	daily.			
	
However	it	is	not	just	about	the	increased	traffic	but	also	about	the	safety	issues	
when	potentially	40,000	tonnes	of	basalt	rock	are	going	to	be	removed	(via	
blasting)	within	70	meters	of	this	busy	crossing.		The	safety	risks	associated	with	
the	proposed	excavation/build	(taking	+5	years)	and	subsequent	increase	in	
traffic	a	hospital	would	create	are	unacceptable	as	a	parent	and	local	resident.		
The	plan	change	should	not	even	be	considered	given	the	zoning	in	this	area	was	
determined	as	residential	during	the	AUP	process.		
	
Mt	Eden/	Epsom	is	an	extremely	unique	heritage	environment	that	we	should	
protect	and	conserve	as	much	as	possible.		I	do	not	understand	how	any	
structure	that	is	up	to	25	metres	tall	can	be	considered	appropriate	within	a	
beautiful	heritage	residential	area	that	has	been	zoned	as	such	under	the	
Auckland	Unitary	Plan.		All	the	heritage	homes	in	the	area	should	be	preserved	
and	maintained	or	the	characteristics	of	Mt	Eden/Epsom	our	community	
treasures	will	be	lost	to	commercial	interests.		There	is	no	place	in	our	
environment	for	a	major	commercial	intrusion.		
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Friday, 5 April 2019 8:31 AM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - Lisa Janine Phillimore 
Attachments: PlanChange_Technical_20190405081330.415.pdf; Lisa Phillimore_PlanChangeopposition.pdf

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: Lisa Janine Phillimore 

Organisation name:  

Agent's full name:  

Email address: phillimorefamily@gmail.com 

Contact phone number: 0274769178 

Postal address: 
2a Poronui Street 
Mt Eden 
Auckland 1024 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 
I wish to oppose the plan change in its entirety 

Property address:  

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 
See attached 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No 

The reason for my or our views are: 
We oppose the plan in its entirety 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 5 April 2019 
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Supporting documents 
PlanChange_Technical_20190405081330.415.pdf 
Lisa Phillimore_PlanChangeopposition.pdf 

Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes 

Would you consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others have made a similar submission? Yes 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

Yes 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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1. I,	Julie	Margaret	Kippenberger	oppose	Proposed	Plan	Change	21	(PC	21-private)	for	
the	following	reasons:	
	
(a) The	proposed	plan	change	has	failed	to	implement	the	basic	direction,	objectives	

and	policies	of	the	Auckland	Regional	Policy	Statement	(RPS)	set	out	in	Chapters	B1	
&	B2.		In	particular	the	plan	change	has	undermined	the	relationship	within	the	
intended	compact	urban	form	of	Auckland	between	residential,	historic,	heritage	
and	special	character	protection	and	urban	intensification	development	initiatives	
as	outlined	in	the	RPS.	
	

(b) While	medical	facilities	are	recognised	as	part	of	the	social	infrastructure	of	
Auckland,	their	location	relies	on	following	the	spatial	objectives	of	the	Special	
Purpose-Healthcare	Facility	and	Hospital	Zone.		The	subject	site	does	not	achieve	
those	objectives	or	policies.	
	

(c) The	Special	Purpose	–	Healthcare	Facility	and	Hospital	Zone	(the	“Hospital	Zone”)	is	
inappropriate	for	the	subject	sites	because	the	sites	and	their	locality	do	not	meet	
the	zone	description,	objectives	or	policies	found	in	Chapter	H25.1,	.2	or	.3.		Overall	
the	location	and	scale	of	the	built	outcome	derived	from	PC21	undermines	the	
integrity	of	the	Hospital	Zone.	
	

(d) The	subject	site	lies	within	an	established	area	of	residential	zoned	land	with	the	
Gillies	Ave	part	of	the	site	covered	by	an	overlay	which	seeks		to	retain	and	manage	
the	special	character	values	of	this	part	of	Epsom,	integrated	as	it	is	with	the	eastern	
side	of	Mt	Eden.		The	purpose	of	the	overlay	is	described	in	Chapter	D18	of	the	AUP.		
PC	21	undermines	the	integrity	of	the	Special	Character	Overlay	by	introducing	a	
land	use	which	is	contrary	in	all	respects	to	the	heritage	and	special	character	
purpose	of	the	overlay.	
	

(e) PC	21	has	potential	adverse	effects	on	neighbouring	properties	and	the	locality	
arising	from	the	potential	intensity	of	development,	the	incompatibility	of	built	form	
relationships	contemplated	by	PC	21,	the	proposed	reduction	in	required	parking	
for	the	private	hospital	and	the	requirement	for	blasting	to	achieve	underground	
parking.	Together,	these	actual	and	cumulative	adverse	effects	confirm	that	the	
locality	of	PC	21	is	unsuitable.	

	
(f) Adverse	effects	from	PC	21	also	include	the	undermining	and	degradation	of	the	

residential	and	character	heritage	environment	of	the	subject	site	and	its	vicinity	as	
well	as	the	urban	amenity	considered	and	protected	by	the	integration	of	the	Single	
House	Zone	and	the	Special	Character	Overlay	in	this	location.	
	

(g) The	urban	form	depicted	by	the	operative	land	use	zone	pattern	covering	the	subject	
site	and	the	surrounding	neighbourhood	firmly	indicates	the	intention	of	low	scale	
residential	development	consistent	with	the	Special	Character	Overlay	which	covers	
part	of	the	subject	site	and	the	neighbourhood.		PC	21	is	contrary	to	the	integrity	and	
purpose	of	the	operative	land	use	pattern	and	urban	design	outcomes	represented	
by	the	operative	land	use	zones.	
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(h) PC	21	incorporates	three	special	character	residential	buildings	which	front	Gillies	
Avenue.	These	dwellings	are	included	for	the	purpose	of	demolition	and	removal	to	
allow	the	expansion	of	the	private	hospital	facilities.		The	loss	of	these	special	
character	dwellings	is	inconsistent	with	the	purpose	of	the	Special	Character	
Overlay	specifically	placed	over	this	part	of	Gillies	Avenue	and	the	adjoining	
hinterland	to	the	west	for	the	purpose	of	heritage	protection	imposed	through	the	
RPS	and	implemented	through	the	Special	Character	area	provisions	of	the	AUP	
district	plan	provisions.		
	

(i) PC	21	has	failed	to	protect	the	substantial	trees	over	the	subject	area	which	
contribute	important	landscape	and	vegetation	amenity	to	the	neighbourhood	and	is	
recognized	in	the	Special	Character	Overlay.	
	

(j) Overall,	PC21	has	failed	to	provide	the	necessary	justification	required	under	s.32	of	
the	Act	to	create	the	extent	of	change	and	modification	to	the	operative	planning	
provisions	covering	the	subject	area	and	the	adjoining	neighbourhood.		In	particular	
–		

i. the	evaluation	of	the	objectives	of	PC	21	to	achieve	the	purpose	of	the	Act	
is	inadequate,	

ii. the	appropriateness	of	PC	21	to	achieve	the	relevant	objectives	having	
examined	alternatives,	assessed	the	efficiency	and	effectiveness	of	the	
proposal	to	achieve	those	objectives	is	not	provided	,	and	

iii. the	summary	of	the	reasons	for	deciding	on	PC	21	as	the	correct	course	
of	action	does	not	follow	the	instruction	of	s32	RMA,	and	

iv. it	has	not	been	demonstrated	that	the	objectives	of	the	applicant	cannot	
be	met	in	appropriately	zoned	areas	of	the	City.	

	
(k) The	serious	failure	to	address	the	requirements	of	s.32	RMA	has	fundamentally	

flawed	the	ability	for	PC	21	to	be	considered	and	assessed	under	the	Act.	
	

(l) Accordingly,	the	failure	to	meet	the	requirements	of	s.32	RMA	confirms	that	PC	21	is	
contrary	to	the	purpose	of	the	Act	as	set	out	in	Part	2,	in	particular,	it	does	not	
provide	for	the	sustainable	management	of	the	urban	environment	of	the	subject	
site	and	the	neighbourhood	required	by	s5	RMA.		For	these	reasons	PC	21	fails	to	
meet	the	purpose	of	the	Act	and	accordingly	cannot	proceed.	
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I	have	lived	with	my	husband	and	two	daughters,	who	attend	a	local	school,	for	
25	years.		The	girls	frequently	walk	to	school	and	we	have	already	noticed	that	
traffic	in	the	area	of	Owens	Road/Gillies	Avenue	has	become	heavier	in	recent	
years,	as	the	surrounding	suburbs	have	become	more	densely	populated.	
	
The	impact	of	the	proposed	plan	change	and	hospital	expansion	would	heavily	
impact	neighbours	and	in	fact	everyone	who	travels	in	and	around	the	area	–	this	
is	totally	unacceptable.	
	
Excavating	the	proposed	site,	which	is	known	to	comprise	of	solid	basalt	rock,	
would	have	extensive	and	numerous	impacts.		The	noise,	vibration	and	potential	
damage	to	properties	are	just	not	tenable	in	a	residential	area.			
	
Southern	Cross	Health	Care	built	the	original	Brightside	hospital	approximately	
20	years	ago	and	it	was	an	extremely	lengthy	and	problematic	excavation	and	
construction	project	back	then.		There	will	be	detailed	records	available	
referencing	the	significant	issues	that	neighbours	and	the	wider	community	
suffered	such	as	cracking	in	houses,	illness	due	to	incessant	dust,	stress	from	
vibration	and	noise,	traffic	disruption	and	the	like.			
	
It	was	clearly	shown	during	the	original	build	that	this	was	not	as	suitable	site	
for	a	commercial	hospital.		I	am	concerned	that	SCHL	have	so	little	care	for	the	
community	that	they	are	proposing	to	put	the	local	residents	through	an	even	
bigger,	more	complex	and	lengthy	excavation/build.			
	
There	are	multiple	other	sites	that	are	appropriately	zoned	for	the	realities	of	a	
24	x	7	hospital	and	will	not	have	the	multitude	of	negative	impacts	that	this	
proposed	area	has.		Also	the	Mt	Eden/Epsom	area	is	well	serviced	with	hospitals	
and	health	care	facilities	already	including	Ascot,	Mercy,	Gillies	Avenue,	
Greenlane	and	Auckland.		I	hope	that	SCHL	and	Auckland	Council	can	see	the	
merit	in	providing	such	facilities	elsewhere	in	Auckland	where	these	needs	are	
not	currently	being	met?	
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Thursday, 4 April 2019 12:31 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - Lisa Sharee Manks 
Attachments: PlanChange_Technical_20190404114524.679.pdf; LisaManks_planchangeopposition.pdf

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: Lisa Sharee Manks 

Organisation name:  

Agent's full name:  

Email address: manksyak@gmail.com 

Contact phone number: 6421747035 

Postal address: 
16a Fairview Road 
Mt Eden 
Auckland 1024 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 
Oppose the application in its entirety 

Property address:  

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 
See attached 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No 

The reason for my or our views are: 
We oppose the application in its entirety See attached 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 4 April 2019 
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Supporting documents 
PlanChange_Technical_20190404114524.679.pdf 
LisaManks_planchangeopposition.pdf 

Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes 

Would you consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others have made a similar submission? Yes 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

Yes 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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1. I,	Julie	Margaret	Kippenberger	oppose	Proposed	Plan	Change	21	(PC	21-private)	for	
the	following	reasons:	
	
(a) The	proposed	plan	change	has	failed	to	implement	the	basic	direction,	objectives	

and	policies	of	the	Auckland	Regional	Policy	Statement	(RPS)	set	out	in	Chapters	B1	
&	B2.		In	particular	the	plan	change	has	undermined	the	relationship	within	the	
intended	compact	urban	form	of	Auckland	between	residential,	historic,	heritage	
and	special	character	protection	and	urban	intensification	development	initiatives	
as	outlined	in	the	RPS.	
	

(b) While	medical	facilities	are	recognised	as	part	of	the	social	infrastructure	of	
Auckland,	their	location	relies	on	following	the	spatial	objectives	of	the	Special	
Purpose-Healthcare	Facility	and	Hospital	Zone.		The	subject	site	does	not	achieve	
those	objectives	or	policies.	
	

(c) The	Special	Purpose	–	Healthcare	Facility	and	Hospital	Zone	(the	“Hospital	Zone”)	is	
inappropriate	for	the	subject	sites	because	the	sites	and	their	locality	do	not	meet	
the	zone	description,	objectives	or	policies	found	in	Chapter	H25.1,	.2	or	.3.		Overall	
the	location	and	scale	of	the	built	outcome	derived	from	PC21	undermines	the	
integrity	of	the	Hospital	Zone.	
	

(d) The	subject	site	lies	within	an	established	area	of	residential	zoned	land	with	the	
Gillies	Ave	part	of	the	site	covered	by	an	overlay	which	seeks		to	retain	and	manage	
the	special	character	values	of	this	part	of	Epsom,	integrated	as	it	is	with	the	eastern	
side	of	Mt	Eden.		The	purpose	of	the	overlay	is	described	in	Chapter	D18	of	the	AUP.		
PC	21	undermines	the	integrity	of	the	Special	Character	Overlay	by	introducing	a	
land	use	which	is	contrary	in	all	respects	to	the	heritage	and	special	character	
purpose	of	the	overlay.	
	

(e) PC	21	has	potential	adverse	effects	on	neighbouring	properties	and	the	locality	
arising	from	the	potential	intensity	of	development,	the	incompatibility	of	built	form	
relationships	contemplated	by	PC	21,	the	proposed	reduction	in	required	parking	
for	the	private	hospital	and	the	requirement	for	blasting	to	achieve	underground	
parking.	Together,	these	actual	and	cumulative	adverse	effects	confirm	that	the	
locality	of	PC	21	is	unsuitable.	

	
(f) Adverse	effects	from	PC	21	also	include	the	undermining	and	degradation	of	the	

residential	and	character	heritage	environment	of	the	subject	site	and	its	vicinity	as	
well	as	the	urban	amenity	considered	and	protected	by	the	integration	of	the	Single	
House	Zone	and	the	Special	Character	Overlay	in	this	location.	
	

(g) The	urban	form	depicted	by	the	operative	land	use	zone	pattern	covering	the	subject	
site	and	the	surrounding	neighbourhood	firmly	indicates	the	intention	of	low	scale	
residential	development	consistent	with	the	Special	Character	Overlay	which	covers	
part	of	the	subject	site	and	the	neighbourhood.		PC	21	is	contrary	to	the	integrity	and	
purpose	of	the	operative	land	use	pattern	and	urban	design	outcomes	represented	
by	the	operative	land	use	zones.	
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(h) PC	21	incorporates	three	special	character	residential	buildings	which	front	Gillies	
Avenue.	These	dwellings	are	included	for	the	purpose	of	demolition	and	removal	to	
allow	the	expansion	of	the	private	hospital	facilities.		The	loss	of	these	special	
character	dwellings	is	inconsistent	with	the	purpose	of	the	Special	Character	
Overlay	specifically	placed	over	this	part	of	Gillies	Avenue	and	the	adjoining	
hinterland	to	the	west	for	the	purpose	of	heritage	protection	imposed	through	the	
RPS	and	implemented	through	the	Special	Character	area	provisions	of	the	AUP	
district	plan	provisions.		
	

(i) PC	21	has	failed	to	protect	the	substantial	trees	over	the	subject	area	which	
contribute	important	landscape	and	vegetation	amenity	to	the	neighbourhood	and	is	
recognized	in	the	Special	Character	Overlay.	
	

(j) Overall,	PC21	has	failed	to	provide	the	necessary	justification	required	under	s.32	of	
the	Act	to	create	the	extent	of	change	and	modification	to	the	operative	planning	
provisions	covering	the	subject	area	and	the	adjoining	neighbourhood.		In	particular	
–		

i. the	evaluation	of	the	objectives	of	PC	21	to	achieve	the	purpose	of	the	Act	
is	inadequate,	

ii. the	appropriateness	of	PC	21	to	achieve	the	relevant	objectives	having	
examined	alternatives,	assessed	the	efficiency	and	effectiveness	of	the	
proposal	to	achieve	those	objectives	is	not	provided	,	and	

iii. the	summary	of	the	reasons	for	deciding	on	PC	21	as	the	correct	course	
of	action	does	not	follow	the	instruction	of	s32	RMA,	and	

iv. it	has	not	been	demonstrated	that	the	objectives	of	the	applicant	cannot	
be	met	in	appropriately	zoned	areas	of	the	City.	

	
(k) The	serious	failure	to	address	the	requirements	of	s.32	RMA	has	fundamentally	

flawed	the	ability	for	PC	21	to	be	considered	and	assessed	under	the	Act.	
	

(l) Accordingly,	the	failure	to	meet	the	requirements	of	s.32	RMA	confirms	that	PC	21	is	
contrary	to	the	purpose	of	the	Act	as	set	out	in	Part	2,	in	particular,	it	does	not	
provide	for	the	sustainable	management	of	the	urban	environment	of	the	subject	
site	and	the	neighbourhood	required	by	s5	RMA.		For	these	reasons	PC	21	fails	to	
meet	the	purpose	of	the	Act	and	accordingly	cannot	proceed.	
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I	have	been	a	resident	in	Mt	Eden	with	my	family	for	over	15	years.		I	love	the	
family	orientated	feeling	of	Mt	Eden/Epsom	and	the	diverse	nature	of	the	area.		
We	share	a	great	community	feeling	and	are	very	concerned	that	this	would	be	
negatively	impacted	should	the	proposed	plan	change	be	accepted.	
	
We	were	under	the	impression	that	the	zones	of	the	AUP	are	set	in	stone	and	are	
not	able	to	be	altered	for	individual/commercial	gain.		I	find	it	incredibly	unfair	
and	discriminatory	that	the	proposed	SCHL	expansion	is	even	being	considered	
when,	as	a	local	resident	I	have	conformed	to	the	rules	set	down	in	building	and	
resource	consent	requirements	of	the	council	under	the	Auckland	Unitary	Plan.		
We	have	undertaken	numerous	renovations	on	our	properties	and	we	were	not	
afforded	the	same	considerations	that	appear	to	be	offered	to	SCHL.				
	
The	request	to	have	the	plan	changed	by	Southern	Cross	Hospital	to	expand	their	
hospital	shows	that	they	have	no	care	for	our	community.		There	is	no	
community	focus	and	they	are	purely	worried	about	their	financial	success	and	
the	competition	in	place	with	Mercy	Hospital.	
	
