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Introduction

Gladstone Primary School Board of Trustees (Appellant) appeals against
a decision of Auckland Council (Respondent) in respect of Private Plan
Change 94 (Plan Change) to the Auckland Unitary Plan 2016 (Operative
in Part) (AUP) (Decision).

The Appellant, being Board of Trustees, is a Crown Entity under s 7(10(d)
of the Crown Entities Act 2004. Boards of Trustees have a stewardship
role that involves planning for, and acting in, the interests of the school
and its community. The Gladstone Board of Trustees consists of the
Principal (automatically), one staff representative and five elected parent
representatives. Its primary role is governing the school and, under s 127
of the Education and Training Act 2020, the Board’s objectives (relevant
to this appeal) include ensuring that every student at the school is able to
attain their highest possible standard in educational achievement and that
the school is a physically and emotionally safe place for all students and
staff.

The Appellant is not a trade competitor for the purposes of section 308D
of the RMA.

The Appellant made a submission (No 20) and further submissions on the

Plan Change.

Notice of the Decision was received by the Appellant on or about
27 March 2025.

The Respondent notified the Decision on 27 March 2025. The final day
for filing appeals is 13 May 2025.

The Decision approves the Plan Change to rezone parts of the former

Unitec Campus located in the suburb of Mt Albert to from Special Purpose



Tertiary Zone (SPTZ) to Business-Mixed Use Zone (BMU) and
Residential Mixed Housing Urban Zone (MHU) and to revise the Wairaka
Precinct (Precinct) provisions to provide for the redevelopment of the
Precinct for intensive residential apartment development from 27m (eight

storeys) to 72m (20 storeys) high.
The Decision was made by the Respondent.
The Appellant appeals the following parts of the Decision:

(a)  Rezoning parts of the former Unitec Campus to from SPTZ to
BMU and MHU without the inclusion of provisions to mitigate the
effects of the rezoning on Gladstone Primary School (Gladstone
Primary).

(b)  Open space plans and provisions.

() Increased height limits and the removal of height reductions and

setbacks from Carrington Road.

(d)  Traffic and parking provisions (including management of

construction traffic).

(e) Notification provisions.

Gladstone Primary School

10.

11.

12.

13.

Gladstone Primary is a year 0-6 contributing primary school with

approximately 850 students.

Gladstone Primary is located at 8 Seaview Terrace and occupies most of
the block between Seaview Terrace, Carrington Road, Fifth Avenue, and
Monaghan Avenue / Grant Street.

Gladstone Primary is directly opposite land proposed to be rezoned from
SPTZ to BMU by the Plan Change.

The Carrington Road school entrance and an entrance to a staff car park is
directly opposite the land proposed to be rezoned from SPTZ to BMU by
the Plan Change.



14.

15.

16.

17.

Gladstone Primary’s physical layout includes play areas and the school

swimming pool along the boundary with Carrington Road.

The school buildings are generally one to two stories (anything higher than
two stories is generally not favoured for primary school students for
operational reasons). and set out spaciously with gardens, plazas,

playground areas and fields.

Gladstone Primary has a broad and diverse education outside the
classroom (EOTC) programme.  Excursions within the local area

surrounding the school are a key component of the EOTC programme.

The Unitec campus has featured prominently in the EOTC programme
with features such as the Wairaka Stream, native vegetation and habitats,
mature trees and birdlife, artificial wetlands, waahi tapu natural springs,
memorial gardens, and the mahi whenua gardens and food forest providing

rich educative opportunities.

Reasons

18.

The reasons for the appeal are that:

@ The Decision failed to properly take into account the presence of
Gladstone Primary, its operational requirements or the concerns
raised (and amendments sought) by the Appellant in its original or

further submissions or its evidence presented at the hearing.

(b) In particular the Decision:

Open space and pressure on school grounds

(i) Failed to secure that a sufficient amount of open space and
recreational facilities will be delivered to mitigate the
effects of the removal of open space and recreational
facilities within the Precinct or to meet the needs of the
increased population that will be accommodated within the

high intensity built form enabled by the Plan Change.



(ii)

Failed to properly consider the adverse effects in relation to
open space and recreation on Gladstone Primary, in
particular the pressure that this approach places on the

school grounds.

Privacy shading and dominance

(iii)

Removed building setbacks and increased the height limits
along Carrington Road in the vicinity of the school and,
failed to consider or address potential privacy, dominance,
and shading effects on the Gladstone Primary grounds

(particularly in relation to the school swimming pool area).

Traffic and parking safety issues

(iv)

(v)

Failed to adequately consider and address the two main
concerns in relation to traffic safety raised by the Appellant

being:

(A) That overflow parking from future residential
development will park on surrounding residential
streets, including those around the Gladstone
Primary and near school entrances exacerbating

school gate congestion and safety issues; and

(B) Construction traffic (including heavy vehicles) using
the streets around the school where children cross

local roads on their journey to and from school.

Failed to consider or include the specific relief sought by
the Appellant at the hearing to address its concerns in
relation to parking management and construction traffic

being:
(A) That the Parking Management Plan must:

e Assess the potential for adverse effects that may
arise form insufficient provision for on-site

parking, including “Adverse effects that would



(B)

(€)

arise from displaced parking demand occurring
on the streets used by Gladstone Primary
students, staff and families to travel to and
access the school (including Woodward Road,
Seaview Terrace, Fifth Avenue and Fontenoy

Street).”

Include “measures to ensure that such overflow
parking is avoided the streets used by Gladstone
Primary students, staff and families to travel to
and access the school (including Woodward
Road, Seaview Terrace, Fifth Avenue and
Fontenoy Street). ”

Construction traffic (including contractors’ vehicles)

for future development occurring in the Precinct be

required to:

Use Unitec Gate 1 only to enter or exit the site.

Exit from Unitec Gate 1 by turning left (i.e.

towards Pt Chevalier) only.

Enter Unitec Gate one only by turning right from

(i.e. towards Pt Chevalier) only.

Not travel on local roads off Carrington Road
surrounding or used extensively by students
travelling to school including Woodward Road,
Seaview Terrace, Fifth Avenue and Fontenoy
Street.

If resource consent applications are received that

provide for construction traffic contrary to the (a)

above then Gladstone Primary is considered an

adversely affected party and be notified accordingly.



Notification / provision of written comments

(©)

Relief sought

(vij  Failed to consider the Appellant’s request that Gladstone
Primary be recognised as a key stakeholder in future
development in the vicinity of the school and that Gladstone

Primary:

(A) be considered an affected party and must be notified
of any future applications for consent to build new

buildings along Carrington Road; and

(B) be recorded in the PC 94 provisions as a potentially
affected party the purpose of the Fast Track
Approvals Act 2024.

In the absence of the relief sought by the Appellant to address the

concerns in this appeal, the Plan Change:

(i) will not promote or be consistent with the purpose and
principles of the Act;

(ii) will not be appropriate in terms of s 32 of the Act;

(iii) will not be consistent with and give effect to the relevant

national and regional planning instruments; and

(iv)  will enable the generation of significant adverse effects on

the environment and on Gladstone Primary.

2. The Appellant seeks the following relief:

(@)

(b)

That unless the Plan Change is amended to address the concerns
raised in this appeal and in the Appellant’s original submission and

further submission, then the Plan Change be declined.

Such other orders, relief or other consequential amendments as is
considered appropriate and necessary by the Court to address the

concerns set out in this appeal.



(© Costs of and incidental to the appeal.
Documents
3. The Appellant attaches the following documents to this notice of appeal:

@ A copy of the Appellant's original submission and further

submission on the Plan Change (Annexure A).
(b) A copy of the Decision (Annexure B).

(©) A list of names and addresses of persons to be served with a copy

of this notice of appeal (Annexure C).

Dated: 12 May 2025

Dave Shadbolt
Principal
on behalf of GLADSTONE PRIMARY SCHOOL BOARD OF TRUSTEES

Address for service

The address for service of the appellant is 8 Seaview Terrace, Mt Albert,
Auckland 1025. Documents for service on the appellant may be left at that
address for service or may be emailed to daves@gladstone.school.nz



mailto:gladstoneboardoftrustees@gladstone.school.nz

Advice to recipients of copy of notice of appeal
How to become party to proceedings

1. You may be a party to the appeal if you made a submission or a further submission on
the matter of this appeal.

2. To become a party to the appeal, you must:

(a) within 15 working days after the period for lodging a notice of appeal ends,
lodge a notice of your wish to be a party to the proceedings (in form 33) with
the Environment Court and serve copies of your notice on the relevant local
authority and the appellant; and

(b)  within 20 working days after the period for lodging a notice of appeal ends,
serve copies of your notice on all other parties.

3. Your right to be a party to the proceedings in the court may be limited by the trade
competition provisions in section 274(1) and Part 11A of the Act.

4. You may apply to the Environment Court under section 281 of the Act for a waiver of
the above timing or service requirements (see form 38).

How to obtain copies of documents relating to appeal

5. The copy of this notice served on you does not have attached a copy of the appellant’s
submission and the decision (or part of the decision) appealed. These documents may
be obtained, on request, from the appellant.