I	have	children	that	attend	school	in	the	area	and	feel	very	concerned	about	their	
safety	if	this	proposal	were	to	be	accepted.		The	pressure	that	this	excavation	and	
construction	would	place	on	surrounding	areas/roads	would	be	dramatic.		The	
area	is	already	under	extreme	pressure.	
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Sunday, 7 April 2019 3:01 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - David Lim 

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: David Lim 

Organisation name: N/A 

Agent's full name: N/A 

Email address: david.lim49@gmail.com 

Contact phone number: 027 276 1831 

Postal address: 
1/15 Shipherds Ave 
Epsom 
Auckland 1023 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 

Property address:  

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 
The Entire Plan change 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No 

The reason for my or our views are: 
See attachments 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 7 April 2019 
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Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes 

Would you consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others have made a similar submission? Yes 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

Yes 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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ATTACHMENT -- Reasons for Submission 

 

1. I/we oppose Proposed Plan Change 21 (PC 21-private) for the following reasons: 

 

(a) The proposed plan change has failed to implement the basic direction, objectives and 

policies of the Auckland Regional Policy Statement (RPS) set out in Chapters B1 & B2.  In 

particular the plan change has undermined the relationship within the intended 

compact urban form of Auckland between residential, historic, heritage and special 

character protection and urban intensification development initiatives as outlined in the 

RPS. 

 

(b) While medical facilities are recognised as part of the social infrastructure of Auckland, 

their location relies on following the spatial objectives of the Special Purpose-Healthcare 

Facility and Hospital Zone.  The subject site does not achieve those objectives or policies. 

 

(c) The Special Purpose – Healthcare Facility and Hospital Zone (the “Hospital Zone”) is 

inappropriate for the subject sites because the sites and their locality do not meet the 

zone description, objectives or policies found in Chapter H25.1, .2 or .3.  Overall the 

location and scale of the built outcome derived from PC21 undermines the integrity of 

the Hospital Zone. 

 

(d) The subject site lies within an established area of residential zoned land with the Gillies 

Ave part of the site covered by an overlay which seeks  to retain and manage the special 

character values of this part of Epsom, integrated as it is with the eastern side of Mt 

Eden.  The purpose of the overlay is described in Chapter D18 of the AUP.  PC 21 

undermines the integrity of the Special Character Overlay by introducing a land use 

which is contrary in all respects to the heritage and special character purpose of the 

overlay. 

 

(e) PC 21 has potential adverse effects on neighbouring properties and the locality arising 

from the potential intensity of development, the incompatibility of built form 

relationships contemplated by PC 21, the proposed reduction in required parking for the 

private hospital and the requirement for blasting to achieve underground parking. 

Together, these actual and cumulative adverse effects confirm that the locality of PC 21 

is unsuitable. 

 

(f) Adverse effects from PC 21 also include the undermining and degradation of the 

residential and character heritage environment of the subject site and its vicinity as well 

as the urban amenity considered and protected by the integration of the Single House 

Zone and the Special Character Overlay in this location. 

 

(g) The urban form depicted by the operative land use zone pattern covering the subject 

site and the surrounding neighbourhood firmly indicates the intention of low scale 

residential development consistent with the Special Character Overlay which covers part 

of the subject site and the neighbourhood.  PC 21 is contrary to the integrity and 
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purpose of the operative land use pattern and urban design outcomes represented by 

the operative land use zones. 

(h) PC 21 incorporates three special character residential buildings which front Gillies 

Avenue. These dwellings are included for the purpose of demolition and removal to 

allow the expansion of the private hospital facilities.  The loss of these special character 

dwellings is inconsistent with the purpose of the Special Character Overlay specifically 

placed over this part of Gillies Avenue and the adjoining hinterland to the west for the 

purpose of heritage protection imposed through the RPS and implemented through the 

Special Character area provisions of the AUP district plan provisions.  

 

(i) PC 21 has failed to protect the substantial trees over the subject area which contribute 

important landscape and vegetation amenity to the neighbourhood and is recognized in 

the Special Character Overlay. 

 

(j) Overall, PC21 has failed to provide the necessary justification required under s.32 of the 

Act to create the extent of change and modification to the operative planning provisions 

covering the subject area and the adjoining neighbourhood.  In particular –  

i. the evaluation of the objectives of PC 21 to achieve the purpose of the Act is 

inadequate, 

ii. the appropriateness of PC 21 to achieve the relevant objectives having 

examined alternatives, assessed the efficiency and effectiveness of the 

proposal to achieve those objectives is not provided , and 

iii. the summary of the reasons for deciding on PC 21 as the correct course of 

action does not follow the instruction of s32 RMA, and 

iv. it has not been demonstrated that the objectives of the applicant cannot be 

met in appropriately zoned areas of the City. 

 

(k) The serious failure to address the requirements of s.32 RMA has fundamentally flawed 

the ability for PC 21 to be considered and assessed under the Act. 

 

(l) Accordingly, the failure to meet the requirements of s.32 RMA confirms that PC 21 is 

contrary to the purpose of the Act as set out in Part 2, in particular, it does not provide 

for the sustainable management of the urban environment of the subject site and the 

neighbourhood required by s5 RMA.  For these reasons PC 21 fails to meet the purpose 

of the Act and accordingly cannot proceed. 
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The Reasons for my views are: 

 

1.   I am very concerned about the new hospital that Southern Cross Hospitals Ltd (SCHL) is 

proposing to build on 149 to 153 Gillies Ave, Epsom.  This area is one of Aucklands oldest, 

established suburbs and is clearly identified as a residential area in the Auckland Unitary Plan 

(AUP).  What SCHL is proposing goes entirely against the AUP. 

2.  My family has lived in this area for over 25 years, and we have enjoyed the tranquility and 

peace that Epsom offers even though we live close to Aucklands centre.  The idea that a large 

hospital, operating 24 hours a day 7 days a week, will be built in close proximity is incredulous.  

Not only will the construction process be daunting and disruptive, but the on-going chaos once 

the building is complete will be massive.  The very character of Epsom will be changed, and 

not for the better. 

3.  Firstly, the demolition of the existing residential properties will be disruptive, requiring 

traffic control issues along one of Aucklands main thoroughfares (Gillies Ave).  Even if some of 

the traffic is diverted to Manukau Road or Mt Eden Road and their many side roads, there will 

still be major disruption. 

4.  Once the existing houses are removed, then the major task of blasting the basalt rock 

substrate in order to create underground parking will begin.  This is expected to take 2 to 3 

years and it has been calculated that it will require approximately 4,000 truckloads to remove 

all the rubble and debris.  It is my belief that surrounding roads need to be closed off while the 

blasting occurs and if that is correct, then closing Gillies Ave, Brightside Road, Shipherds Ave, 

and probably parts of Owens Raod, and Kipling Ave will create major disruption to traffic and 

pedestrians. not to mention the public who live in the area. The additional traffic created by the 

dumptrucks alone will be a massive issue. 

5.  Once the demolition and earthworks have been completed, then there will be the issue of 

all the building materials to be delivered, concrete trucks, workmen and their vehicles, and 

servicemen supplying essential infrastructure such as drainage, power, water supply, 

telecommunications etc.  So far there has been no mention of how long the construction 

stage will take, but I imagine it will be in excess of 3 to 4 years.  I have no doubt that the 

surrounding streets will become jammed with cars, utes, and trucks (service vehicles) for this 

total period.janlim 

6.  Being in the centre of some of Aucklands most desired secondary schools will create major 

safety issues for some of the hundreds of school children who either walk, cycle, or drive 

through or past the vicinity of the proposed new hospital, both during construction and once 
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the hospital is operating.  The junction of Owens Road, Brightside Road, and Mountain Road is 

already a dangerous intersection, where school children risk their lives daily by running in 

between the traffic.  Not only will the dumptrucks add to the danger but if traffic is diverted 

around the immediate area, there will be an even greater danger to the children. 

7.   Once the hospital is completed and operating, I imagine the surrounding streets, 

especially, Brightside Road, Shipherds Ave, Ownes Road, and Kipling Ave will be inundated with 

cars parking, if not all day then for extended periods during the day.  We already have cars 

parked along both sides of Shipherds Ave for most of the day by, I presume, staff who work at 

the existing hospital.  SCHL should guarantee that the staff, patients, and visitors of the new 

and existing hospitals will have sufficient, off-street parking so that residents and their visitors 

can still have somewhere to park on their own street. 

8.  In closing, I urge the Auckland City Council to reject in it's entirety the new hospital that 

SCHL is proposing to build.  Not only is it opposing provisions in the AUP, but the demoltion 

and construction process will be a major disruption to traffic and the lives of the residents who 

not only live in close proximity, but all Aucklanders who use Gillies Ave and it's surrounding 

streets, for years. And even if the hospital is built, once it's operating, access to it from Gillies 

Ave will be a disaster from a traffic perspective, being so close the the major intersection with 

Owens Road, and also Kipling Ave.  And if SCHL are proposing to have access from Brightside 

Road, the Council must realise and accept that Brightside Raod is not wide enough to 

accomodate the increased amount of traffic, especially if there are cars parked on both sides of 

the road. 
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Friday, 5 April 2019 4:16 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - Harvey Douglas White and Janette 

Frances Venus White 

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: Harvey Douglas White and Janette Frances Venus White 

Organisation name: nil 

Agent's full name: nil 

Email address: harveywhite1911@gmail.com 

Contact phone number:  

Postal address: 
137 Mountain Road 
Epsom 
Auckland 1023 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 
PC 21 

Property address: 3 Brightside Road, 149,151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? Yes 

The reason for my or our views are: 
Its hard to believe after all the reassurances given by the Council and the Mayor that a 25 metre tall Hospital building 
is proposed to be built in a community suburb where a community involving families and whanau, children play, older 
people walk and trees are preserved. If this goes ahead it will completely destroy our trust and respect for the council 
and the Mayor. There is no need to have increased commercial activity which is against the Unitary plan. Hospitals 
need to be built where the patients are and not in a community suburb. 
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I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 5 April 2019 

Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? No 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

Yes 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Saturday, 6 April 2019 3:46 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - Karim Ayad Hussona 
Attachments: Karim Hussona.pdf

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: Karim Ayad Hussona 

Organisation name:  

Agent's full name:  

Email address: erica.hussona@ix.net.nz 

Contact phone number: 021 480 204 

Postal address: 
20 Pentland Avenue 
Mount Eden 
Auckland 1024 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 
I wish to decline the plan change in its entirety 

Property address:  

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No 

The reason for my or our views are: 
I wish to decline the plans in full, please see attachment 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 6 April 2019 
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Supporting documents 
Karim Hussona.pdf 

Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes 

Would you consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others have made a similar submission? Yes 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

No 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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Karim Ayad Hussona 
 
20 Pentland Avenue 
Mount Eden 
Auckland 1024 
 
 

I fully oppose the provisions requested in the PC 21 plan change 
application. This is on the basis of both the controls set in place in the 
Auckland Unitary Plan and personal viewpoints which I hold strongly. 
 
1. The Auckland Unitary Plan 

This provides clarity and surety for private citizens and commercial enterprise 
to jointly grow our city in a sustainable and cohesive way. It provides 
protection for residents and respects their right to expect their communities 
and neighbourhoods not to be degraded by the intrusion of commercial 
enterprise of a scale that is not provided for in the plan. 
 
PC 21 is the antithesis of the high level objectives of the AUP,  specifically: 
 
(a) PC 21 ignores the fundamental intention, objectives and policies of the 

Auckland Regional Policy Statement (RPS) set out in Chapters B1 & B2.  
In particular the plan change has undermined the relationship within the 
intended compact urban form of Auckland between residential, historic, 
heritage and special character protection and urban intensification 
development initiatives as outlined in the RPS. 

 
(b) There are several adverse effects from PC 21  including undermining and 

degrading the residential and character heritage environment of the 
proposed site and its vicinity as well as the urban amenity considered and 
protected by the integration of the Single House Zone and the Special 
Character Overlay in this area. 
 

(c) The urban form displayed by the operative land use zone pattern covering 
the proposed site and the surrounding neighbourhood clearly indicates the 
intention of low scale residential development consistent with the Special 
Character Overlay which covers part of the subject site and the 
neighbourhood.  PC 21 is contrary to the integrity and purpose of the 
operative land use pattern and urban design outcomes represented by the 
operative land use zones. 
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(d) PC 21 incorporates three special character residential buildings along 
Gillies Avenue.  The loss of these special character dwellings is 
incongruous with the purpose of the Special Character Overlay specifically 
placed over this part of Gillies Avenue for the purpose of heritage 
protection imposed through the RPS and implemented through the Special 
Character area provisions of the AUP.  
 
 

2. Personal View 

I am a long time resident of the Eden Epsom area having resided here for the last 
24 years. My wife and I have invested heavily in the area both personally and 
professionally.  The characteristics that attracted us to the area remain intact and 
I am grateful to those that went before me and had the foresight to protect the 
essence of the area and to the Council for awarding protection to residential 
neighbourhoods against intrusion by inappropriate land use. I feel the 
responsibility in turn to offer the same degree of stewardship to future 
generations. 
 
I have relied on and had faith in Council to Uphold the zoning of the former 
District Plan and the provisions of the newly implemented Auckland Unitary Plan. 
This has given me a stable platform on which to grow my family and  business. 
As a residents of the area these documents have informed my choices. It is for 
these reasons I expect other citizens, which includes businesses, to observe a 
plan which is in our collective interest. 

 
Having spent many years in the commercial sector I recognise the choices a 
large enterprise like Southern Cross have. Rather than attempting to demonstrate 
that they are restricted and constrained by their existing property portfolio and 
land availability to the existing site and those residential properties they have 
acquired, I would expect them to explore the real planning opportunities the 
Auckland Unitary Plan provides. There is no evidence in their submission that 
they have done this.  Consequently, there is no requirement to overturn a widely 
consulted Unitary Plan which has identified the sites in question as high quality 
residential land with special character within a neighbourhood with a clear 
residential pattern.  
 
In summary I would like the Council to decline the application in full. 
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Sunday, 7 April 2019 3:46 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - Marion Armstrong 

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: Marion Armstrong 

Organisation name:  

Agent's full name:  

Email address:  

Contact phone number: 021336736 

Postal address: 
37 Owens Road 
Empsom 
Auckland 1023 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 
PC21 

Property address: 3 brightside Road 149,151 and 153 Gillies Ave Epsom 

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No 

The reason for my or our views are: 
This is a residential area. Tt breaches the zones. There are alternatives for Southern Cross in St Marks road. The 
private hospital is not needed in this area as there is Mercy and Ascot plus Auckland hospital and Greenlane and St 
Marks surgical centre. we live here to be residents and not part of a commercial centre and a fight between private 
hospital services. we have school children we need houses for peplrnot private luxury hospitals. Auckland has a 
housing crisis not a private hospital crisis. Why have a unitary plan that is then ignored and rolled over by Private 
Hospitals with $$$$$ because they act as a Charity and ignore the private citizen who doesn't have the enormous 
financial power. The building will destroy the whole residential area of quiet streets and historic houses pland the 
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excavation and long term increased traffic will danger our children and ourselves. WE NEED HOUSES. THE 
COUNCIL MUST LISTEN TO THE PEOPLE WHO VOTE AND NOT THE PRIVATE INSURANCE COMPANY 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 7 April 2019 

Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes 

Would you consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others have made a similar submission? Yes 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

Yes 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Sunday, 7 April 2019 4:16 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - Pavneet Grover 

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: Pavneet Grover 

Organisation name:  

Agent's full name:  

Email address: pavneet.grover@yahoo.com 

Contact phone number:  

Postal address: 
41B Peary Road 
Mt Eden 
Auckland 1024 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 

Property address: Epsom Girls Grammar School 

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No 

The reason for my or our views are: 
Plan change 21 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 7 April 2019 

Attend a hearing 
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Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? No 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

Yes 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Sunday, 7 April 2019 2:46 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - Terry and Marianne Kayes 
Attachments: Technical submission ideas .pdf

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: Terry and Marianne Kayes 

Organisation name: N/A 

Agent's full name: N/A 

Email address: terry.kayes@gmail.com 

Contact phone number: 021826536 

Postal address: 
19 Essex Road 
Mount Eden 
Auckland 1024 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 
The proposed plan in its entirety 

Property address:  

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No 

The reason for my or our views are: 
We have lived in this general area (Rockwood Place, Mountain Road and now Essex Road) for the past 34 years. We 
are very concerned that the scale and scope of the proposed development, and its potential future uses (which could 
include a 24/7 hospital operation) are completely inappropriate for a residential area such as this and would have a 
major detrimental effect on the liveability of the surrounding residential zone. We are also concerned about the 
increased traffic flow through Gillies Avenue and Owens Road, which are already very busy at certain times. Our 
overall concern is at the overturn of the Unitary Plan: if the Unitary Plan can be disregarded in this way in simply 

Submission no 31



2

because there is a perceived commercial benefit for a private company, then it seems likely similar commercial 
interests will be encouraged to seek changes to the Unitary Plan, with a resulting gradual erosion of the Plan. (See 
also attachment.) 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 7 April 2019 

Supporting documents 
Technical submission ideas .pdf 

Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes 

Would you consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others have made a similar submission? Yes 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

No 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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ATTACHMENT -- Reasons for Submission 
 

1. I/we oppose Proposed Plan Change 21 (PC 21-private) for the following reasons: 
 
(a) The proposed plan change has failed to implement the basic direction, objectives and 

policies of the Auckland Regional Policy Statement (RPS) set out in Chapters B1 & B2.  In 
particular the plan change has undermined the relationship within the intended 
compact urban form of Auckland between residential, historic, heritage and special 
character protection and urban intensification development initiatives as outlined in the 
RPS. 
 

(b) While medical facilities are recognised as part of the social infrastructure of Auckland, 
their location relies on following the spatial objectives of the Special Purpose-Healthcare 
Facility and Hospital Zone.  The subject site does not achieve those objectives or policies. 
 

(c) The Special Purpose – Healthcare Facility and Hospital Zone (the “Hospital Zone”) is 
inappropriate for the subject sites because the sites and their locality do not meet the 
zone description, objectives or policies found in Chapter H25.1, .2 or .3.  Overall the 
location and scale of the built outcome derived from PC21 undermines the integrity of 
the Hospital Zone. 
 

(d) The subject site lies within an established area of residential zoned land with the Gillies 
Ave part of the site covered by an overlay which seeks  to retain and manage the special 
character values of this part of Epsom, integrated as it is with the eastern side of Mt 
Eden.  The purpose of the overlay is described in Chapter D18 of the AUP.  PC 21 
undermines the integrity of the Special Character Overlay by introducing a land use 
which is contrary in all respects to the heritage and special character purpose of the 
overlay. 
 

(e) PC 21 has potential adverse effects on neighbouring properties and the locality arising 
from the potential intensity of development, the incompatibility of built form 
relationships contemplated by PC 21, the proposed reduction in required parking for the 
private hospital and the requirement for blasting to achieve underground parking. 
Together, these actual and cumulative adverse effects confirm that the locality of PC 21 
is unsuitable. 

 
(f) Adverse effects from PC 21 also include the undermining and degradation of the 

residential and character heritage environment of the subject site and its vicinity as well 
as the urban amenity considered and protected by the integration of the Single House 
Zone and the Special Character Overlay in this location. 
 

(g) The urban form depicted by the operative land use zone pattern covering the subject 
site and the surrounding neighbourhood firmly indicates the intention of low scale 
residential development consistent with the Special Character Overlay which covers part 
of the subject site and the neighbourhood.  PC 21 is contrary to the integrity and 
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purpose of the operative land use pattern and urban design outcomes represented by 
the operative land use zones. 

(h) PC 21 incorporates three special character residential buildings which front Gillies 
Avenue. These dwellings are included for the purpose of demolition and removal to 
allow the expansion of the private hospital facilities.  The loss of these special character 
dwellings is inconsistent with the purpose of the Special Character Overlay specifically 
placed over this part of Gillies Avenue and the adjoining hinterland to the west for the 
purpose of heritage protection imposed through the RPS and implemented through the 
Special Character area provisions of the AUP district plan provisions.  
 

(i) PC 21 has failed to protect the substantial trees over the subject area which contribute 
important landscape and vegetation amenity to the neighbourhood and is recognized in 
the Special Character Overlay. 
 

(j) Overall, PC21 has failed to provide the necessary justification required under s.32 of the 
Act to create the extent of change and modification to the operative planning provisions 
covering the subject area and the adjoining neighbourhood.  In particular –  

i. the evaluation of the objectives of PC 21 to achieve the purpose of the Act is 
inadequate, 

ii. the appropriateness of PC 21 to achieve the relevant objectives having 
examined alternatives, assessed the efficiency and effectiveness of the 
proposal to achieve those objectives is not provided , and 

iii. the summary of the reasons for deciding on PC 21 as the correct course of 
action does not follow the instruction of s32 RMA, and 

iv. it has not been demonstrated that the objectives of the applicant cannot be 
met in appropriately zoned areas of the City. 

 
(k) The serious failure to address the requirements of s.32 RMA has fundamentally flawed 

the ability for PC 21 to be considered and assessed under the Act. 
 

(l) Accordingly, the failure to meet the requirements of s.32 RMA confirms that PC 21 is 
contrary to the purpose of the Act as set out in Part 2, in particular, it does not provide 
for the sustainable management of the urban environment of the subject site and the 
neighbourhood required by s5 RMA.  For these reasons PC 21 fails to meet the purpose 
of the Act and accordingly cannot proceed. 
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Sunday, 7 April 2019 1:46 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - Nicola Maling 
Attachments: ZoneChange_Technical_20190407133450.443.pdf; Personal submission_Nicola Maling.pdf

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: Nicola Maling 

Organisation name:  

Agent's full name:  

Email address: an.maling@xtra.co.nz 

Contact phone number: 0273262300 

Postal address: 
73 Prospect Terrace 
Mt Eden 
Auckland 1024 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 
I oppose the plan modification in it's entirety. 

Property address:  

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No 

The reason for my or our views are: 
We reject the proposed plan modification in its entirety as it is unsuitable for the location and will completely change 
the fabric of the area. 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 7 April 2019 
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Supporting documents 
ZoneChange_Technical_20190407133450.443.pdf 
Personal submission_Nicola Maling.pdf 

Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes 

Would you consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others have made a similar submission? Yes 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

Yes 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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1. I,	Nicola	Jane	Maling	Proposed	Plan	Change	21	(PC	21-private)	for	the	following	
reasons:	
	
(a) The	proposed	plan	change	has	failed	to	implement	the	basic	direction,	objectives	

and	policies	of	the	Auckland	Regional	Policy	Statement	(RPS)	set	out	in	Chapters	B1	
&	B2.		In	particular	the	plan	change	has	undermined	the	relationship	within	the	
intended	compact	urban	form	of	Auckland	between	residential,	historic,	heritage	
and	special	character	protection	and	urban	intensification	development	initiatives	
as	outlined	in	the	RPS.	
	

(b) While	medical	facilities	are	recognised	as	part	of	the	social	infrastructure	of	
Auckland,	their	location	relies	on	following	the	spatial	objectives	of	the	Special	
Purpose-Healthcare	Facility	and	Hospital	Zone.		The	subject	site	does	not	achieve	
those	objectives	or	policies.	
	

(c) The	Special	Purpose	–	Healthcare	Facility	and	Hospital	Zone	(the	“Hospital	Zone”)	is	
inappropriate	for	the	subject	sites	because	the	sites	and	their	locality	do	not	meet	
the	zone	description,	objectives	or	policies	found	in	Chapter	H25.1,	.2	or	.3.		Overall	
the	location	and	scale	of	the	built	outcome	derived	from	PC21	undermines	the	
integrity	of	the	Hospital	Zone.	
	

(d) The	subject	site	lies	within	an	established	area	of	residential	zoned	land	with	the	
Gillies	Ave	part	of	the	site	covered	by	an	overlay	which	seeks		to	retain	and	manage	
the	special	character	values	of	this	part	of	Epsom,	integrated	as	it	is	with	the	eastern	
side	of	Mt	Eden.		The	purpose	of	the	overlay	is	described	in	Chapter	D18	of	the	AUP.		
PC	21	undermines	the	integrity	of	the	Special	Character	Overlay	by	introducing	a	
land	use	which	is	contrary	in	all	respects	to	the	heritage	and	special	character	
purpose	of	the	overlay.	
	

(e) PC	21	has	potential	adverse	effects	on	neighbouring	properties	and	the	locality	
arising	from	the	potential	intensity	of	development,	the	incompatibility	of	built	form	
relationships	contemplated	by	PC	21,	the	proposed	reduction	in	required	parking	
for	the	private	hospital	and	the	requirement	for	blasting	to	achieve	underground	
parking.	Together,	these	actual	and	cumulative	adverse	effects	confirm	that	the	
locality	of	PC	21	is	unsuitable.	

	
(f) Adverse	effects	from	PC	21	also	include	the	undermining	and	degradation	of	the	

residential	and	character	heritage	environment	of	the	subject	site	and	its	vicinity	as	
well	as	the	urban	amenity	considered	and	protected	by	the	integration	of	the	Single	
House	Zone	and	the	Special	Character	Overlay	in	this	location.	
	

(g) The	urban	form	depicted	by	the	operative	land	use	zone	pattern	covering	the	subject	
site	and	the	surrounding	neighbourhood	firmly	indicates	the	intention	of	low	scale	
residential	development	consistent	with	the	Special	Character	Overlay	which	covers	
part	of	the	subject	site	and	the	neighbourhood.		PC	21	is	contrary	to	the	integrity	and	
purpose	of	the	operative	land	use	pattern	and	urban	design	outcomes	represented	
by	the	operative	land	use	zones.	
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(h) PC	21	incorporates	three	special	character	residential	buildings	which	front	Gillies	
Avenue.	These	dwellings	are	included	for	the	purpose	of	demolition	and	removal	to	
allow	the	expansion	of	the	private	hospital	facilities.		The	loss	of	these	special	
character	dwellings	is	inconsistent	with	the	purpose	of	the	Special	Character	
Overlay	specifically	placed	over	this	part	of	Gillies	Avenue	and	the	adjoining	
hinterland	to	the	west	for	the	purpose	of	heritage	protection	imposed	through	the	
RPS	and	implemented	through	the	Special	Character	area	provisions	of	the	AUP	
district	plan	provisions.		
	

(i) PC	21	has	failed	to	protect	the	substantial	trees	over	the	subject	area	which	
contribute	important	landscape	and	vegetation	amenity	to	the	neighbourhood	and	is	
recognized	in	the	Special	Character	Overlay.	
	

(j) Overall,	PC21	has	failed	to	provide	the	necessary	justification	required	under	s.32	of	
the	Act	to	create	the	extent	of	change	and	modification	to	the	operative	planning	
provisions	covering	the	subject	area	and	the	adjoining	neighbourhood.		In	particular	
–		

i. the	evaluation	of	the	objectives	of	PC	21	to	achieve	the	purpose	of	the	Act	
is	inadequate,	

ii. the	appropriateness	of	PC	21	to	achieve	the	relevant	objectives	having	
examined	alternatives,	assessed	the	efficiency	and	effectiveness	of	the	
proposal	to	achieve	those	objectives	is	not	provided	,	and	

iii. the	summary	of	the	reasons	for	deciding	on	PC	21	as	the	correct	course	
of	action	does	not	follow	the	instruction	of	s32	RMA,	and	

iv. it	has	not	been	demonstrated	that	the	objectives	of	the	applicant	cannot	
be	met	in	appropriately	zoned	areas	of	the	City.	

	
(k) The	serious	failure	to	address	the	requirements	of	s.32	RMA	has	fundamentally	

flawed	the	ability	for	PC	21	to	be	considered	and	assessed	under	the	Act.	
	

(l) Accordingly,	the	failure	to	meet	the	requirements	of	s.32	RMA	confirms	that	PC	21	is	
contrary	to	the	purpose	of	the	Act	as	set	out	in	Part	2,	in	particular,	it	does	not	
provide	for	the	sustainable	management	of	the	urban	environment	of	the	subject	
site	and	the	neighbourhood	required	by	s5	RMA.		For	these	reasons	PC	21	fails	to	
meet	the	purpose	of	the	Act	and	accordingly	cannot	proceed.	
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1. In	addition,	I	Nicola	Maling	have	the	following	concerns:	

• Mt	Eden/Epsom	is	a	unique	part	of	our	heritage.	By	taking	away	heritage	homes	in	an	
established	residential	area	in	order	to	make	way	for	a	large-scale	commercial	
operation	I’m	concerned	that	we	are	losing	the	very	character	that	makes	this	suburb	
unique.		

• I	am	also	concerned	that	by	making	way	for	a	large-scale	commercial	operation	by	will	
have	a	negative	impact	on	the	local	environment.	

o Noise	pollution	–both	during	the	build	and	through	increased	traffic	to	the	area	
24	hours	a	day.	

o Traffic	–	There	are	a	number	of	schools	in	the	area	which	make	traffic	
congestion	a	real	problem	already.	A24/7	commercial	operation	can	only	make	
this	worse.		

• There	are	better	locations	for	a	hospital	that	does	not	need	to	be	in	the	middle	of	a	
residential	area.	We	have	residential	zones	for	a	reason	and	if	these	are	not	adhered	to	
it	illustrates	no	concern	for	‘liveable	communities’	based	around	quality	residential	
environments.	I	am	concerned	that	a	large	hospital	can	be	built	in	an	area	that	is	
clearly	identified	for	residential	activities	only	it	paves	the	way	for	future	developments	
in	residential	zones.	

• Relocating	the	hospital	altogether	would	in	fact	provide	valuable	land	for	future	
housing	developments.	Part	of	the	intensification	process	that	is	necessary	to	solve	the	
Auckland	shortage	of	housing.	

• One	of	the	reasons	we	chose	to	live	in	the	area	was	the	sense	of	community.	A	25m	tall	
commercial	development	in	the	heart	of	a	residential	area	must	effect	the	volcanic	
viewshafts	and	it	certainly	impacts	on	the	community	village	vibe.		
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Sunday, 7 April 2019 10:16 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - Michael Lorimer 
Attachments: ML submission.pdf

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: Michael Lorimer 

Organisation name:  

Agent's full name:  

Email address: michaellorimer@xtra.co.nz 

Contact phone number: 0211364117 

Postal address: 
6 Brightside Road 
Epsom 
Auckland 1024 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 
The Plan in its entirety 

Property address:  

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No 

The reason for my or our views are: 
I wish to decline the plan in full, please see attachment. 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 7 April 2019 
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Supporting documents 
ML submission.pdf 

Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes 

Would you consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others have made a similar submission? Yes 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

Yes 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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Personal Submission by Michael Lorimer, 6 Brightside Road, Epsom, Auckland 1023 on 
Application by Southern Cross Hospitals Limited (SCHL) for a Plan Change under the Auckland 
Unitary Plan (AUP) 
 
Statement: I would like to state my full opposition to a plan change as proposed by SCHL in 
their application for plan change PC 21. 
 
 
The following are the key components of my opposition. I have also reviewed and support in full 
the opposition offered by the Eden Epsom Residential Protection Society. 
 
1.   Integrity of the Auckland Unitary Plan (AUP). 
 
1.1 The AUP was implemented in late 2016 after extensive consultation. In defending the 

current zoning in place for the PC21 subject site I refer to the objectives and policies of the 
Auckland Regional Policy Statement (RPS) set out in Chapters B1 & B2. As a resident of 
Auckland I believe individuals as well as Council are responsible for the oversight of the 
AUP. I point specifically to the statement in section B5.1.2  “Historic heritage needs active 
stewardship to protect it from inappropriate subdivision, use and development”. 

 
 
1.2  There are many sections in the AUP which support the dismissal of the proposed plan 

change. Particularly relevant are the following: 
 

B5.1.3 Areas with special character should be identified so their particular values can be 
maintained and enhanced. 

 
B5.3. Special character 
B5.3.1. Objectives 
(1) Historic heritage values of identified special character areas are protected 
from inappropriate subdivision, use and development. 
(2) The character and amenity values of identified special character areas are 
maintained and enhanced 
 
The submission by the Eden Epsom Residential Protection Society gives more 
comprehensive technical opposition but I would like to raise the following. 

 
1.2 Specific attention was paid to zoning to direct predicted growth in the Auckland region. In 

this respect there is provision for activities to reside and congregate in identified areas in 
order to coordinate growth and prevent piecemeal and inappropriate development within the 
region. This gives surety in both the commercial and residential sectors and encourages 
medium to long term investment time frames for both. Overturning zoning creates reduced 
confidence, instability and reduces investment.  
 

1.3 The AUP provides for sympathetic transition between zones. The proposal for a ‘Special 
Purpose – Healthcare Facility and Hospital Zone’ (SPHFHZ) to co habit adjacent to the 
existing single house residential zone, as would happen in this case, abolishes this transition 
and degrades severely the character of the built landscape. 

 
 
1.4 Awarding a unique ‘spot zone’ in a highly protected and long-established residential zone is 

not compatible with the objectives of the AUP. It sends a signal to other commercial 
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enterprises to challenge zoning Auckland wide which will further destabilise communities 
and undermine the time, effort and planning invested in the AUP.  

 
1.5 The commentary accompanying the application for plan change by SFH consultants Ltd 

(p18 Assessment of Effects In relation to a Private Plan Change Request) that the sites 149-
153 Gillies Avenue are “marooned” is a reversal of the reality. Aerial photography as well 
as the AUP zone mapping demonstrates a diametrically opposite truth. Figures 1 & 2 
illustrate this point showing a mature residential area with connections to the Special 
Ecological Areas of Mount Eden, Government House and the Pines residence. The Special 
Character overlay is illustrated in figure 3 and confirms it as the dominant pattern in the 
area.  

 
 

    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig 1.                                                           Fig. 2. 
 

      
 

       149-153 Gillies Avenue 
 
            Location of current Brightside Hospital   
 

           Special Character overlay   
 
 
 
 
 
         
 
     Fig 3.  
 

Rather than the subject site being ‘marooned’, granting a SPHFHZ to the proposed 
development would create an ‘island’ of commercial activity in a ‘sea’ of residential land. 
The current Brightside Hospital is already the ‘Cuckoo’ in the nest and any expansion draws 
parallels with the known trait of the Cuckoo of expelling the native residents at the expense 
of its own growth. 

 
1.6 The highest level of protection was given to the properties which are the subject of the 

application. The AUP identifies these residences as part of the overarching theme of the area 
as one of an established residential area. In fact, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue represent some 
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of the larger single house properties in the area and are good examples of the balance of 
spaciousness, ‘set back’ and character typical of the area. Gillies Avenue represents a ‘high 
tide’ mark offering a clear demarcation from the intrusion of activities to the east of its 
north-south axis, with these properties safely positioned to the west. 

 
1.6  The immediate block bounded by Owens Road, Brightside Road and Gillies Avenue 

represent a wholly residentially zoned area reflecting its expression as a core ingredient of 
the greater Epsom/Mount Eden residential area. Despite the presence of the Hospital at 3 
Brightside Road, which itself has its origins as a family homestead, the facility was not 
recognised by special zoning in the AUP. Instead Mixed Housing Suburban zoning was 
granted to reflect the previous restricted status as imposed by the environment court in 1997. 
It is clear the Council, in promulgating the AUP, echoed this court ruling in not re zoning 
the site to Special Purpose, preferring instead to impose residential zoning. 

 
1.7 In addition to their zoning, the properties acquired by SCHL at 151 and 153 Gillies avenue 

were awarded ‘Special Character’ overlay providing demolition control and further 
protection from intensification. This status is in fact recognised by the applicant who 
includes a report by Lifescapes which has the following as key findings:   

 
“This analysis finds that the properties at 151 – 153 Gillies Ave and to a lesser extent 149 
Gillies Ave have historical and physical/visual values consistent with the SCA. The period 
houses, historical stone walls, large setbacks, abundant trees and vegetation are all 
characteristics that are specifically highlighted in the SCA’s statement of significance”.  
 

 
Given that the subject sites have demonstrable special character values that are consistent 
with the SCA, the Council is obliged to maintain and enhance these values in accordance 
with Objective B5.3.1.(2) of the Regional Policy Statement.  
 

 

2.  Relevance of Location 
 
2.1 I would like to comment on location from my position as a specialist medical practitioner 

now in my 20th year of practice. Much is made in the Ernst Young report accompanying the 
application of the importance of the location for doctors, patients and staff in term of 
‘convenience’. Specifically, I would like to draw to the attention of officers assessing this 
application of a major difference between public and private healthcare.  