Advice

6. If you have any questions about this notice, contact the Environment Court in
Auckland, Wellington, or Christchurch.



ANNEXURE A

Copies of the Appellant’s original submission and further submissions on the Plan
Change



Te Kura Tuatahi a

Gladstone

Primary School

8 Seaview Terrace

Mt Albert, Auckland 1025
Phone 09 846 9744

Email info@gladstone.school.nz

Web www.gladstone.school.nz

SUBMISSION ON PRIVATE PLAN CHANGE 94 (WAIRAKA
PRECINCT) TO THE AUCKLAND UNITARY PLAN (OPERATIVE
IN PART)

Clause 6 of First Schedule, Resource Management Act 1991

TO: Auckland Council,

By Email: unitaryplan@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

SUBMITTER: GLADSTONE PRIMARY SCHOOL BOARD OF TRUSTEES
(Gladstone Primary) at the address for service set out
above.

Introduction

1. This is a submission on Private Plan Change 94 to the Auckland Unitary Plan (Operative
in Part) (AUP), requested by the Ministry of Housing and Urban Development (MHUD),
(the Plan Change).

2. The Plan Change proposes to rezone parts of the former Unitec Campus to from Special
Purpose Tertiary Zone to Business-Mixed Use Zone (BMU) and Residential Mixed
Housing Urban Zone (MHU) and to revise the Wairaka Precinct (Precinct) provisions.

3. Gladstone Primary opposes the Plan Change to the extent that it could enable
development that would adversely affect the school and the school community.

4. Gladstone Primary could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this
submission and in any event is directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of
the submission that (a) adversely affects the environment; and (b) does not relate to
trade competition or the effects of trade competition.

5. The reasons for the submission are that, unless amended to address the concerns
raised in this submission the Plan Change, as notified:

(a) Is contrary to the sustainable management of natural and physical
resources does not amount to or promote the efficient use and
development of resources, and is otherwise contrary to the purpose and
principles in Part 2 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA).

(b) Is inconsistent with objectives, policies and other provisions in the AUP
and other relevant planning instruments.

(o) Does not warrant approval in terms of section 32 of the RMA.
(d) Will enable the generation of significant adverse effects on the

environment including on the social well-being of the existing community
and the proposed community.
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Gladstone Primary School

Location and Community

6.

7.

8.

10.

11.

Gladstone Primary is a year 0-6 primary school, with approximately 830 students and
72 staff.

The school is located at 8 Seaview Terrace and occupies most of the block between
Seaview Terrace, Carrington Road, Fifth Avenue, and Monaghan Avenue / Grant Street.
Gladstone Primary is directly opposite land proposed to be rezoned by the Plan Change.

The school zone excludes the Precinct to the west of Carrington Road. However, a
considerable part of the school’s catchment draws from south of the Precinct (as shown

below) and these students and families walk, cycle and scoot through the Precinct to
and from school.

O

MOUN

L~

The Precinct is zoned for Waterview Primary. So, future children living in the Precinct
will therefore not have a right to attend Gladstone Primary. That said, Gladstone
Primary wishes to understand what provision will be made for educational facilities in
the Precinct and considers that this should be confirmed in the Plan Change.

Gladstone Primary does not have capacity to cater for out of zone enrolment as the
school needs to give priority to students in its home zone. Rapid intensification within
the Gladstone Primary home zone is underway.

Gladstone Primary school regularly accepts enrolments from students in new
apartment buildings within its home zone. Further significant intensification is
proposed through Plan Change 78 to the AUP.

Travel and traffic safety management

12.

Gladstone Primary has three entrances, Seaview Terrace, Carrington Road and
Monaghan Avenue. The Carrington Road gate is directly opposite the land proposed
to be rezoned by the Plan Change. There is also an entrance to a staff car park directly
opposite the land proposed to be rezoned.



13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

A key safety concern for the Board is managing congestion at school entrances at
morning drop off and afternoon pick up peak times. Gladstone Primary actively
manages the day to-day safety at crossings on Seaview Terrace and Carrington Road.
The Carrington Road crossing is consistently busy at drop off and collection times and
safe crossing requires active management from staff on crossing duty.

Gladstone Primary communicates with the school community about road safety around
school entrances on a regular and consistent basis. Students are allowed on school
ground 30 minutes before the morning bell, which helps to spread congestion over the
morning drop-off period. But congestion remains a challenge, particularly in bad
weather as a large number of students are dropped off or picked up by caregivers using
private vehicles.

Gladstone Primary seeks to reduce school gate congestion, improve safety around
crossings, and encourage more trips to school by walking, cycling, and scooting rather
than use of car. The school provides bike and scooter facilities and encourages walking
to and from school (where it is safe to do so and with age-appropriate supervision).
In general, many children and families can be seen walking to and from school on the
streets surrounding the school. Gladstone Primary School was the first school in New
Zealand to begin a walking school bus programme in 2001. Gladstone currently has
three walking school buses. One travels along Woodward Road and depends upon safe
crossing of Carrington Road. The route of another walking school bus is threatened by
the proposed closure of the Lloyd Ave level rail crossing without installing a grade
separated replacement.

Gladstone Primary wishes to ensure that there will be sufficient safe cycleways and
pedestrian to enable the school community to the south of the Precinct to access the
school and that these will remain available during construction periods. Lack of
pedestrian and cycle access results in increased private vehicle trips which has the
potential to exacerbate safety and congestion issues at the school gates.

The Board is concerned that by enabling development accommodating an unknown
number of people, but potentially 12,000 people (i.e. a suburb the size of Mt Albert
but in a far more concentrated area) that the Plan Change will have significant traffic
safety effects on the surrounding road network that will not be mitigated by the
proposed Carrington Road upgrade.

Education outside the classroom

18.

19.

20.

Gladstone Primary has a broad and diverse education outside the classroom (EOTC)
programme. Excursions within the local area surrounding the school are a key
component of the EOTC programme and are interwoven with other curriculum areas
such as the study of Aotearoa New Zealand’s local histories, natural sciences and
physical education.

The Unitec campus has featured prominently in the EOTC programme with features
such as the Wairaka Stream, native vegetation and habitats, mature trees and birdlife,
artificial wetlands, waahi tapu natural springs, memorial gardens, and the mahi
whenua gardens and food forest providing rich educative opportunities across a variety
of curriculum areas. The former Blues training ground hosted school athletics days
and cross-country.

Open space within the Precinct is needed not just to serve the needs of the future
population of the Precinct but also to serve the surrounding community (that is also
proposed to be heavily intensified). There is limited opportunity to provide additional
open space in the already developed Albert Eden Local Board area.



21.Gladstone Primary supports increasing the amount of open space beyond that
proposed in the Plan Change. With residential development now proposed closer to
the school, ideally open space would be located close to and easily accessible from the
school grounds and would serve a variety of purposes (including sports fields for active
recreation).

Built form

22. Gladstone Primary’s physical layout includes play areas and the school swimming pool
along the boundary with Carrington Road.

23.The Board is concerned with the potential privacy, dominance and shading effects of
the increased height proposed by the Plan Change.

24.Gladstone Primary considers that it would be preferable for new buildings along
Carrington Road near the school to be set further back from the road and have reduced
heights.

Amendments to Plan Change 94

25.Gladstone Primary considers that the if the Plan Change is to proceed it needs to
be amended to:

(a) Require comprehensive master planning of the Precinct prior to
development that identifies the location of all proposed future public and
private educational facilities that are required to serve the educational
needs of the Precinct.

(b) Reduce the adverse traffic effects on Carrington Road and the local road
network surrounding Gladstone Primary, including by:

i. integrating the Precinct with the public transport network; and

ii. retaining the existing, and providing for additional, indicative walking
connections through the southern part of the Precinct.

(o) Increase the amount of open space required in the Precinct and protect
features of the natural environment with educative value located within
the Precinct so that the Precinct meets the needs of:

i. the existing community; and

ii. all future residents of the Precinct and the surrounding urban
environments.

(d) Locate additional open space in the southern portion of the Precinct and
ensure that it is accessible from Carrington Road.

(e) Provide for a range of variety of types of open space within the Precinct
including sports fields for active recreation.

(f) Secure the provision of land for public open space by rezoning land for
public space (as opposed to only notating on a Precinct plan).

(g) Provide for building setbacks and reduce the height limits for new
Buildings along Carrington Road in the vicinity of the school to address
potential privacy, dominance, and shading effects.



(h) Provide that Gladstone Primary is an affected party and must be notified
of any future applications for consent to build new buildings along
Carrington Road.

Next Steps

26. Gladstone Primary seeks that if the Plan Change is allowed then amendments are made
to address the concerns in this submission.

27.Gladstone Primary wishes to be heard in support of its submission. If other parties
make a similar submission, Gladstone Primary would consider presenting a joint case
with them at any hearing.

28. The Board considers that Gladstone Primary is a key community stakeholder in relation
to development proposals in the area surrounding the school land and would be pleased
to meet with MHUD representatives to discuss this submission further.