 
Public healthcare is population based and as such operates on the basis of district health 
boards (DHBs) which have clearly identified ‘catchment’ areas much like school zones. 
This has relevance as the DHBs serve an identified community and offer access to local 
residents. On the contrary, private hospitals do not operate in identified catchments. As 
indicated in the ‘heat maps’ in the Ernst Young report, the patients are accessed from all 
over the Auckland region. This is true also of the medical staff also indicated in a ‘heat map’ 
of their residence in the same report.  
 
In terms of convenience, the subject site has no compelling reason to be the only site 
assessed for suitability which is the case with this application. As Robert Speer a neighbour 
will point out in his submission, there are significant areas of land within the central 
Auckland isthmus that are appropriately zoned that offer the same access to the disparate 
spread of private patients and specialists.  
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It is also to be noted that the medical specialist on site at any one time will be a minority of 
the workforce, perhaps 8 maximum out of 40+ other workers who may also operate shifts 
and therefore multiply their 24 hour total. No assessment has been made of their typical 
geographical spread in terms of residence so convenience which itself is not a reason to 
overturn the AUP has not been demonstrated for patients or the majority of the workforce. 
 

2.2 Secondly, as access to private surgical hospitals is by referral to a specialist with admitting 
rights to the facility in question, there is no relationship with the immediate community. The 
hospital at Brightside offers no community value in terms of medical care, access rights or 
treatment.   

 

2.3 The applicant stresses that Gillies Avenue is a key transport corridor for car, bus and rail in 
support of the hospital location. It is notable however, that the policy statements of the 
Auckland Regional Transport Authority do not list Gillies Avenue as a major regional 
arterial route. On the contrary they identify the key role of Gillies Avenue is as an: 

 

“Alternative general traffic route through Newmarket with limited ability to cater for traffic 
growth and with  Limited opportunity for change”. 

In addition, Gillies Avenue has no access to rail and limited bus routes. In summary the 
proposed location cannot be supported as having any unique attributes in terms of patient 
access, work force residence or identifiable future transport developments.  

 

 
3.  Fundamental Character of the Neighbourhood 
 
3.1 The fundamental character of the immediate and extended neighbourhood is one of a stable 

residential zone. The area notable for its appeal to families as a prime residential location 
because of its ‘liveability’ and in particularly its access to some of the best schooling in 
Auckland and indeed New Zealand. The essence of its amenity is discussed further in 
section 6 below. 

 
3.2 Heritage assessments by both SCHL and Eden Epsom Residential Protection Society 

(EERPS) support not only the specific provisions of the ‘single house zone’ but the unique 
heritage elements of the threatened properties at 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue (and to a lesser 
extent 149) and the environment to which these properties belong. A prime example of this 
the intact band of specimen trees and plantings extending from the sites in question through 
to Mount Eden as a legacy to the vision of the Owens family who owned the original 
homestead at 3 Brightside Road. This extends beyond scheduled specimens to many other 
mature trees creating a broader context to the area and cementing it as one of a high-quality 
residential locality. The Council has recognised this eco system with further protection in 
the form of Special Ecological Areas (SEAs) which encompass pockets of plantings from 
both George Owens and Gillies and link with the broader pattern that extends all the way 
from Mount Eden through Mountain Road, Owens Road, Brightside Road and their feeder 
streets to Gillies Avenue. This pattern is evident from in figures 1 & 2 above and the 
following examples from private residences. 
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   6 Brightside Road  75 Owens Road 
 
4.  Local investment by residents 
 
4.1 Recognising the protected and high level residential zoning of the area, local residents have 

invested considerably in the area. There are numerous examples of renovation where 
residents have chosen to honour the zoning and restore character housing to former 
condition and incorporate sympathetic landscaping. 

 
4.2 The story behind my own residence is a perfect example of this and rather than feel like the 

beneficiary of completed project I sense and feel the responsibility of a guardian to the 
character and history of the area. 

 
Number 6 Brightside was built in 1910 but by the 1990’s it had fallen into poor repair. In 
2012 it was purchased as a dilapidated poorly maintained residence. The following photos 
show the condition at this point in time. 

 

           
 

           
 
 

Over the next 3 years it was painstakingly renovated to reflect its former glory with attention 
to character detail. With the house in good repair my wife and I became the owners in 2015. 
The grounds had superficial landscaping but were not in keeping with the general amenity of 
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the area. We have since invested significant time and money in attending to this. Pride of 
place is the scheduled Puriri tree which we have made the center piece of the garden, 
originally planted by the Owens family (shown above).  

 

                     
 

  
It has been our choice to invest in this area, we could have invested in other property with 
the ability to subdivide or intensify but this was not our preference. We researched our 
purchase extensively from our position in Mount Eden as residents of over 30 years. The 
previous District Plan and the proposed AUP were critical to making this choice giving us 
confidence that the area had been recognised over a substantial period as one earmarked as a 
high-quality residential suburb which would continue in to the future. The subsequent 
implementation of the AUP in 2016 justified our faith in the Council planning process. 

 
4.3 There are numerous other examples of residents making the same choices based on the 

status of the area now fully recognised in the AUP. Figure 4 shows properties with 
significant renovations either underway or completed with descriptions of some of these 
following. 

 
 
 

       
   Figure 4 
 

Houses undergoing or having undergone significant renovation in the last 5-
10 years. 
 
Subject site 
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8 Brightside Road:  
 
Built in 1910 this, property has extensive ongoing renovation. This 
house was subject to severe blast damage in the original Brightside 
Hospital build estimated to be $30,000 in 1998. This was never 
fully remediated after the engineering company withdrew its 
accountability paying just $600. It has received full restoration 
over the last 15 years with structural repair and complete 
replacement of all roofing tiles which were the subject of much 
damage.  

 
 

157 Gillies Avenue 
 

Built in 1920 and purchased by current owners in 2013. Has 
received extensive renovation completed 2018. 

 
 
 
 

51 Owens Road  
 

Built purchased 2010 with wholesale renovation sympathetic to 
the area. 

 
 
 
 

47 Owens Road 
 

Built in 1920, purchased by current owners in 2010 and 
renovated extensively. 

 
 
 
 
 

55 Owens Road 
 
  Built c1900, faithfully restoration. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

There are others properties not illustrated but these are not limited just to large character 
residences. Directly across from 153 Gillies Avenue adjoining Brightside Road is 155 
Gillies Avenue where there is currently renovation of terraced housing which will suffer 
significant local effects of any plan change. 
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5.  Direct effects to me and my neighbours 
 
5.1  I am directly affected by the proposal to expand the operation at Brightside Hospital. My 

experience to date of the current hospital as a neighbour has not been positive. This will 
only be exacerbated by a facility that during preliminary discussions SCHL have indicated 
will be >300% bigger in operational terms. This refers to their information to local residents 
that a theatre complex of 10 theatres is planned in a building of ~16m height. This will 
amplify all negative effects which include but are not limited to: 

 
5.1.1  Traffic congestion.  
 

I continually experience parking across my driveway from couriers, delivery trucks, patient 
set down and pick up and visiting doctors. This relates directly to inadequate provision of 
parking onsite. It is notable that the environment court ruling of 1997 provided for 61 parks. 
Survey of the site by neighbour Arnold Whitmore (since deceased), showed a reduced 
number of 53 with quarantined areas for doctors that is often not fully used but not available 
to other workers. The application by SCHL to reduce the number of parks regulated for 
hospitals in their proposal will make this intolerable from the current status which is already 
in violation of the 1997 ruling. 
 

5.1.2  Nocturnal deliveries despite a control on this by the environment court in 1997.  
 
5.1.3  Light spill, notably the large 2 storey glazed entrance which is invariably fully lit including 

nights and weekends for which there is no effective screening. 
 
5.1.4  Noise particularly of plant operation and air conditioning which runs 24 hours a day. 
 
5.1.5  Loss of on street parking. Please refer to Robert Speer’s submission. 
 
5.1.6  Shading to properties from height exceeding current 8m limit if the plan change is granted. 
 
5.1.7  Loss of privacy to properties from the prospect of a multi storey building. 
 
 
 
5.2 Health Risks 
 
5.2.1  Construction timeframe and intensity will introduce significant health and safety risks. The 

principle concern is excavation required for both foundations and the possibility of 
underground parking. You will receive a submission from fellow resident Mr Stuart Rabone, 
a qualified and highly respected geologist familiar with explosives, that details the geology 
of the area, essentially continuous solid interlocking basalt. This was encountered during the 
last development in the late 1990’s when the extent was entirely under represented by the 
engineering company. As a result, the blasting schedule of up to 4 times a day extended over 
approximately 18 months. This caused significant damage to surrounding properties. The 
accompanying article from the Metro in 1998 illustrates the extend of distress and financial 
cost to one resident at 8 Brightside Road. 
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The report by Mr Rabone will indicate danger cannot be entirely mitigated. One of the 

known hazards is ‘flyrock’ which is projectile fragments that can travel significant distance 
at high velocity. The Epsom area is known for its high-level schooling and the streets are 
traversed daily by hundreds of children principally attending Auckland Boys Grammar, 
Diocesan School, Epsom Girls Grammar and to a lesser extend St Cuthberts College. Being 
secondary schools, children walk and cycle to and from school not only at the typical times 
of 7:30-9am and 3- 4:30pm but throughout the day. It is hard to see how the use of 
explosives on such a small site in the heart of a residential suburb is compatible with any 
form of health and safety. 
 
I would like officers assessing this application to consider these effects as more than 

temporary. The potential physical, psychological and financial harm all have lasting 
ramifications and are not confined to a time limited period and living through this will cause 
daily stress for between and estimated 3-5years; this is not temporary. 
 

5.2.2  The requirement for onsite bulk storage of oxygen is required for a major hospital. This  
introduces a new health risk. Oxygen stored in this manner is considered a hazardous 
substance. It requires storage at -150 C and is pressurized to 10 atmospheres. The siting of 
such a facility in a residential zone produces a permanent health and safety risk not only 
from the on ground infrastructure but from the need for ongoing supply and delivery of 
liquid oxygen in tankers.  
 

 
6.  Personal View 
 
6.1  It is impossible to convey the ‘liveability’ of an area without personal experience of it but I 

would like to try to convey some of the reasons why the area has attracted me, my family 
and my fellow residents. 
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It is evident from walking the area that it is a well preserved residential area with significant 
amenity. I admit to having to look up the word ‘amenity’ to confirm its true meaning. It 
simply refers to the ‘pleasantness or attractiveness of a place’. While this sounds trivial on 
the face of it, it hides a deeper connection that is sometimes experienced sub consciously. 
For me it talks to the linked spaces of Maungawhau (Mount Eden), Mount Eden Gardens, 
Government House, and the immediate residential neighbourhood which all demonstrate 
spaciousness with mature tree specimens and large ‘set backs’. The assessment by 
Lifescapes as indicated in section 1.8 above recognises these features 
 
This built environment is disappearing in wider Auckland and loss cannot be reversed. The 
AUP has identified and seeks to preserve these areas of which this is one of the few 
remaining; they are precious areas that need to be protected at all cost. Many have gone 
from Auckland already. Mine is not a selfish stance, rather I am grateful to my predecessors 
who had the vision to create and protect these areas with significant philanthropy and feel 
the responsibility to continue this for future generations; this is the ‘stewardship’ the AUP 
plan refers to. The following are just a few examples of the local amenity  

 

     
 Owens Road     Owens Road 

    
 Owens Road     Brightside Road 
 
 
7. Conclusion 
 

In conclusion, the plan change application and the intended land use including the bulk and 
dominance of a commercial scale building located in a residential area is in conflict with all 
of the tenants of ‘liveable communities’ the AUP promotes. This is fundamental to my 
opposition and I REQUEST YOU DECLINE THE APPLICATION IN ITS 
ENTIRETY. 
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Friday, 5 April 2019 11:16 AM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - Peter Robson 
Attachments: ZoneChange_Technical_20190405111317.543.pdf; PeterRobson-PC21 opposition.pdf

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: Peter Robson 

Organisation name:  

Agent's full name:  

Email address: alertelectrical@xtra.co.nz 

Contact phone number: 0274540249 

Postal address: 
25 Prospect Terrace 
Mt Eden 
Auckland 1024 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 
I wish to oppose the plan change in its entirety 

Property address:  

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 
See attached 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No 

The reason for my or our views are: 
I oppose the plan change request completely 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 5 April 2019 
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Supporting documents 
ZoneChange_Technical_20190405111317.543.pdf 
PeterRobson-PC21 opposition.pdf 

Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes 

Would you consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others have made a similar submission? Yes 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

Yes 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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1. I,	Nicola	Jane	Maling	Proposed	Plan	Change	21	(PC	21-private)	for	the	following	
reasons:	
	
(a) The	proposed	plan	change	has	failed	to	implement	the	basic	direction,	objectives	

and	policies	of	the	Auckland	Regional	Policy	Statement	(RPS)	set	out	in	Chapters	B1	
&	B2.		In	particular	the	plan	change	has	undermined	the	relationship	within	the	
intended	compact	urban	form	of	Auckland	between	residential,	historic,	heritage	
and	special	character	protection	and	urban	intensification	development	initiatives	
as	outlined	in	the	RPS.	
	

(b) While	medical	facilities	are	recognised	as	part	of	the	social	infrastructure	of	
Auckland,	their	location	relies	on	following	the	spatial	objectives	of	the	Special	
Purpose-Healthcare	Facility	and	Hospital	Zone.		The	subject	site	does	not	achieve	
those	objectives	or	policies.	
	

(c) The	Special	Purpose	–	Healthcare	Facility	and	Hospital	Zone	(the	“Hospital	Zone”)	is	
inappropriate	for	the	subject	sites	because	the	sites	and	their	locality	do	not	meet	
the	zone	description,	objectives	or	policies	found	in	Chapter	H25.1,	.2	or	.3.		Overall	
the	location	and	scale	of	the	built	outcome	derived	from	PC21	undermines	the	
integrity	of	the	Hospital	Zone.	
	

(d) The	subject	site	lies	within	an	established	area	of	residential	zoned	land	with	the	
Gillies	Ave	part	of	the	site	covered	by	an	overlay	which	seeks		to	retain	and	manage	
the	special	character	values	of	this	part	of	Epsom,	integrated	as	it	is	with	the	eastern	
side	of	Mt	Eden.		The	purpose	of	the	overlay	is	described	in	Chapter	D18	of	the	AUP.		
PC	21	undermines	the	integrity	of	the	Special	Character	Overlay	by	introducing	a	
land	use	which	is	contrary	in	all	respects	to	the	heritage	and	special	character	
purpose	of	the	overlay.	
	

(e) PC	21	has	potential	adverse	effects	on	neighbouring	properties	and	the	locality	
arising	from	the	potential	intensity	of	development,	the	incompatibility	of	built	form	
relationships	contemplated	by	PC	21,	the	proposed	reduction	in	required	parking	
for	the	private	hospital	and	the	requirement	for	blasting	to	achieve	underground	
parking.	Together,	these	actual	and	cumulative	adverse	effects	confirm	that	the	
locality	of	PC	21	is	unsuitable.	

	
(f) Adverse	effects	from	PC	21	also	include	the	undermining	and	degradation	of	the	

residential	and	character	heritage	environment	of	the	subject	site	and	its	vicinity	as	
well	as	the	urban	amenity	considered	and	protected	by	the	integration	of	the	Single	
House	Zone	and	the	Special	Character	Overlay	in	this	location.	
	

(g) The	urban	form	depicted	by	the	operative	land	use	zone	pattern	covering	the	subject	
site	and	the	surrounding	neighbourhood	firmly	indicates	the	intention	of	low	scale	
residential	development	consistent	with	the	Special	Character	Overlay	which	covers	
part	of	the	subject	site	and	the	neighbourhood.		PC	21	is	contrary	to	the	integrity	and	
purpose	of	the	operative	land	use	pattern	and	urban	design	outcomes	represented	
by	the	operative	land	use	zones.	
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(h) PC	21	incorporates	three	special	character	residential	buildings	which	front	Gillies	
Avenue.	These	dwellings	are	included	for	the	purpose	of	demolition	and	removal	to	
allow	the	expansion	of	the	private	hospital	facilities.		The	loss	of	these	special	
character	dwellings	is	inconsistent	with	the	purpose	of	the	Special	Character	
Overlay	specifically	placed	over	this	part	of	Gillies	Avenue	and	the	adjoining	
hinterland	to	the	west	for	the	purpose	of	heritage	protection	imposed	through	the	
RPS	and	implemented	through	the	Special	Character	area	provisions	of	the	AUP	
district	plan	provisions.		
	

(i) PC	21	has	failed	to	protect	the	substantial	trees	over	the	subject	area	which	
contribute	important	landscape	and	vegetation	amenity	to	the	neighbourhood	and	is	
recognized	in	the	Special	Character	Overlay.	
	

(j) Overall,	PC21	has	failed	to	provide	the	necessary	justification	required	under	s.32	of	
the	Act	to	create	the	extent	of	change	and	modification	to	the	operative	planning	
provisions	covering	the	subject	area	and	the	adjoining	neighbourhood.		In	particular	
–		

i. the	evaluation	of	the	objectives	of	PC	21	to	achieve	the	purpose	of	the	Act	
is	inadequate,	

ii. the	appropriateness	of	PC	21	to	achieve	the	relevant	objectives	having	
examined	alternatives,	assessed	the	efficiency	and	effectiveness	of	the	
proposal	to	achieve	those	objectives	is	not	provided	,	and	

iii. the	summary	of	the	reasons	for	deciding	on	PC	21	as	the	correct	course	
of	action	does	not	follow	the	instruction	of	s32	RMA,	and	

iv. it	has	not	been	demonstrated	that	the	objectives	of	the	applicant	cannot	
be	met	in	appropriately	zoned	areas	of	the	City.	

	
(k) The	serious	failure	to	address	the	requirements	of	s.32	RMA	has	fundamentally	

flawed	the	ability	for	PC	21	to	be	considered	and	assessed	under	the	Act.	
	