Yours faithfully
Gladstone Primary School Board of Trustees

Dave Shadbolt
Principal



Te Kura Tuatahi a

Gladstone

Primary School

8 Seaview Terrace

Mt Albert, Auckland 1025
Phone 09 846 9744

Email info@gladstone.school.nz

Web www.gladstone.school.nz

FURTHER SUBMISSION ON PRIVATE PLAN CHANGE 94 (WAIRAKA
PRECINCT) TO THE AUCKLAND UNITARY PLAN (OPERATIVE IN
PART)

Clause 8 of the First Schedule

TO: Auckland Council,
By Email: unitaryplan@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
SUBMITTER: GLADSTONE PRIMARY SCHOOL BOARD OF

TRUSTEES (GLADSTONE PRIMARY) at the address for
service set out above.

1. Gladstone Primary is a year 0-6 primary school, located at 8 Seaview
Terrace and is directly opposite land proposed to be rezoned by the
Plan Change. Gladstone Primary made a submission, Submission No.
20, on Proposed Private Plan Change 94 (Wairaka Precinct) to the
Auckland Unitary Plan Operative in Part. Accordingly, Gladstone
Primary represents a relevant aspect of the public interest and is a
person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the

interest the general public has.

2. Gladstone Primary makes further submissions in opposition to, or in
support of, the relief sought in the primary submissions of other

Submitter as set out in Attachment 1.

3. Where submissions are supported or opposed, it is to the extent that
it is consistent with the relief sought by Gladstone Primary in their
primary submission. The specific parts of the submission supported
or opposed are addressed, and the specific reasons for Gladstone

Primary’s position are set out in Attachment 1.

4. The general reasons for this further submission are:

(a) In the case of submissions opposed, the submissions do not

promote the sustainable management of natural and physical
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resources and are otherwise inconsistent with the purpose and
principles of the Act; and rejecting the relief sought in the
submissions would more fully serve the statutory purpose than

would implementing that relief.

(b) In the case of those submissions supported, the submissions
promote the sustainable management of natural and physical
resources and are consistent with the purpose and principles of
the Act; and allowing the relief sought would more fully serve

the statutory purpose than would disallowing that relief.

5. Gladstone Primary wishes to be heard in support of this further
submission.
6. If other parties make similar submissions, Gladstone Primary would

consider presenting a joint case with them at any hearing.
DATED 12 May 2025

Gladstone Primary School Board of Trustees

Dave Shadbolt
Principal



Attachment 1: Further submission details

Further Submission Details

Details of original submission that further submission is being made on

Details of further submission

Original submitter Submission Original Relief sought as stated in the summary of submissions Support Reasons for support or opposition
number submitter or
position oppose
Waterview School 226.1 Opposes Seeks a "Special Purposes- School Zone" to facilitate a new Support | Zoning would provide certainty as to the location and
primary school on the site. provision of educational facilities in the Precinct.
Auckland Transport | 40.2 Supports AT should not fund and implement a residents only parking zone Support | Adverse effects of insufficient parking need to be
with - this should be managed by the applicant. Refer to Attachment internalized within the Precinct without affecting the
amendments | for details. surrounding road network and community.

40.3 Seeks that discrepancies in the ITA traffic model be addressed Support | Funding and delivery of adequate infrastructure needs
through alignment with modelling for AT's Carrington Road to be co-ordinated to ensure it is in place prior to
upgrading project. development.

40.4 Amend the ITA to reflect agreements on intersection upgrades Support | Funding and delivery of adequate infrastructure needs
and expand Rule 1224.9 to capture this matter. to be co-ordinated to ensure it is in place prior to

development.

40.5 Seeks amendments to refer to the Northwestern Shared Path in Oppose | The distances and topography in the precinct mean that
the Precinct Description and that public transport will occur on provision for public transport within the Precinct is
the edge of the site (Carrington Road). required not just connections to surrounding areas.

40.7 Amend Policy 19 'Pedestrian and cycle access, street quality and Support | Improvements to these matters are required to achieve
safety'. Refer to Attachment 1 good quality outcomes.
for details.

40.10 Supports deletion of references to an internal bus node Oppose The distances and topography in the Precinct mean that
provision for public transport within the Precinct is
required not just connections to surrounding areas.

40.12 Supports proposed amendments to 1334.6 Standards, particularly | Oppose Increased set backs and reduced heights on Carrington
1334.6.6(3) set back standard on Carrington Road, 1334.6.8(2) Road required to mitigate effects on surrounding
deletion of bus node references and 1334.6.3 road run off. environment. Provision for public transport within the

Precinct required.
Ministry of 230.1 Seeks Amend Objective 3 on the basis that the development needs to Support | Provision for educational facilities is required to achieve
Education Amendments | be supported by education facilities (not just tertiary education the objectives of the NPS UD.

facilities).
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Copy of the Decision

10



Auckland
Council __"_

Te Kaunihera o Tamaki Makaurau m

Decision following the hearing of a Private Plan
Change to the Auckland Unitary Plan under the
Resource Management Act 1991

Private Plan Change 94 - Wairaka Precinct on
Carrington Road, Mt Albert

Ministry of Housing and Urban Development

18 March 2025

Private Plan Change 94 - Wairaka Precinct on Carrington Road, Mt Albert 1



TABLE OF CONTENTS

TIRO WHANUI | OVERVIEW ...ttt eae e 4
KUPU WHAKATAKI | INTRODUGCTION ......cciiiiiiiiieiiieee et e e 8
TIRO WHANUI O TE PANONI HOAHOA TUMATAITI ME TONA TAKE | OVERVIEW OF
THE PRIVATE PLAN CHANGE AND ITS PURPOSE ........oooiiiiiiieieeeee e 8
NGA KUPU TURE ME NGA HERENGA | STATUTORY PROVISIONS AND
REQUIREMENTS ..ottt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e asssneaeeeeaeeeaanns 10
NGA MEA HATEPE | PROCEDURAL MATTERS ......oouiiieeeece e 11
EXPErt CONTEIENCING ...vvviiiiiiiiiiiii e a e e s e e e e s e e e e e e e e e eeaeeas 11
EXpert WIitNESSES EXCUSEA ... uuuiiiiiiiiiiiii e a e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eens 11
=T TS B0 1= o 1o o - TR 12
B =T o= 1 =TT o [ 13
NGA KAUPAPA | TOPICS ...ttt eae e 13
HOKAITANGA | SCOPE ...ttt eteeteeae e e 14
Overview and legal prinCIpleS...........coooiiiiiiii 14
Protection of additional trees, heritage buildings and ecological features..................... 15
Financial CONTIDULION ..........uueiie e e e e e 18
DiscusSion and fINAINGS ..o 19
NGA WHAIWHAKAARO MAORI | CULTURAL CONSIDERATIONS .......cccoveeeeieeeeenee 20
OVEIVIBW ... 20
Relevance of Treaty settlement context and cultural economic aspirations to statutory
FrAMEBWOTK ...ttt e e e e e e st e e e e e e e e e e s eeeeeeeeeeeeaans 21
(=T o T Lo B =T o1 R 26
Other provisions referencing Mana Whenua.......................cccc 30
TUKANGA NGA AHOAHO | OPEN SPACE ......ooouieteeeeeeeeeeeeee e 32
OVEIVIBW ...ttt ettt e e e e e ettt e e e e e e e e et ee et eeaeeeaaannssseeeeeaaeeeeeannnnsnseeeanaeeeaans 32
OpeEN SPACE CONEXL ... 32
/=Y i o Te [o] (o T Y2 34
NPS-UD @nd RPS ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s neeeaaaens 40
ProvisSion Of OPEN SPACE ......uuuuiiiiiiiiii e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aeeaeas 42
HORANUKU ME TE TAONE ORA | LANDSCAPE AND URBAN DESIGN...................... 49
VA LT (o] g =T o T I o] = =T (= 49
[ TUT] o g T =1 o o | O 53
HEIGNT ArEa 1 ettt e e e e e 53
L [ o ] o | = TS 57
Height Area 4 — Building Height on Carrington Road ..o 58
U0 0] ] T T 1= 62
SANCLUAIY GArdEN ...t e e e e e e e e e e e e e 63
MOMO WAKA | TRANSPORT ..ottt e e e e s e e e e e e e s e nnneneaeeeeeeeeeannnes 64
e q 0= YT =Y o Tt TR 64

Private Plan Change 94 - Wairaka Precinct on Carrington Road, Mt Albert 2



HANGANGA MO TE WAI ME TE WAI PARA | WATER AND WASTEWATER

INFRASTRUGCTURE ...ttt e e e e e e e s e e e e e e e e e e enssraeeeeeaaeeaaanns 73
Evidence and SUDMISSIONS ........uuuuuiiiiiii e 73
DiscusSion and fINAINGS. ...t 75

TE WHATU ORA | HEALTH NZ ...ttt e e e 76

NGA MEA TOHE-KORE | MATTERS NOT IN CONTENTION ........ccooovviiiiieeieceeeeeeee. 77
DiscusSioN and fINAINGS......uuuuuiiiiiiiii e n e e e e e e e e e e e e e aeas 77