(l) Accordingly,	the	failure	to	meet	the	requirements	of	s.32	RMA	confirms	that	PC	21	is	
contrary	to	the	purpose	of	the	Act	as	set	out	in	Part	2,	in	particular,	it	does	not	
provide	for	the	sustainable	management	of	the	urban	environment	of	the	subject	
site	and	the	neighbourhood	required	by	s5	RMA.		For	these	reasons	PC	21	fails	to	
meet	the	purpose	of	the	Act	and	accordingly	cannot	proceed.	
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My family and I live at 25 Prospect Terrace in Mt Eden and have done for over 15 years. I 
share my wife’s concerns regards the safety of our children, who attend EGGS and AGS 
should the Southern Cross Hospital excavation/construction and commercial business go 
ahead.  To think that the impact of the build process and resultant busyness an additional 
hospital would bring to our area would be acceptable contravenes the ‘liveable communities’ 
the council is trying to maintain under the AUP.   
 
However I am also concerned should the proposed plan change go ahead as I am a self-
employed electrician who works predominantly in the Mt Eden/Epsom area.  I drive between 
residential properties to undertake work on behalf of my clients.  Over recent years my travel 
times have increased as a result of the increased density of housing and congestion in the 
area.  My travel times would be further affected due to the impact the construction would have 
on off street parking, road closures and the like. 
 
The Owens Rd/Gillies Avenue intersection and surrounding streets are already heavily 
congested throughout the day.  The off street parking in areas surrounding the existing hospital 
is completely oversubscribed by young adults that drive to school, staff of the existing hospital, 
commuters who ‘park & ride’ the buses etc.  The plan change would just exacerbate all of 
these things and spread the congestion even further. 
 
I really enjoy working in our residential area on beautiful heritage homes that the Mt 
Eden/Epsom area is renowned for.  I think it would be a terrible shame to have an additional 3 
heritage homes destroyed for the commercial gain of a hospital.  If this is allowed where will it 
stop?  If Southern Cross can have a zone changed to suit their needs what does this suggest 
about the integrity of the AUP? 
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ATTACHMENT -- Reasons for Submission

1. I oppose Proposed Plan Change 21 (PC 21-private) for the following reasons:

(a) The proposed plan change has failed to implement the basic direction, objectives and 
policies of the Auckland Regional Policy Statement (RPS) set out in Chapters B1 & B2.  In 
particular the plan change has undermined the relationship within the intended 
compact urban form of Auckland between residential, historic, heritage and special 
character protection and urban intensification development initiatives as outlined in the 
RPS.

(b) While medical facilities are recognised as part of the social infrastructure of Auckland, 
their location relies on following the spatial objectives of the Special Purpose-Healthcare
Facility and Hospital Zone.  The subject site does not achieve those objectives or policies.

(c) The Special Purpose – Healthcare Facility and Hospital Zone (the “Hospital Zone”) is 
inappropriate for the subject sites because the sites and their locality do not meet the 
zone description, objectives or policies found in Chapter H25.1, .2 or .3.  Overall the 
location and scale of the built outcome derived from PC21 undermines the integrity of 
the Hospital Zone.

(d) The subject site lies within an established area of residential zoned land with the Gillies 
Ave part of the site covered by an overlay which seeks  to retain and manage the special 
character values of this part of Epsom, integrated as it is with the eastern side of Mt 
Eden.  The purpose of the overlay is described in Chapter D18 of the AUP.  PC 21 
undermines the integrity of the Special Character Overlay by introducing a land use 
which is contrary in all respects to the heritage and special character purpose of the 
overlay.

(e) PC 21 has potential adverse effects on neighbouring properties and the locality arising 
from the potential intensity of development, the incompatibility of built form 
relationships contemplated by PC 21, the proposed reduction in required parking for the
private hospital and the requirement for blasting to achieve underground parking. 
Together, these actual and cumulative adverse effects confirm that the locality of PC 21 
is unsuitable.
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(f) Adverse effects from PC 21 also include the undermining and degradation of the 
residential and character heritage environment of the subject site and its vicinity as well 
as the urban amenity considered and protected by the integration of the Single House 
Zone and the Special Character Overlay in this location.

(g) The urban form depicted by the operative land use zone pattern covering the subject 
site and the surrounding neighbourhood firmly indicates the intention of low scale 
residential development consistent with the Special Character Overlay which covers part
of the subject site and the neighbourhood.  PC 21 is contrary to the integrity and 
purpose of the operative land use pattern and urban design outcomes represented by 
the operative land use zones.

(h) PC 21 incorporates three special character residential buildings which front Gillies 
Avenue. These dwellings are included for the purpose of demolition and removal to 
allow the expansion of the private hospital facilities.  The loss of these special character 
dwellings is inconsistent with the purpose of the Special Character Overlay specifically 
placed over this part of Gillies Avenue and the adjoining hinterland to the west for the 
purpose of heritage protection imposed through the RPS and implemented through the 
Special Character area provisions of the AUP district plan provisions. 

(i) PC 21 has failed to protect the substantial trees over the subject area which contribute 
important landscape and vegetation amenity to the neighbourhood and is recognized in 
the Special Character Overlay.

(j) Overall, PC21 has failed to provide the necessary justification required under s.32 of the 
Act to create the extent of change and modification to the operative planning provisions 
covering the subject area and the adjoining neighbourhood.  In particular – 

i. the evaluation of the objectives of PC 21 to achieve the purpose of the Act is
inadequate,

ii. the appropriateness of PC 21 to achieve the relevant objectives having 
examined alternatives, assessed the efficiency and effectiveness of the 
proposal to achieve those objectives is not provided , and

iii. the summary of the reasons for deciding on PC 21 as the correct course of 
action does not follow the instruction of s32 RMA, and

iv. it has not been demonstrated that the objectives of the applicant cannot be 
met in appropriately zoned areas of the City.
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(k) The serious failure to address the requirements of s.32 RMA has fundamentally flawed 
the ability for PC 21 to be considered and assessed under the Act.

(l) Accordingly, the failure to meet the requirements of s.32 RMA confirms that PC 21 is 
contrary to the purpose of the Act as set out in Part 2, in particular, it does not provide 
for the sustainable management of the urban environment of the subject site and the 
neighbourhood required by s5 RMA.  For these reasons PC 21 fails to meet the purpose 
of the Act and accordingly cannot proceed.

Colin Wightman

95 Owens Road, Epsom, Auckland

Submission no 37



I am requesting that PC21 be declined in its entirety for the technical reasons set out in my other 
attachment.

I have lived at 95 Owens Road for over 20 years.  I love it here and have no wish to move.  It is a 
well established residential area of a type that is slowly being eroded in Auckland by inappropriate 
development.  Now that the AUP has been finilised we should all now be able to plan our lives 
accordingly knowing what type of development can happen around us.  

What is extremely frustrating now is that, having submitted on the AUP  with all the work that that 
involved we as a community are now faced with having to fight once again commercial operators 
with deep pockets.  It's just not fair.

I have noted on the submission form that I will be directly affected so I wish to advise in what way.

1.   Blasting basalt rock 

I live in a concrete block/plaster rendered house.  I am concerned that the blasting will damage my 
house.  I know from last time this site was blasted, that those people who did experience damage 
did not receive any sympathy or adequate compensation so experience tells me it will be no 
different this time.  

2.  Truck movements to remove blasted rock.

Gillies Avenue is already at chocking point with traffic for large parts of the day.  Owens Road is 
also affected and I often cannot get out of my drive during the worst of it.  The truck movements 
will just make it worse.

3.  Construction

I have just experienced a development of a similar size close to where I work.  That construction 
was extremely well co-ordinated but we still experienced months of disruption of traffic flows and 
parking was a nightmare with all the contractors who needed to be on or close to site.

4.  After Construction

There will be ongoing parking issues as there will just not be enough parking on site to cater for 
staff, patients, visitors, contractors, delivery trucks etc.  

All the above brings me back to my submission that it is not appropriate for a large scale 
commercial activity (and a Southern Cross Hospital is a commercial activity) to be given approval 
to operate in a residential area
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From: Lynn Huhtala <lynn.chris@xtra.co.nz>
Sent: Tuesday, 9 April 2019 5:03 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Submission re PC21:  3 Brightside Road, 149,151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom
Attachments: Southern Cross Hospital Submission re PC21.pdf

Good Afternoon, 

Please find attached my submission regarding the Southern Cross Hospital application for PC21, regarding 3 
Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom. 

Could you please acknowledge receipt of this submission? 

Thank you, 
Lynn Huhtala 
Mobile: 021‐550‐510 

Submission no 38



Submission no 38



Submission no 38



Submission no 38



Submission no 38



Submission no 38



Submission no 38



1

From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Monday, 8 April 2019 3:31 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - Cherie Lovatt 
Attachments: ZoneChange_Technical_20190408152249.097.pdf; CherieLovatt_plan change oppostion.pdf

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: Cherie Lovatt 

Organisation name:  

Agent's full name:  

Email address: lovatt.lovegrove@gmail.com 

Contact phone number: 021775143 

Postal address: 
8 Liverpool Street 
Epsom 
Auckland 1023 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 
Oppose the plan change application in its entirety 

Property address:  

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 
see attached 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No 

The reason for my or our views are: 
see attached 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 8 April 2019 
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Supporting documents 
ZoneChange_Technical_20190408152249.097.pdf 
CherieLovatt_plan change oppostion.pdf 

Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes 

Would you consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others have made a similar submission? Yes 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

Yes 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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1. I,	Proposed	Plan	Change	21	(PC	21-private)	for	the	following	reasons:	
	
(a) The	proposed	plan	change	has	failed	to	implement	the	basic	direction,	objectives	

and	policies	of	the	Auckland	Regional	Policy	Statement	(RPS)	set	out	in	Chapters	B1	
&	B2.		In	particular	the	plan	change	has	undermined	the	relationship	within	the	
intended	compact	urban	form	of	Auckland	between	residential,	historic,	heritage	
and	special	character	protection	and	urban	intensification	development	initiatives	
as	outlined	in	the	RPS.	
	

(b) While	medical	facilities	are	recognised	as	part	of	the	social	infrastructure	of	
Auckland,	their	location	relies	on	following	the	spatial	objectives	of	the	Special	
Purpose-Healthcare	Facility	and	Hospital	Zone.		The	subject	site	does	not	achieve	
those	objectives	or	policies.	
	

(c) The	Special	Purpose	–	Healthcare	Facility	and	Hospital	Zone	(the	“Hospital	Zone”)	is	
inappropriate	for	the	subject	sites	because	the	sites	and	their	locality	do	not	meet	
the	zone	description,	objectives	or	policies	found	in	Chapter	H25.1,	.2	or	.3.		Overall	
the	location	and	scale	of	the	built	outcome	derived	from	PC21	undermines	the	
integrity	of	the	Hospital	Zone.	
	

(d) The	subject	site	lies	within	an	established	area	of	residential	zoned	land	with	the	
Gillies	Ave	part	of	the	site	covered	by	an	overlay	which	seeks		to	retain	and	manage	
the	special	character	values	of	this	part	of	Epsom,	integrated	as	it	is	with	the	eastern	
side	of	Mt	Eden.		The	purpose	of	the	overlay	is	described	in	Chapter	D18	of	the	AUP.		
PC	21	undermines	the	integrity	of	the	Special	Character	Overlay	by	introducing	a	
land	use	which	is	contrary	in	all	respects	to	the	heritage	and	special	character	
purpose	of	the	overlay.	
	

(e) PC	21	has	potential	adverse	effects	on	neighbouring	properties	and	the	locality	
arising	from	the	potential	intensity	of	development,	the	incompatibility	of	built	form	
relationships	contemplated	by	PC	21,	the	proposed	reduction	in	required	parking	
for	the	private	hospital	and	the	requirement	for	blasting	to	achieve	underground	
parking.	Together,	these	actual	and	cumulative	adverse	effects	confirm	that	the	
locality	of	PC	21	is	unsuitable.	

	
(f) Adverse	effects	from	PC	21	also	include	the	undermining	and	degradation	of	the	

residential	and	character	heritage	environment	of	the	subject	site	and	its	vicinity	as	
well	as	the	urban	amenity	considered	and	protected	by	the	integration	of	the	Single	
House	Zone	and	the	Special	Character	Overlay	in	this	location.	
	

(g) The	urban	form	depicted	by	the	operative	land	use	zone	pattern	covering	the	subject	
site	and	the	surrounding	neighbourhood	firmly	indicates	the	intention	of	low	scale	
residential	development	consistent	with	the	Special	Character	Overlay	which	covers	
part	of	the	subject	site	and	the	neighbourhood.		PC	21	is	contrary	to	the	integrity	and	
purpose	of	the	operative	land	use	pattern	and	urban	design	outcomes	represented	
by	the	operative	land	use	zones.	
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(h) PC	21	incorporates	three	special	character	residential	buildings	which	front	Gillies	
Avenue.	These	dwellings	are	included	for	the	purpose	of	demolition	and	removal	to	
allow	the	expansion	of	the	private	hospital	facilities.		The	loss	of	these	special	
character	dwellings	is	inconsistent	with	the	purpose	of	the	Special	Character	
Overlay	specifically	placed	over	this	part	of	Gillies	Avenue	and	the	adjoining	
hinterland	to	the	west	for	the	purpose	of	heritage	protection	imposed	through	the	
RPS	and	implemented	through	the	Special	Character	area	provisions	of	the	AUP	
district	plan	provisions.		
	

(i) PC	21	has	failed	to	protect	the	substantial	trees	over	the	subject	area	which	
contribute	important	landscape	and	vegetation	amenity	to	the	neighbourhood	and	is	
recognized	in	the	Special	Character	Overlay.	
	

(j) Overall,	PC21	has	failed	to	provide	the	necessary	justification	required	under	s.32	of	
the	Act	to	create	the	extent	of	change	and	modification	to	the	operative	planning	
provisions	covering	the	subject	area	and	the	adjoining	neighbourhood.		In	particular	
–		

i. the	evaluation	of	the	objectives	of	PC	21	to	achieve	the	purpose	of	the	Act	
is	inadequate,	

ii. the	appropriateness	of	PC	21	to	achieve	the	relevant	objectives	having	
examined	alternatives,	assessed	the	efficiency	and	effectiveness	of	the	
proposal	to	achieve	those	objectives	is	not	provided	,	and	

iii. the	summary	of	the	reasons	for	deciding	on	PC	21	as	the	correct	course	
of	action	does	not	follow	the	instruction	of	s32	RMA,	and	

iv. it	has	not	been	demonstrated	that	the	objectives	of	the	applicant	cannot	
be	met	in	appropriately	zoned	areas	of	the	City.	

	
(k) The	serious	failure	to	address	the	requirements	of	s.32	RMA	has	fundamentally	

flawed	the	ability	for	PC	21	to	be	considered	and	assessed	under	the	Act.	
	

(l) Accordingly,	the	failure	to	meet	the	requirements	of	s.32	RMA	confirms	that	PC	21	is	
contrary	to	the	purpose	of	the	Act	as	set	out	in	Part	2,	in	particular,	it	does	not	
provide	for	the	sustainable	management	of	the	urban	environment	of	the	subject	
site	and	the	neighbourhood	required	by	s5	RMA.		For	these	reasons	PC	21	fails	to	
meet	the	purpose	of	the	Act	and	accordingly	cannot	proceed.	

	
	

Submission no 39



I	oppose	the	proposed	plan	change	–	the	site	is	inappropriate	for	a	busy	hospital	
for	many	reasons.		Firstly	I	have	children	that	attend	school	in	the	area	and	have	
genuine	concerns	for	their	safety.		They	walk	and	bike	to	school	regularly	and	
rock	blasting,	building	and	the	like	will	mean	heavy	machinery	is	moving	in	and	
out	of	the	area	on	a	daily	basis	for	many	years	which	puts	children	at	risk.	
	
The	area	around	Owens	Rd/Gillies	Avenue	is	already	very	busy	with	traffic	and	
parking	congestion	and	the	construction	of	a	new	hospital	would	make	this	
worse.		I	understand	that	the	proposed	excavation	and	building	process	would	
be	around	5	years.		2-3	years	of	this	timeframe	is	due	to	the	requirements	of	the	
underground	car	park,	which	will	require	2-3	years	of	solid	basalt	rock	blasting.		
I	don’t	understand	how	Southern	Cross,	given	this	factor	alone,	can	consider	the	
site	suitable?			
	
Also	our	family	dentist,	Doctor	and	other	amenities	are	in	and	around	the	local	
area	where	we	live.		Getting	to	them	through	the	existing	traffic	can	be	difficult	
and	the	proposed	hospital	works	would	make	this	even	harder.		It	is	a	residential	
area	and	should	remain	that	way.	
	
The	noise	and	vibration	that	the	greater	community	will	suffer	is	unacceptable	
and	would	not	be	necessary	on	a	suitable	site.		Choosing	a	suitable	location	in	the	
correct	zone	under	the	unitary	plan	would	speed	the	process	build	up	and	incur	
fewer	costs,	which	must	make	alternative	sites	more	viable	for	Southern	Cross?		
In	the	proposed	location	it	totally	ignores	the	‘liveable	communities’	ethos	of	the	
unitary	plan.		The	plan	change	should	not	be	possible	just	because	it	is	a	
commercial	organisation	with	more	spending	power	than	the	residents	of	the	
local	area.	
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Tuesday, 9 April 2019 10:31 AM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - Digby Draper 

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: Digby Draper 

Organisation name:  

Agent's full name:  

Email address: digbydraperdd@gmail.com 

Contact phone number: 021 799999 

Postal address: 
PO Box 29017 
Auckland 1344 
Epsom 
Auckland 1344 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 

Property address: 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151, and 153 Gillies Ave, Epsom 

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 
Establishment of a hospital 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No 

The reason for my or our views are: 
I wish to decline it in its entirety as indicated. 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 9 April 2019 
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Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes 

Would you consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others have made a similar submission? No 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

Yes 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Tuesday, 9 April 2019 1:31 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - Jan Hughes 

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: Jan Hughes 

Organisation name:  

Agent's full name:  

Email address: trevorjanhughes@gmail.com 

Contact phone number: 0210484563 

Postal address: 
17 Albury Avenue 
Epsom 
Auckland 1023 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 

Property address:  

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 
The entire plan change 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No 

The reason for my or our views are: 
See attachments 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 9 April 2019 
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Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes 

Would you consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others have made a similar submission? No 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

No 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Tuesday, 9 April 2019 10:01 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - Heather Golder 
Attachments: Brightside Road submission.pdf

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: Heather Golder 

Organisation name:  

Agent's full name: Heather Golder 

Email address: hgolder@xtra.co.nz 

Contact phone number: 09 630 6525 

Postal address: 
45 St Leonards Road 
Mt Eden 
Auckland 1024 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 
PC 21 

Property address: 3 Brightside Road and 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No 

The reason for my or our views are: 
I do not want the provisions amended because I want them declined in total. Please refer to my supporting document. 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 9 April 2019 
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Supporting documents 
Brightside Road submission.pdf 

Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes 

Would you consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others have made a similar submission? Yes 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

Yes 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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1. Importance of the AUP objectives and Policies on Urban Growth and 
Built Heritage and Character 

 
We think this proposal conflicts with the following aspects of the AUP and we call on the 
Auckland Council to pay greater attention to these: 
 
Urban Growth 
 
B2.2. Urban growth and form 
 
B2.2.2 Policies 
(g) protecting natural and physical resources that have been scheduled in the 
Unitary Plan in relation to natural heritage, Mana Whenua, natural 
resources, coastal environment, historic heritage and special character; 
 
B2.4. Residential growth 
 
B2.4.2 Policies 
 
Residential intensification 
 
 (4) Provide for lower residential intensity in areas: 
 (d) where there is a suburban area with an existing neighbourhood character. 
 
(10) Require non-residential activities to be of a scale and form that are in 
keeping with the existing and planned built character of the area. 
 
 
Built heritage and character 
 
Designs by man have links with nature 
 
B5.1. Issues 
 
(1) Auckland’s distinctive historic heritage is integral to the region’s identity and 
important for economic, social, and cultural wellbeing. 
(2) Historic heritage needs active stewardship to protect it from inappropriate 
subdivision, use and development. 
(3) Areas with special character should be identified so their particular values can be 
maintained and enhanced. 
 
B5.3. Special character 
 
B5.3.1. Objectives 
(1) Historic heritage values of identified special character areas are protected 
from inappropriate subdivision, use and development. 
(2) The character and amenity values of identified special character areas are 
maintained and enhanced. 
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2. Personal comments about the proposed plan change 
 

1. I have lived in Eden Epsom for the last 22 years.  
 

2. I was originally drawn to the area because of the many trees and extensive gardens 
characterising the area and I think it is important that a central city suburb retains its green 
space.   In my view, this is one of the major factors that makes Auckland a “liveable city”.  

 
3. Council’s main job is to uphold the residential zoning of the former District Plan and the 

provisions of the newly implemented Auckland Unitary Plan  I feel strongly that residents are 
entitled to rely on the residential zonings to protect the environment we expect in such areas.  
Why have plans if they are going to be ignored? 

 
4. I know that the current hospital was only granted discretionary consent for limited activity (in 

recognition of the area as a character residential neighbourhood). This does not change my 
view in the least. 

 
5. I have read the material presented by Southern Cross in their application and I do not agree 

with it. The proposed plan change represents a significant and unjustified departure from the 
high level objectives of the AUP. The zone would permit building that is wholly not in 
keeping with the residential character of this area.  

 
6. The grant of Southern Cross’s plan change request would create a very dangerous precedent 

throughout Auckland.  
 

7. The residential site is not suitable for a major hospital and could readily be established in 
areas that are appropriately zoned for this sort of activity under the AUP.  
 

8. I support the submission of the Eden Epsom Residential Protection Society in its opposition 
to this plan change proposal. 
 

9. Myself and members of my family drive through this area many times a day, and we do not 
want to be exposed to possible risk given the extent of blasting work that will occur.  I also 
have a son who attends Auckland Grammar School and passes by the area on foot twice a 
day, and given the huge number of school students who do pass the area twice a day, it is a 
risk that is not justified. 
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Tuesday, 9 April 2019 2:16 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - Jennifer Lim 
Attachments: Technical submission ideas _20190409141106.579.pdf; Jans SCHL submission.pdf

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: Jennifer Lim 

Organisation name: N/A 

Agent's full name: N/A 

Email address: janlim1979@gmail.com 

Contact phone number: 027 666 2100 

Postal address: 
1/15 Shipherds Ave 
Epsom 
Auckland 1023 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 

Property address:  

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 
The Entire Plan Change 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No 

The reason for my or our views are: 
see attachments 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 9 April 2019 
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Supporting documents 
Technical submission ideas _20190409141106.579.pdf 
Jans SCHL submission.pdf 

Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes 

Would you consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others have made a similar submission? Yes 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

Yes 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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ATTACHMENT -- Reasons for Submission 

 

1. I/we oppose Proposed Plan Change 21 (PC 21-private) for the following reasons: 

 

(a) The proposed plan change has failed to implement the basic direction, objectives and 

policies of the Auckland Regional Policy Statement (RPS) set out in Chapters B1 & B2.  In 

particular the plan change has undermined the relationship within the intended 

compact urban form of Auckland between residential, historic, heritage and special 

character protection and urban intensification development initiatives as outlined in the 

RPS. 

 

(b) While medical facilities are recognised as part of the social infrastructure of Auckland, 

their location relies on following the spatial objectives of the Special Purpose-Healthcare 

Facility and Hospital Zone.  The subject site does not achieve those objectives or policies. 

 

(c) The Special Purpose – Healthcare Facility and Hospital Zone (the “Hospital Zone”) is 

inappropriate for the subject sites because the sites and their locality do not meet the 

zone description, objectives or policies found in Chapter H25.1, .2 or .3.  Overall the 

location and scale of the built outcome derived from PC21 undermines the integrity of 

the Hospital Zone. 

 

(d) The subject site lies within an established area of residential zoned land with the Gillies 

Ave part of the site covered by an overlay which seeks  to retain and manage the special 

character values of this part of Epsom, integrated as it is with the eastern side of Mt 

Eden.  The purpose of the overlay is described in Chapter D18 of the AUP.  PC 21 

undermines the integrity of the Special Character Overlay by introducing a land use 

which is contrary in all respects to the heritage and special character purpose of the 

overlay. 

 

(e) PC 21 has potential adverse effects on neighbouring properties and the locality arising 

from the potential intensity of development, the incompatibility of built form 

relationships contemplated by PC 21, the proposed reduction in required parking for the 

private hospital and the requirement for blasting to achieve underground parking. 

Together, these actual and cumulative adverse effects confirm that the locality of PC 21 

is unsuitable. 

 

(f) Adverse effects from PC 21 also include the undermining and degradation of the 

residential and character heritage environment of the subject site and its vicinity as well 

as the urban amenity considered and protected by the integration of the Single House 

Zone and the Special Character Overlay in this location. 

 

(g) The urban form depicted by the operative land use zone pattern covering the subject 

site and the surrounding neighbourhood firmly indicates the intention of low scale 

residential development consistent with the Special Character Overlay which covers part 

of the subject site and the neighbourhood.  PC 21 is contrary to the integrity and 
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purpose of the operative land use pattern and urban design outcomes represented by 

the operative land use zones. 

(h) PC 21 incorporates three special character residential buildings which front Gillies 

Avenue. These dwellings are included for the purpose of demolition and removal to 

allow the expansion of the private hospital facilities.  The loss of these special character 

dwellings is inconsistent with the purpose of the Special Character Overlay specifically 

placed over this part of Gillies Avenue and the adjoining hinterland to the west for the 

purpose of heritage protection imposed through the RPS and implemented through the 

Special Character area provisions of the AUP district plan provisions.  

 

(i) PC 21 has failed to protect the substantial trees over the subject area which contribute 

important landscape and vegetation amenity to the neighbourhood and is recognized in 

the Special Character Overlay. 

 

(j) Overall, PC21 has failed to provide the necessary justification required under s.32 of the 

Act to create the extent of change and modification to the operative planning provisions 

covering the subject area and the adjoining neighbourhood.  In particular –  

i. the evaluation of the objectives of PC 21 to achieve the purpose of the Act is 

inadequate, 

ii. the appropriateness of PC 21 to achieve the relevant objectives having 

examined alternatives, assessed the efficiency and effectiveness of the 

proposal to achieve those objectives is not provided , and 

iii. the summary of the reasons for deciding on PC 21 as the correct course of 

action does not follow the instruction of s32 RMA, and 

iv. it has not been demonstrated that the objectives of the applicant cannot be 

met in appropriately zoned areas of the City. 

 

(k) The serious failure to address the requirements of s.32 RMA has fundamentally flawed 

the ability for PC 21 to be considered and assessed under the Act. 

 

(l) Accordingly, the failure to meet the requirements of s.32 RMA confirms that PC 21 is 

contrary to the purpose of the Act as set out in Part 2, in particular, it does not provide 

for the sustainable management of the urban environment of the subject site and the 

neighbourhood required by s5 RMA.  For these reasons PC 21 fails to meet the purpose 

of the Act and accordingly cannot proceed. 
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Reasons against construction of hospital. 

1.   It does not comply with Unitary Plan which is a residential  "heritage" area.  The building     

will be totally out of character in regards to it's modern architecture as well as the fact it will be 5 

storeys high.  A commercial business operating 24/7 definitely does not fit into a residential area. 

2.  The increased traffic is a major concern.  We have some quite a few schools within this vicinity, 

some of which are huge ie Auckland Boys Grammar, Epsom Girls, St Peters, Diocesan School, Kohia 

Terrace, Auckland Intermediate to name some.  This will impact immensely on the safety of the 

children as well as exacerbate traffic on major roads that are already congested.   People already use 

Brightside (which has a bend which almost everyone cuts)  as a detour to avoid traffic.  Even now 

when we go to work the traffic heading for the motorway queues right down to and past Owens 

Road/Gillies Avenue intersection let alone having hospital entrances on Gillies Avenue. 

3.  Increased Brightside Hospital staff parking on the residential streets.  Brightside Hospital staff are 

already parking on Shipherds Avenue/Brightside  everyday.  Imagine the number of staff in a 5 storey 

hospital.    

4.  I understand that there could be possibly be 2-3 years of blasting.  When the current Brightside 

Hospital was built they had to close the roads off when blasting occurred.  Not only does it disrupt 

traffic but there is also the safety aspect of the public - mainly the thousands of students.  Blasting also 

caused damage to houses. 

5.  With the new massive new Westfield due for completion this year that would definitely create more 

traffic in the vicinity. 

6.  We have a housing shortage in Auckland and yet a corporation like Southern Cross has bought more 

residential houses  in the area to knock them down. 

7.  We already have great existing hospitals in the area ie Mercy and Ascot.  Surely there would be a 

more suitable site for Southern Cross to build not right in middle of a well established family residential 

area.   
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Tuesday, 9 April 2019 5:31 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - John William STEWART 
Attachments: technical-submission-ideas (4).pdf; Eden Epsom submission_20190409171348.867.pdf

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: John William STEWART 

Organisation name:  

Agent's full name:  

Email address: johnwstewart@xtra.co.nz 

Contact phone number: 021 770 271 

Postal address: 
5 Omana Avenue 
Epsom 
Auckland 1023 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 
The proposal in its entirety. 

Property address:  

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No 

The reason for my or our views are: 
I oppose the Private Plan Change PC21 in full. Please refer to my attachments. 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 9 April 2019 
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Supporting documents 
technical-submission-ideas (4).pdf 
Eden Epsom submission_20190409171348.867.pdf 

Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes 

Would you consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others have made a similar submission? Yes 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

Yes 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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ATTACHMENT -- Reasons for Submission 

 

1. I/we oppose Proposed Plan Change 21 (PC 21-private) for the following reasons: 

 

(a) The proposed plan change has failed to implement the basic direction, objectives and 

policies of the Auckland Regional Policy Statement (RPS) set out in Chapters B1 & B2.  In 

particular the plan change has undermined the relationship within the intended 

compact urban form of Auckland between residential, historic, heritage and special 

character protection and urban intensification development initiatives as outlined in the 

RPS. 

 

(b) While medical facilities are recognised as part of the social infrastructure of Auckland, 

their location relies on following the spatial objectives of the Special Purpose-Healthcare 

Facility and Hospital Zone.  The subject site does not achieve those objectives or policies. 

 

(c) The Special Purpose – Healthcare Facility and Hospital Zone (the “Hospital Zone”) is 

inappropriate for the subject sites because the sites and their locality do not meet the 

zone description, objectives or policies found in Chapter H25.1, .2 or .3.  Overall the 

location and scale of the built outcome derived from PC21 undermines the integrity of 

the Hospital Zone. 

 

(d) The subject site lies within an established area of residential zoned land with the Gillies 

Ave part of the site covered by an overlay which seeks  to retain and manage the special 

character values of this part of Epsom, integrated as it is with the eastern side of Mt 

Eden.  The purpose of the overlay is described in Chapter D18 of the AUP.  PC 21 

undermines the integrity of the Special Character Overlay by introducing a land use 

which is contrary in all respects to the heritage and special character purpose of the 

overlay. 

 

(e) PC 21 has potential adverse effects on neighbouring properties and the locality arising 

from the potential intensity of development, the incompatibility of built form 

relationships contemplated by PC 21, the proposed reduction in required parking for the 

private hospital and the requirement for blasting to achieve underground parking. 

Together, these actual and cumulative adverse effects confirm that the locality of PC 21 

is unsuitable. 

 

(f) Adverse effects from PC 21 also include the undermining and degradation of the 

residential and character heritage environment of the subject site and its vicinity as well 

as the urban amenity considered and protected by the integration of the Single House 

Zone and the Special Character Overlay in this location. 

 

(g) The urban form depicted by the operative land use zone pattern covering the subject 

site and the surrounding neighbourhood firmly indicates the intention of low scale 

residential development consistent with the Special Character Overlay which covers part 

of the subject site and the neighbourhood.  PC 21 is contrary to the integrity and 
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purpose of the operative land use pattern and urban design outcomes represented by 

the operative land use zones. 

(h) PC 21 incorporates three special character residential buildings which front Gillies 

Avenue. These dwellings are included for the purpose of demolition and removal to 

allow the expansion of the private hospital facilities.  The loss of these special character 

dwellings is inconsistent with the purpose of the Special Character Overlay specifically 

placed over this part of Gillies Avenue and the adjoining hinterland to the west for the 

purpose of heritage protection imposed through the RPS and implemented through the 

Special Character area provisions of the AUP district plan provisions.  

 

(i) PC 21 has failed to protect the substantial trees over the subject area which contribute 

important landscape and vegetation amenity to the neighbourhood and is recognized in 

the Special Character Overlay. 

 

(j) Overall, PC21 has failed to provide the necessary justification required under s.32 of the 

Act to create the extent of change and modification to the operative planning provisions 

covering the subject area and the adjoining neighbourhood.  In particular –  

i. the evaluation of the objectives of PC 21 to achieve the purpose of the Act is 

inadequate, 

ii. the appropriateness of PC 21 to achieve the relevant objectives having 

examined alternatives, assessed the efficiency and effectiveness of the 

proposal to achieve those objectives is not provided , and 

iii. the summary of the reasons for deciding on PC 21 as the correct course of 

action does not follow the instruction of s32 RMA, and 

iv. it has not been demonstrated that the objectives of the applicant cannot be 

met in appropriately zoned areas of the City. 

 

(k) The serious failure to address the requirements of s.32 RMA has fundamentally flawed 

the ability for PC 21 to be considered and assessed under the Act. 

 

(l) Accordingly, the failure to meet the requirements of s.32 RMA confirms that PC 21 is 

contrary to the purpose of the Act as set out in Part 2, in particular, it does not provide 

for the sustainable management of the urban environment of the subject site and the 

neighbourhood required by s5 RMA.  For these reasons PC 21 fails to meet the purpose 

of the Act and accordingly cannot proceed. 
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Addendum to submission by John William Stewart 

Mobile number 021 770 271 

Address: 5 Omana Ave, Epsom, Auckland 

 

I OPPOSE THE PRIVATE PLAN CHANGE PC 21 IN FULL 

 

SUBMISSION IN OPPOSITION TO PLAN CHANGE 21 

 

 

I have lived in this area of Epsom for 40 years.  It is notable for the number and quality of heritage 

and period homes and for the flora, fauna and native and exotic trees throughout the suburb.  

Epsom was settled early in Auckland’s  development and many of the original homes have been 

preserved and maintained giving the suburb the particular ambience that has been recognised in the 

Unitary Plan. 

There are three heritage homes on the subject site which will be lost in an area which is known and 

cherished for its character homes and gardens.  The Unitary Plan recognised the unique residential  

qualities of Epsom and was careful to preserve those qualities by the residential zoning throughout 

the suburb. 

I am very concerned that the application for a plan change is made in respect of a major commercial 

development, measured by any criteria, in a long established residential area which was recognised 

and zoned as such in the Unitary Plan. 

SCHL has owned and operated the existing hospital facilities for many years.  One has to question 

why it did not submit to the Council in the Unitary Plan process and why it now expects to be 

granted a plan change which is completely contrary to the zoning provided for in the Unitary Plan.  

The granting of such a plan change would be totally to the advantage of SCHL and completely 

contrary and detrimental to the interests of local residents and the wider community. 

Granting the Plan Change would permit buildings of very significant and disproportionate bulk and 

scale of up to 25 meters in height and this within an existing residential area with height limits of 8 

meters. 

A building of these dimensions would constitute a visual intrusion of unacceptable bulk and create 

privacy issues across a large area of low profile residential homes. 

I disagree strongly with the statement at paragraph 4.8 of the SFH Consultants Limited report filed 

with the application, that: 
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    While development enabled under the SPHZ exceeds the height and intensity anticipated in the    

existing residential zones , in terms of the visual bulk and massing, the height, bulk and form within 

the context of the existing vegetated environs and mitigating effects resulting from them, will 

maintain and be generally in keeping with the character and amenity values of the surrounding 

residential neighbourhood. 

It is my strongly expressed view that this statement is not in accord with the reality of the proposed 

building and that to suggest that the vegetation, trees and rock walls will somehow mitigate what is 

proposed by the plan change is a self serving statement that fails to put the intended  building in 

perspective and acknowledge its real impact on an area of special residential character. 

 

 

     

EXCAVATION 

 

I understand that SCHL propose to provide parking for the development by the excavation of the 

subject site to a depth of seven meters.  As is the case with much of the Eden Epsom area the 

ground is predominantly  volcanic lava rock which is resistant  to normal excavation methods and 

will need a major blasting program over a prolonged period to achieve the planned  objective. 