NGA MEA MAHERE | PLANNING MATTERS ......coiiieieeee e 77
Evidence, discussion and fiNdINGS ...........uuuuuiuiiii e 78

NGA WHAKATAUNGA MO NGA TAPAETANGA | DECISIONS ON SUBMISSIONS...... 82

WHAKATAUNGA | DECISION ... .ottt e e e e e e ee e e e e e e e e e 83

Private Plan Change 94 - Wairaka Precinct on Carrington Road, Mt Albert 3



TIRO WHANUI | OVERVIEW

Proposed Private Plan Change 94 (PC94) relates to the Wairaka Precinct (Precinct) on
Carrington Road, Mount Albert. Parts of the current Special Purpose - Tertiary Education
Zone, Special Purpose — Healthcare Facility and Hospital Zone and Terrace Housing and
Apartment Buildings Zone are proposed to be rezoned to the adjoining Business - Mixed
Use Zone.

A further strip of land is to be rezoned from Special Purpose - Tertiary Education to
Residential - Mixed Housing Urban, adjoining existing land with that zoning in the southern
part of the Precinct.

A revised Precinct plan and revised Precinct provisions are also proposed, with the
principal change sought being to allow for greater height for residential buildings.

The application also seeks that the Precinct is renamed Te Auaunga Precinct.

This plan change is Approved. We have largely adopted the Applicant’s Reply Version
Provisions (dated 10 December 2024) but have made the following key changes:

e Precinct description: changes to better align with wording in the Redress Deed;

e Height Area 1: adding a new Policy 14B and amending a related matter of
discretion (1334.8.1(1B) (b) (i) and (ii) to better address design matters for the
proposed taller buildings;

e Height Area 1: amendments to matter of discretion 1334.8.1(1B) (b) (i) and (ii) to
better address the relationship of the proposed taller buildings with the Oakley
Hospital Main Building;

e Height Area 2: increase height of Area 2 from 27m to 35m and increase Area 2
to also include the residual strip of Height Area 4 to the west of the consented
site RC3 (i.e., the area between roads 1 and 2);

e Height Area 4: extend Height Area 2 to include part of Height Area 4 north of

Gate 3 adjacent to the Carrington Road frontage, to enable a 35m height in
conjunction with a proposed 6m setback for development over 27m in height;

e Special Information Requirement: addition of a requirement for a parking impact
assessment in 1334.9;

e Precinct Plan 1: inclusion of an indicative cycleway at the western end of the
main Oakley Main Hospital building; and

e Precinct Plan 3: changes to address the increase in height and spatial area
covered for Height Area 2 and an increase in height adjacent to the Carrington
Road frontage.

The reasons for our decision are set out in the sections that follow.

Private Plan Change: 94 - Wairaka Precinct on Carrington Road, Mt Albert

Applicant: Ministry of Housing and Urban Development | Te TlGapapa
Kura Kainga (HUD or the Applicant)

Hearing Monday 18, Tuesday 19, Wednesday 20, Thursday 21 and
Friday 22 November 2024
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Hearing Panel (Panel):

Greg Hill (Chairperson)

Gavin Lister

Vicki Morrison-Shaw

Councillor Chris Darby (as a commissioner)’

Appearances:

For the Applicant:

In Person

e Francelle Lupis and Rachel Murdoch, Legal Counsel
John Duthie and lan Smallburn, Planning — Strategic
Overview

Hannah McGregor, Corporate

Rachel de Lambert, Landscape and Visual

Matthew Riley, Urban Design

Geoff Canham, Open Space

Adam Wild, Heritage

Donald McKenzie, Transport — Strategic Overview
Max Robitzch, Transport

On Call

e Philip Jaggard, Infrastructure (Stormwater, Water,
Wastewater)

Paul Farrelly, Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Ross Paterson, Geotechnical

Philip Ware, Contamination

Tim Heath, Economics

Jason Smith, Ecology

Trevor Lee Joe, Transport Modelling

For the Albert-Eden Local Board:

¢ Kendyl Smith, Chair
¢ Margi Watson, Deputy Chair
e Vanessa Wilkinson, Planning consultant

For the Submitters:

Te Akitai Waiohua Investment Trust, Te Akitai Waiohua
Waka Taua Incorporated and Ashley Rainsford for
Waiohua Tamaki Ropld (Waiohua)

e Mat Peters
e Billy Brown

Health New Zealand Te Whatu Ora — Waitemata (Health
NZ)

e Craig McGarr

Nga Ringa o Te Auaunga - Friends of Oakley Creek
e Wendy John

' This decision does not further reference to “Councillor” Chris Darby.
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Auckland Transport

e Marguerite Pearson
e Terry Church

Deborah Yates-Forlong

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (HNZPT)
e Robin Byron

Gardens4Health
e Alice Nicholls

Trevor Keith Crosby and Sanctuary Community Organic
Garden Mahi Whenua Inc.