I understand that the proposed excavation is likely to take in excess of two years.  This will result in a 

totally unacceptable legal nuisance to surrounding property owners and to the wider community as 

this intrusive process proceeds.  I further understand that the removal of the resulting debris will 

involve thousands of heavy vehicle movements and this within meters of the exceptionally busy 

intersection of Gillies Avenue and Owens Road. 

I believe that the blasting will involve having to divert traffic from the surrounding roads for periods 

at and prior to each blasting event.  This would cause unacceptable disruption to traffic on Gillies 

Avenue which is a main transport artery for the Auckland region. 

 

TRAFFIC 

 

Traffic concerns are twofold.  Firstly the construction traffic.  I have mentioned the heavy vehicle 

movements which will be generated by the removal of the excavation spoil.  In addition there will be 

the further traffic on and offsite to transport building materials and products, concrete and 

machinery.  Again, all this within a short distance of the Gillies Avenue, Owens Road intersection. 

Secondly, once the site is developed there is the traffic that will be generated by the working 

hospital. This will include hospital workers, doctors, and other medical personnel, patients and 
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visitors to the site.  Brightside Road is a quiet residential street which is not suitable for further 

traffic such as would be generated by the planned development.  

 Gillies Avenue is one of the busiest arterial roads in the central Auckland region.   It is a major 

thoroughfare to and from the City and the Auckland suburbs to the south and west of the city.  Any 

activity which would impact on the traffic flows so close to the major intersection with Owens Road 

would cause  unacceptable disruption to the orderly flow of traffic on this important regional road. 

Flow Transportation Specialists observes in its Executive Summary that: 

“.....potential traffic effects of any future development under the Special Purposes   -  Healthcare 

Facilities and Hospital Zone, can be managed appropriately with the identified planning 

controls........and mitigation measures can be imposed as a condition of consent. 

The summary then states that measures could include a Staff Travel Plan to encourage Hospital Staff 

to travel by more sustainable travel modes. 

Of itself this statement acknowledges that there will be issues and then suggests that they can be 

dealt with by encouraging staff to act in ways which may not be in their own interests.  These types 

of conditions may be fine in theory but are seen as impractical and impossible to enforce.  Simply 

put, they are not practical and no answer to the very real traffic issues that are raised by this Plan 

Change application. 

I find it difficult to comprehend that a traffic planning specialist can conclude, on the evidence 

available, that the traffic affects of the Plan Change are no more than minor and are considered 

acceptable. 

 

GENERAL 

 

Having perused the reports submitted by the SCHL Consultants I am left with the opinion that many 

of the observations are self serving and trite and do little to analyse the real issues raised by the Plan 

Change application in an objective manner.  I do not accept that the Plan Change proposal is of a 

minor nature.   In my opinion it is a serious intrusion into the very basis of the Unitary Plan and 

should be rejected in its entirety. 

 

ALTERNATIVE 

 

I would question what alternative sites have been considered by SCHL for the development of 

further hospital facilities.  The Unitary Plan provides for hospital zones in various parts of Auckland 

and one would have thought that SCHL would have made a thorough investigation of those areas 

before attempting to proceed with a Plan Change in a dedicated long established residential area. 
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CONCLUSION 

 

In my opinion, the change to the Unitary Plan sought by SCHL is inappropriate and beyond the scope 

of acceptable planning principles.  To permit the Plan Change sought would be to make an 

unacceptable exemption to the Unitary Plan and result in a serious and unwarranted invasion of the 

public’s right to rely on the protections embodied in the Unitary Plan. 
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Tuesday, 9 April 2019 9:01 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - Michelle Adams 
Attachments: MA submission.pdf

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: Michelle Adams 

Organisation name:  

Agent's full name:  

Email address: m.adams@auckland.ac.nz 

Contact phone number: 021 2304923 

Postal address: 
6 Brightside Rd 
Epsom 
Auckland 1023 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 
The plan change in its entirety 

Property address:  

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No 

The reason for my or our views are: 
I want it opposed in full. Please see my attached documentation 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 9 April 2019 
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Supporting documents 
MA submission.pdf 

Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes 

Would you consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others have made a similar submission? Yes 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

Yes 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 

Submission no 45



Michelle Adams 
6 Brightside Road 
Auckland  
1023 
 
I oppose in full the plan change PC 21 notified on the 21st of March 2019 
 
I would like to detail my personal objections.  

 
1 Fundamental to my opposition is the incongruity of the proposal with the 

Auckland Unitary Plan which is a vital document to allow us to build a cohesive 
vibrant city with employment opportunities and high-quality living in safe 
communities. When I say safe I don’t just mean personal physical safety though 
this is important.  There are many other aspects to safety which include but are 
not limited to regulatory safety, financial safety psychological safety and cultural 
safety. The granting of this application will challenge our community on many of 
these levels.  

 
2 I first moved to the area in 1987 and have permanently resided here since 1996. 

My sons have all attended local schools and my youngest is currently still a 
student at Auckland Boys Grammar. My husband and I bought and developed 
our current property with particular attention to the surrounding 
neighbourhood. We relied on the former district plan and the current Auckland 
Unitary Plan to give us the confidence to take on significant financial risk to do 
this. Overturning these planning regulations will severely undermine our financial 
security. There are many people in this situation.  

 
3 As a direct neighbour of Brightside hospital, I experience on a daily basis the 

impact of living beside a commercial property. 
Examples of this are -  

• various delivery/rubbish trucks accessing the property, complete with 
disruptive reversing warning beeps.   Often, they idle curb side whilst 
making a delivery 

• visitors to our home are unable to find a park anywhere around the block 
as they are taken up by some hospital personnel.   

•  Some personnel at the hospital are collected by car at the end of a shift. 
It is not uncommon to have several cars parked along the yellow lines and 
across our road entrances as they wait. Just this week I found a 
gentleman asleep at the driver’s wheel of his car which was parked in our 
drive way and I had to wake him up to enter my property. He said he was 
waiting for his wife to finish her shift. 

• On occasion those people waiting in the late evening will get out of their 
cars and converse in groups (usually men).  Their voices travel and when I 
am alone in the house I am conscious of rechecking my security.  

• Sometimes the basketball hoop attached to our stepped back garage 
(inside our property) is used by those waiting to collect hospital 
personnel 
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• Often the morning visiting medical staff will park outside our house (in 
preference to parking onsite), on the yellow lines whilst they make a 
short visit to the hospital. 

• The hospital lights remain on 24/7. This light spill has necessitated 
increased curtaining in the bedrooms facing the hospital. 
 

These daily occurrences are not what I expect to enjoy as part of a community. There is a 
lack of respect for the residential nature of the area and insidious erosion of my 
neighbourhood which we are expected to accommodate because of the nature of the 
existing intrusion. This would not be tolerated in similarly zoned community.  A commercial 
enterprise in our midst is incongruent with a thriving liveable community. Any expansion 
will only further exacerbate this. 
 

4 The physical safety of the neighbourhood is being challenged. There is significant 
risk during any construction phase. We have been shown indicative plans which 
have been assessed by a qualified and respected geologist (Mr Stuart Rabone) 
which estimate excavation of 40, 000 tonnes of basalt. This will require blasting 
and/or rock breaking over several years and associated truck movements that 
have been estimated to be in excess of 9000. 

 
 The previous smaller excavation in 1998 took at least 18 months and you will 
have been made aware in other submissions of damage and danger from ‘fly 
rock’ that was thought to be mitigatable but transpired wasn’t. You will have also 
been made aware of the 1000’s of school children that walk, cycle and now 
scooter these this area who will have to negotiate risk from the reported 
excavation, construction traffic, road closure and increased congestion. The 
location couldn’t be more central to this activity. 

 
5 There are also very real psychological risks particularly from the excavation 

phase but also beyond. Vulnerable residents include a wide range of people 
including those at close quarters whether owner occupier or tenants, the elderly 
and the young, particularly those that are confined to home for long periods. The 
risk is not just to immediate residents though but again the huge population of 
school students who traverse the area are at real risk during what are formative 
years. It is entirely plausible that study and examinations are affected to the 
extent that future opportunities are reduced. This area is an engine room of 
education and aspiration. 

 
6 I don’t believe a construction phase requiring the level of ‘quarrying’ indicated 

can be considered temporary particularly as the physical and psychological 
effects can be long lasting. It should not be considered transient and mitigatable. 
It is well known to local residents that the property opposite the previous 
excavation in 1998 suffered cracks and roofing damage which was never finally 
admitted to by the construction company (8 Brightside Road). Over the last few 
years an extensive renovation has revealed the extent of this damage. Equally, 
you don’t need any more evidence that the psychological impact is lasting than 
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the content of the submissions you will receive from residents that were present 
during the last building phase. 

 
Examples of the potential impact of noise/disruption during the lengthy building 
process for me are – 
 
a. My freedom to enter and leave my property at will during blasting or when 

trucks are onsite to collect rocks or deliver building supplies. 
b. The impact on my mental health by living beside a commercial building site, 

that I did not choose to live beside and which will go on for an extensive 
period. I have previously experienced living beside a residential property that 
was developed over 2 years. The ongoing disruption caused by contractors 
and subcontractors through vehicle movements, onsite noise activity and a 
general disregard for neighbouring properties became increasingly 
distressing and difficult to tolerate. The proposed building will be far in 
excess of this.  The unitary plan is meant to give confidence as to what 
developments are likely occur in your community.  

c. The traffic congestion which will impact my ability to leave and enter my 
property. I regularly work from home and require a quiet environment to 
concentrate. 

d. Our children have significant exams during the year and are often at home 
for the purpose of study. Their ability to focus will be impacted. 

e. Our basketball hoop is used regularly by our children and their friends during 
study breaks both for social and physical exercise purposes.  Any 
infringement on this activity is not in keeping with encouraging our youth 
towards mental and physical health. 

 
7 Cultural safety is relevant to us all, it is more than ever in the forefront of 

decision making. We have a duty to protect our own culture and our heritage for 
ourselves and our future ‘selves’. The Auckland Unitary Plan recognises this and 
includes it in its high-level objectives. This application is a full assault on our 
cultural safety. It is diametrically opposite to the tenants of the AUP and is 
reflective of an applicant who disregards the basis on which the plan was 
promulgated. The proposal should be declined on this basis alone. 
 

Points to note here include- 
• We have a large puriri tree in our garden (protected by the highest Council order). 

Native birds frequent it. They regularly fly between a nearby Totara tree in Shipherds 
Ave and the Queensland Kauri on Owens road. Additionally, this year for the first 
time we have had a Tui nesting in a tree on the berm immediately adjacent to our 
garage. The disruption and noise of building and blasting will undoubtedly negatively 
impact the bird life. 
 

8 The Eden Epsom residential Protection Society has employed expert help in 
enabling residents to oppose this proposal. I am fortunate to be party to this 
assistance. The following details objections on the basis of the objectives and 
policies of the Auckland Unitary Plan which I support in full 
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(a) The proposed plan change has failed to implement the basic direction, objectives 
and policies of the Auckland Regional Policy Statement (RPS) set out in Chapters 
B1 & B2.  In particular the plan change has undermined the relationship within 
the intended compact urban form of Auckland between residential, historic, 
heritage and special character protection and urban intensification development 
initiatives as outlined in the RPS. 
 

(b) While medical facilities are recognised as part of the social infrastructure of 
Auckland, their location relies on following the spatial objectives of the Special 
Purpose-Healthcare Facility and Hospital Zone.  The subject site does not achieve 
those objectives or policies. 
 

(c) The Special Purpose – Healthcare Facility and Hospital Zone (the “Hospital Zone”) 
is inappropriate for the subject sites because the sites and their locality do not 
meet the zone description, objectives or policies found in Chapter H25.1, .2 or .3.  
Overall the location and scale of the built outcome derived from PC21 
undermines the integrity of the Hospital Zone. 
 

(d) The subject site lies within an established area of residential zoned land with the 
Gillies Ave part of the site covered by an overlay which seeks  to retain and 
manage the special character values of this part of Epsom, integrated as it is with 
the eastern side of Mt Eden.  The purpose of the overlay is described in Chapter 
D18 of the AUP.  PC 21 undermines the integrity of the Special Character Overlay 
by introducing a land use which is contrary in all respects to the heritage and 
special character purpose of the overlay. 
 

(e) PC 21 has potential adverse effects on neighbouring properties and the locality 
arising from the potential intensity of development, the incompatibility of built 
form relationships contemplated by PC 21, the proposed reduction in required 
parking for the private hospital and the requirement for blasting to achieve 
underground parking. Together, these actual and cumulative adverse effects 
confirm that the locality of PC 21 is unsuitable. 

 
(f) Adverse effects from PC 21 also include the undermining and degradation of the 

residential and character heritage environment of the subject site and its vicinity 
as well as the urban amenity considered and protected by the integration of the 
Single House Zone and the Special Character Overlay in this location. 
 

(g) The urban form depicted by the operative land use zone pattern covering the 
subject site and the surrounding neighbourhood firmly indicates the intention of 
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low scale residential development consistent with the Special Character Overlay 
which covers part of the subject site and the neighbourhood.  PC 21 is contrary 
to the integrity and purpose of the operative land use pattern and urban design 
outcomes represented by the operative land use zones. 

(h) PC 21 incorporates three special character residential buildings which front 
Gillies Avenue. These dwellings are included for the purpose of demolition and 
removal to allow the expansion of the private hospital facilities.  The loss of these 
special character dwellings is inconsistent with the purpose of the Special 
Character Overlay specifically placed over this part of Gillies Avenue and the 
adjoining hinterland to the west for the purpose of heritage protection imposed 
through the RPS and implemented through the Special Character area provisions 
of the AUP district plan provisions.  
 

(i) PC 21 has failed to protect the substantial trees over the subject area which 
contribute important landscape and vegetation amenity to the neighbourhood 
and is recognized in the Special Character Overlay. 
 

(j) Overall, PC21 has failed to provide the necessary justification required under s.32 
of the Act to create the extent of change and modification to the operative 
planning provisions covering the subject area and the adjoining neighbourhood.  
In particular –  

i. the evaluation of the objectives of PC 21 to achieve the purpose of 
the Act is inadequate, 

ii. the appropriateness of PC 21 to achieve the relevant objectives 
having examined alternatives, assessed the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the proposal to achieve those objectives is not 
provided , and 

iii. the summary of the reasons for deciding on PC 21 as the correct 
course of action does not follow the instruction of s32 RMA, and 

iv. it has not been demonstrated that the objectives of the applicant 
cannot be met in appropriately zoned areas of the City. 

 
(k) The serious failure to address the requirements of s.32 RMA has fundamentally 

flawed the ability for PC 21 to be considered and assessed under the Act. 
 

(l) Accordingly, the failure to meet the requirements of s.32 RMA confirms that PC 
21 is contrary to the purpose of the Act as set out in Part 2, in particular, it does 
not provide for the sustainable management of the urban environment of the 
subject site and the neighbourhood required by s5 RMA.  For these reasons PC 
21 fails to meet the purpose of the Act and accordingly cannot proceed. 
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Brightside hospital already presents a challenge to our community. Please listen to our 
concerns. They are not presented idly.  The character of this community has been 
recognised as having huge importance to Auckland.  Please protect our past and our future. 
The community believe the original consent granted to develop Brightside hospital was a 
mistake, please don’t compound this by granting an extension to this activity.  

Thank you. 
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Tuesday, 9 April 2019 8:46 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - Philip Chong 
Attachments: Southern Cross1.pdf; Southern Cross.pdf

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: Philip Chong 

Organisation name:  

Agent's full name: Virginia Chong 

Email address: philip.chong29@gmail.com 

Contact phone number: 0274982726 

Postal address: 
29 Shipherds Avenue 
Epsom 
Auckland 1023 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 

Property address:  

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 
The entire Plan Change 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No 

The reason for my or our views are: 
See Attachment 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 9 April 2019 
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Supporting documents 
Southern Cross1.pdf 
Southern Cross.pdf 

Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes 

Would you consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others have made a similar submission? Yes 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

Yes 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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ATTACHMENT-Reasons for Submission. 

The present building was constructed with strict limitations as to the supply of parking and to its size and 
surroundings under the old district plan. 
 
The new district plan has now come into force and has designated this area as a heritage area. 
Southern Cross belonging to this area had the opportunity to make submissions to this unitary plan in its 
planning stages in case it wanted to expand on the present activities. For whatever reason it chose not to do so. 
 
I would like it investigated and answered whether Southern Cross purchased  any of the properties 149, 151, 
and 153 Gillies Avenue BEFORE the new unitary plan became final If so their intentions to not  reveal their 
intentions to expand before they acquired all the properties was deliberate and underhanded. 
 
I have heard that a large building has been or about to be constructed in Bracken Avenue, Epsom much against 
the will of the surrounding neighbours. When the neighbours objected to the Council they were told that the 
building complied with the current town plan and so there was nothing they could do about it. 
 
If the area in which the current Brightside hospital exists along with the properties it has now purchased has 
been designated a Heritage area after public consultations and submissions, in the new districtplan  THIS AREA 
SHOULD REMAIN SO. The law applies in BOTH directions. 
 
During the building of the current Brightside Hospital, despite inspections done by Tonkin and Taylor of the 
surrounding buildings, damage occurred to surrounding dwellings and Brightside Hospital; and its consultants 
blamed it on the weather pattern. How is it that there was no damage for decades and by some coincidence 
occurred after the blasting was carried out. Down the road is Epsom Girls Grammar School with its newly 
constructed brick walls facing Gillies Avenue. If blasting vibrations were to be on the same vein of rock as these 
buildings cracks could occur disrupting a major learning institution. 
 
There has no been study and in fact no mention to the inconvenience to the ingress and egress inconvenience to 
the residents of Shipherds Avenue. Prior to the latest Brightside Hospital being built this was a moderately quiet 
street but is now fully parked out. I have also noted that pupils sometimes bring cars to school for what ever 
reason. The staff and the patients and visitors should not be allowed to monopolise all the surrounding parking 
areas all day every day. My inspections of the surrounding streets which I have also photographed show spaces 
in between the parked cars. These spaces in the photograph are there because of driveway and no parking 
yellow lines. If the yellow lines were removed the parking in the pictures would be more intensive. 
 
Southern Cross Hospital have mentioned the various facilities that now exist in the area. 
Such as all the schools in the area. These are required for the education of the surrounding residential 
population. These buildings have been present in the area for a LONG time and as such using this argument to 
justify the building of such a large building is not a valid argument. 
Southern Cross is a commercial organisation serving the New Zealand and can be seen to be a commercial 
enterprise which can be located anywhere on commercial land where the area is better suited for a building of 
this size and for their proposed traffic movements and requirements. 
 
Noise pollution is also a factor with the hum of the air conditioning. Deliveries by trucks late at night and in the 
early hours of the morning with associated “beeping” when they are in reverse gear is also a noise factor. 
 
The argument to reduce the amount of traffic and parking generated by the hospital staff by encouraging them 
to use public transport is a VERY weak argument. The hospital does NOT have any control over their staff’s use 
of private vehicles. 

Submission no 46



Assessment Methodology.   No mention has been  made of the intersection with Brightside Road and Shipherds 
Avenue. 
 
Mention has been made of the traffic flows along Owens Road, Brightside Road and Gillies Avenue. 
No mention has been made about the disruption that will ensue with the large amount amount of truck 
movements on traffic flow. Also when blasting occurs, traffic flow is also disruptive. This should NOT be allowed 
in a Residential Heritage area. 
 
I would also like to point out about the visual impact on the area. 
In the montage where the new structure is supposed to occupy, shows it as 16metres in height. I believe if this 
area is rezoned for hospital use then that will allow them to develop up to 25metres in height. Who is to say that 
although Southern cross Hospitals are at present mentioning 16 metres in height will not even develop higher in 
the future.  No montage has been demonstrated for this height. Also it would be very helpful  to show the 
impact of the blockage of the sunlight and the subsequent increase in shadowing at various times of the day at 
16 and 25 metres in height. 
 
Southern Cross Hospitals are using the Mercy Hospital as an example of why they should be allowed to develop 
their present height further. The Mercy Hospital has been there for a very long time. The new unitary plan was 
developed to prevent further intensification of the area and ruining the Heritage visual effect. Giving  Southern 
Cross Hospital permission to intensify on these arguments will be an open door for Southern Cross Hospital and 
other organisations to similarly develop making a mockery of the new Unitary plan. 
 
 

Philip Chong 
Philip Chong 
29 Shipherds Avenue, 
Epsom, 
Auckland 1023 
New Zealand 
 
Email Philip.chong29@gmail.com  
Phone (9) 630-6641    0274982726 
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Monday, 8 April 2019 8:31 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - Tobias Lorimer 
Attachments: submission TL.pdf

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: Tobias Lorimer 

Organisation name:  

Agent's full name:  

Email address: tobiaslorimer@gmail.com 

Contact phone number:  

Postal address: 
6 Brightside Road 
Epsom 
Auckland 1023 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 
The plan in full 

Property address:  

Map or maps:  

Other provisions: 

Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No 

The reason for my or our views are: 
I wish to oppose the plan in its entirety. Please see my attachment 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 8 April 2019 
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Supporting documents 
submission TL.pdf 

Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? No 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition.

Yes 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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Tobias Lorimer 
6 Brightside Road 
Epsom 
1023 

I fully oppose the plan change, PC 21,  notified on 21/3/19 

1. I have been a resident of Mount Eden and Epsom all my life. I started my schooling
at Mount Eden Normal School and finished at Auckland Grammar School, I am now a
student in my 4th year at Auckland University and live at 6 Brightside Road, Epsom.  I
have walked and cycled to school through Mount Eden and Epsom the whole of my
academic life.

2. The local schools themselves have been my extended community in my growing
years including academic, sporting and cultural. Their environment and that of the
area is of a rich residential and family neighbourhood. The ‘walk’ to school has been
the beginning and end of my day and a huge part of my social learning. It is
anticipatory during the morning and reflective in the afternoon. It has been
‘informed’ by the environment that I have been privileged to enjoy. That is open,
safe and residential in nature. I have recently learnt through reading about this
threat that the area was planted out by the Owens family and the Gillies family in
the late 1800’s and the uniqueness of this has been further recognised by the
Council as having a distinct pattern with linked pockets designated a Significant
Ecological Areas (SEA).  The protection of this spaciousness matters to me.

3. I knew little of the Auckland Unitary Plan (AUP) while it was being formed but I have
learnt much in the last year. I am grateful that the consensus it represents has given
protection to the Eden Epsom residential zones and my submission here is that it
must be defended at all cost to preserve the way of life so cherished. This is not an
area for commercial scale development. I have attached my objections on the basis
of the AUP below.

4. I am told by long standing neighbours that the last project at 3 Brightside Road
required explosives for 2 years. The new site is even more likely to cause safety risks
to the school and university community who regularly traverse these streets because
it is closer to the route students take and to Gillies Avenue. Also, the disruption to
multiple schools in terms of education, exam timetables and study that a blasting
schedule that I am told might exceed two years to me is extremely distressing. I
cannot imagine how I would have studied through this and I would be extremely
distressed if this had altered my future choices in life through disturbed schooling.

5. I remained concerned as I am still directly affected. I am due to progress to Masters
study and will be resident in 6 Brightside Road during their time with much of my
work taking place from home. The effects of a 3-5 year building phase especially if

Submission no 47



 

 

there is rock breaking are unimaginable and I don’t think realistic to live through. 
This will not just affect my study and that of other students but many other residents 
who rely on the expectation that commercial buildings will not be erected in their 
neighbourhood e.g. mothers with small babies and children, shift workers who need 
to sleep in the day, retired citizens who reside at home through the working week. 
Residents rely on Council zoning when they make choices about where they live and 
the current zoning should be upheld. 

 
6. The fact that the company applying to overturn the zone own hospital facilities 

seems irrelevant to me, I doubt any other commercial business of which this is just 
one example, would even attempt this application. In fact, if you take the emotion 
out of the proposal by removing the words ‘health’ and ‘hospital’ then we wouldn’t 
even be where we are, it would be dead in the water. This should be seen as 
commercial aspiration not a public health initiative. 
 

7. A private hospital doesn't add to my community; I would have no access in the event 
of emergency and have no private healthcare so it is a closed shop. I would still go to 
Auckland Hospital which is only 12 minutes away by bike or about 6 minutes in a car. 
Less in an ambulance. 

 
8. I have looked at the reports that try to justify the application. Ernst Young make the 

point for Southern Cross that they need to provide cover for Aucklanders in the 
central Auckland area in their report commissioned by Southern Cross partly from an 
equity of access. They already have sites in central Auckland and there is a large 
private hospital on Mountain Road less than a kilometer away (Mercy Hospital). If 
they were genuinely concerned about equity of access they would build in West 
Auckland where there are no significant private facilities. We don’t build public 
hospitals within 800m of each other so I question the equity of access argument, this 
looks much more like commercial competition.  

  
9. The properties at 151 and 153 have demolition orders protecting them but I would 

also like to make an appeal on the demolition of 149 Gillies Avenue.  
In the midst of a housing crisis it seems counter intuitive to knock down a residence 
where about 40 people live, some who have been there for >5 years when 
residential land is a scarce resource. Hospitals on the other hand can be built in 
areas not suitable for residential development and which is provided for in the AUP. 
 

10. I am aware and have read the submission of the Eden Epsom Residential Protection 
Society which I fully support. I am also party to the technical opposition relating to 
the AUP plan which I attach and support. 

 
Please record my submission as in full opposition to the proposed plan change, with 
preservation of the residential properties 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue. 
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Opposition on basis of the objectives of the AUP. 

 
1. I oppose Proposed Plan Change 21 (PC 21-private) for the following reasons: 

 
(a) The proposed plan change has failed to implement the basic direction, 

objectives and policies of the Auckland Regional Policy Statement (RPS) set out 
in Chapters B1 & B2.  In particular the plan change has undermined the 
relationship within the intended compact urban form of Auckland between 
residential, historic, heritage and special character protection and urban 
intensification development initiatives as outlined in the RPS. 
 

(b) While medical facilities are recognised as part of the social infrastructure of 
Auckland, their location relies on following the spatial objectives of the Special 
Purpose-Healthcare Facility and Hospital Zone.  The subject site does not 
achieve those objectives or policies. 
 

(c) The Special Purpose – Healthcare Facility and Hospital Zone (the “Hospital 
Zone”) is inappropriate for the subject sites because the sites and their locality 
do not meet the zone description, objectives or policies found in Chapter H25.1, 
.2 or .3.  Overall the location and scale of the built outcome derived from PC21 
undermines the integrity of the Hospital Zone. 
 

(d) The subject site lies within an established area of residential zoned land with the 
Gillies Ave part of the site covered by an overlay which seeks  to retain and 
manage the special character values of this part of Epsom, integrated as it is 
with the eastern side of Mt Eden.  The purpose of the overlay is described in 
Chapter D18 of the AUP.  PC 21 undermines the integrity of the Special 
Character Overlay by introducing a land use which is contrary in all respects to 
the heritage and special character purpose of the overlay. 
 

(e) PC 21 has potential adverse effects on neighbouring properties and the locality 
arising from the potential intensity of development, the incompatibility of built 
form relationships contemplated by PC 21, the proposed reduction in required 
parking for the private hospital and the requirement for blasting to achieve 
underground parking. Together, these actual and cumulative adverse effects 
confirm that the locality of PC 21 is unsuitable. 

 
(f) Adverse effects from PC 21 also include the undermining and degradation of the 

residential and character heritage environment of the subject site and its vicinity 
as well as the urban amenity considered and protected by the integration of the 
Single House Zone and the Special Character Overlay in this location. 
 

(g) The urban form depicted by the operative land use zone pattern covering the 
subject site and the surrounding neighbourhood firmly indicates the intention of 
low scale residential development consistent with the Special Character Overlay 
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which covers part of the subject site and the neighbourhood.  PC 21 is contrary 
to the integrity and purpose of the operative land use pattern and urban design 
outcomes represented by the operative land use zones. 

(h) PC 21 incorporates three special character residential buildings which front 
Gillies Avenue. These dwellings are included for the purpose of demolition and 
removal to allow the expansion of the private hospital facilities.  The loss of 
these special character dwellings is inconsistent with the purpose of the Special 
Character Overlay specifically placed over this part of Gillies Avenue and the 
adjoining hinterland to the west for the purpose of heritage protection imposed 
through the RPS and implemented through the Special Character area 
provisions of the AUP district plan provisions.  
 

(i) PC 21 has failed to protect the substantial trees over the subject area which 
contribute important landscape and vegetation amenity to the neighbourhood 
and is recognized in the Special Character Overlay. 
 

(j) Overall, PC21 has failed to provide the necessary justification required under 
s.32 of the Act to create the extent of change and modification to the operative 
planning provisions covering the subject area and the adjoining neighbourhood.  
In particular –  

i. the evaluation of the objectives of PC 21 to achieve the purpose of 
the Act is inadequate, 

ii. the appropriateness of PC 21 to achieve the relevant objectives 
having examined alternatives, assessed the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the proposal to achieve those objectives is not 
provided , and 

iii. the summary of the reasons for deciding on PC 21 as the correct 
course of action does not follow the instruction of s32 RMA, and 

iv. it has not been demonstrated that the objectives of the applicant 
cannot be met in appropriately zoned areas of the City. 

 
(k) The serious failure to address the requirements of s.32 RMA has fundamentally 

flawed the ability for PC 21 to be considered and assessed under the Act. 
 

(l) Accordingly, the failure to meet the requirements of s.32 RMA confirms that PC 
21 is contrary to the purpose of the Act as set out in Part 2, in particular, it does 
not provide for the sustainable management of the urban environment of the 
subject site and the neighbourhood required by s5 RMA.  For these reasons PC 
21 fails to meet the purpose of the Act and accordingly cannot proceed. 
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From: UnitaryPlanSubmissionForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Sent: Tuesday, 9 April 2019 11:16 PM
To: Unitary Plan
Subject: Unitary Plan Publicly Notified Submission - Plan change 21 - Vanita Mani Dutt 
Attachments: Technical submission ideas _20190409230222.535.pdf

The following customer has submitted a Unitary Plan online submission. 

Contact details 

Full name of submitter: Vanita Mani Dutt 

Organisation name:  

Agent's full name:  

Email address: vanitamd@gmail.com 

Contact phone number: 0211186949 

Postal address: 
20 Epsom Ave 
Epsom 
Epsom 1023 

Submission details 

This is a submission to: 

Plan modification number: Plan change 21 

Plan modification name: PC 21 (Private): 3 Brightside Road, 149, 151 and 153 Gillies Avenue, Epsom 

My submission relates to 

Rule or rules: 
Plan change 21 

Property address: 3 Brightside Road,149,151 and 153 Gillies Avenue Epsom 

Map or maps: The Entire Plan Change 

Other provisions: 
My concerns for this development are: I have enjoyed living in this quiet residential area,with many Public Amenities 
for 30 plus years, And would like to continue to live here with my sons and their families for many more.I can only do 
this if the area remains residential.We need more homes not businesses in this area.We have many schools and 
many families wishing to live here. This is an established residential suburb that remained so ,under the unitary plan 
changes. Southern cross had the opportunity to make submissions before the unitary plans were finalized. They did 
not do so.Therefore they should plan their development in a commercial zoned area. This is a private not public 
venture.A private 24/7 hour hospital is not in the public interest! The proposal to remove special character homes is 
not a consented activity. Increasing traffic is a huge concern.Our roads are already busy with motorway and school 
traffic. GILLIES Ave would be one of the busiest roads in Auckland.Peak hours there are queues on many nearby 
roads.I can only envision chaos if development goes ahead.Everyone who uses Gillies Ave on a daily bases will be 
affected in some way. The size and position of the proposed buildings will not blend in with the surrounding 
landscape.A visual intrusion to nearby homes and their privacy. Regards Vanita Dutt 20 Epsom Avenue Epsom Ak 
1023 Also See Attachment - Technical Submission 
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Do you support or oppose the provisions you have specified? I or we oppose the specific provisions identified 

Do you wish to have the provisions you have identified above amended? No 

The reason for my or our views are: 
I wish to decline the application in its entirety as indicated. 

I or we seek the following decision by council: Decline the plan modification 

Submission date: 9 April 2019 

Supporting documents 
Technical submission ideas _20190409230222.535.pdf 

Attend a hearing 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes 

Would you consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others have made a similar submission? Yes 

Declaration 

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission? No 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 

 Adversely affects the environment; and 
 Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

Yes 

I accept by taking part in this public submission process that my submission (including personal details, names and 
addresses) will be made public. 
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ATTACHMENT -- Reasons for Submission

 
1. I/we oppose Proposed Plan Change 21 (PC 21-private) for the following reasons:

 
(a) The proposed plan change has failed to implement the basic direction, objectives and

policies of the Auckland Regional Policy Statement (RPS) set out in Chapters B1 & B2.
 In particular the plan change has undermined the relationship within the intended
compact urban form of Auckland between residential, historic, heritage and special
character protection and urban intensification development initiatives as outlined in the
RPS.

 
(b) While medical facilities are recognised as part of the social infrastructure of Auckland,

their location relies on following the spatial objectives of the Special Purpose-Healthcare
Facility and Hospital Zone.  The subject site does not achieve those objectives or policies.

 
(c) The Special Purpose – Healthcare Facility and Hospital Zone (the “Hospital Zone”) is

inappropriate for the subject sites because the sites and their locality do not meet the zone
description, objectives or policies found in Chapter H25.1, .2 or .3.  Overall the location
and scale of the built outcome derived from PC21 undermines the integrity of the
Hospital Zone.

 
(d) The subject site lies within an established area of residential zoned land with the Gillies

Ave part of the site covered by an overlay which seeks  to retain and manage the special
character values of this part of Epsom, integrated as it is with the eastern side of Mt Eden.
 The purpose of the overlay is described in Chapter D18 of the AUP.  PC 21 undermines
the integrity of the Special Character Overlay by introducing a land use which is contrary
in all respects to the heritage and special character purpose of the overlay.

 
(e) PC 21 has potential adverse effects on neighbouring properties and the locality arising

from the potential intensity of development, the incompatibility of built form
relationships contemplated by PC 21, the proposed reduction in required parking for the
private hospital and the requirement for blasting to achieve underground parking.
Together, these actual and cumulative adverse effects confirm that the locality of PC 21 is
unsuitable.

 
(f) Adverse effects from PC 21 also include the undermining and degradation of the

residential and character heritage environment of the subject site and its vicinity as well
as the urban amenity considered and protected by the integration of the Single House
Zone and the Special Character Overlay in this location.

 
(g) The urban form depicted by the operative land use zone pattern covering the subject site

and the surrounding neighbourhood firmly indicates the intention of low scale residential
development consistent with the Special Character Overlay which covers part of the
subject site and the neighbourhood.  PC 21 is contrary to the integrity and purpose of the
operative land use pattern and urban design outcomes represented by the operative land
use zones.

(h) PC 21 incorporates three special character residential buildings which front Gillies
Avenue. These dwellings are included for the purpose of demolition and removal to allow
the expansion of the private hospital facilities.  The loss of these special character
dwellings is inconsistent with the purpose of the Special Character Overlay specifically
placed over this part of Gillies Avenue and the adjoining hinterland to the west for the
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purpose of heritage protection imposed through the RPS and implemented through the
Special Character area provisions of the AUP district plan provisions.

 
(i) PC 21 has failed to protect the substantial trees over the subject area which contribute

important landscape and vegetation amenity to the neighbourhood and is recognized in
the Special Character Overlay.

 
(j) Overall, PC21 has failed to provide the necessary justification required under s.32 of the

Act to create the extent of change and modification to the operative planning provisions
covering the subject area and the adjoining neighbourhood.  In particular –

i. the evaluation of the objectives of PC 21 to achieve the purpose of the Act is
inadequate,

ii. the appropriateness of PC 21 to achieve the relevant objectives having
examined alternatives, assessed the efficiency and effectiveness of the
proposal to achieve those objectives is not provided , and

iii. the summary of the reasons for deciding on PC 21 as the correct course of
action does not follow the instruction of s32 RMA, and

iiii. it has not been demonstrated that the objectives of the applicant cannot be
met in appropriately zoned areas of the City.

 
(k) The serious failure to address the requirements of s.32 RMA has fundamentally flawed the

ability for PC 21 to be considered and assessed under the Act.

 
(l) Accordingly, the failure to meet the requirements of s.32 RMA confirms that PC 21 is

contrary to the purpose of the Act as set out in Part 2, in particular, it does not provide for
the sustainable management of the urban environment of the subject site and the
neighbourhood required by s5 RMA.  For these reasons PC 21 fails to meet the purpose
of the Act and accordingly cannot proceed.
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