e Trevor Crosby

Te Tawera Hapu of Ngati Awa
e Gael Baldock

Springleigh Residents Association
e Hiltrud Griger

Mt Albert Residents Association (MARA)
e Chris Judd

Open Space for Future Aucklanders Incorporated
(OSFFA)

e Joanna Beresford, Legal Counsel

Jocelyn Noble, Committee Member

Rosalie Forbes, Member

Lisa Truttman, Heritage - Penman House
Ross Sandford, Community Member
Maylene Barrett, Open Space and Planning

Kerry Stuart Francis

School of Architecture, Unitec Te Pikenga (Unitec)
e Susan Wake

Gladstone Primary School Board of Trustees

¢ Dave Shadbolt, Principal
e Joanna Beresford, Board Member

The Tree Council
e Dr Mels Barton

Private Plan Change 94 - Wairaka Precinct on Carrington Road, Mt Albert




NZ Notable Trees Trust and Garden Design Society of
New Zealand

¢ Penny Cliffin

Watercare Services Limited (Watercare)

¢ Kirsty Dibley, Legal Counsel
¢ Andrew Deutschle, Corporate
¢ Richard Peterson, Planning

Geoffrey Beresford

Waiohua
e Te Warena Taua (with Te Reo interpreter Tane
Karamaina)

Marutiahu Ropd and Ockham Group Limited

e Paul Majurey, Legal Counsel
e Peter Kensington, Landscape
¢ Richard Knott, Urban Design
¢ Jethro Joffe, Planning

For Auckland Council:

In Person

¢ Diana Hartley and Anne Buchanan, Legal Counsel

e Peter Reaburn, Reporting Planner

e Celia Davison, Manager Central South Planning and
Resource Consents Department

e Clare Wall Shaw, Team Lead Central South Planning

and Resource Consents Department

Stephen Brown, Landscape

Alistair Ray, Urban Design

Dr Roja Tafaroji, Open Space

Andrew Temperley, Transport

Robert Greenaway, Open Space

On Call

e Carolyn O'Neil, Heritage

o Treffery Barnett, Freshwater Ecology
e Chris Wedding, Terrestrial Ecology

e Christy Reynolds, Arborist

e Susan Fairgray, Economics

Chayla Walker, Kaitohutohu Whakawatanga, Hearings
Advisor

Tabled evidence

Fire and Emergency New Zealand
Ministry of Education | Te Tahuhu o Matauranga

Hearing adjourned

Friday 22 November 2024

Commissioners’ site visit

Thursday 31 October 2024
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KUPU WHAKATAKI | INTRODUCTION

1.

This decision is made on behalf of the Auckland Council (Council) by Independent
Hearing Commissioners Greg Hill (Chairperson), Gavin Lister, and Vicki Morrison-
Shaw, and Commissioner Chris Darby, appointed and acting under delegated
authority under sections 34 and 34A of the Resource Management Act 1991
(RMA).

We have been given delegated authority by the Council to make a decision on
PC94 to the Auckland Unitary Plan Operative in Part (AUP).

PC94 was publicly notified on 16 November 2023 following a feedback process
involving Iwi Authorities, as required by Clause 4A of Schedule 1 of the RMA.
Notification involved a public notice as well as letters to directly affected
landowners and occupiers alerting them to the plan change.

The submission closing date was 2 February 2024. A summary of submissions
was notified for further submissions on 18 April 2024. A total of 231 submissions
and 15 further submissions were made on PC94.

TIRO WHANUI O TE PANONI HOAHOA TUMATAITI ME TONA TAKE | OVERVIEW OF
THE PRIVATE PLAN CHANGE AND ITS PURPOSE

5.

PC94 was described in detail in the Application and section 42A hearing report
(s.42A Report). A summary of key components of the plan change is set out
below.

The existing Wairaka Precinct covers a 64.5 hectare (ha) block of land contained
by Carrington Road, the North Western Motorway, Te Auaunga /Oakley Creek and
a series of side roads and properties in the Woodward Road corridor in the south.

The application is by HUD, and is supported by three Ropu, representing 13
iwi/hapa:

e Marutiahu Ropi: comprising Ngati Maru, Ngati Paoa, Ngati Tamatera,
Ngati Whanaunga and Te Patukirikiri;

o Ngati Whatua Ropl: comprising Ngati Whatua o Kaipara, Ngati Whatua
Orakei, and Te Rananga o Ngati Whatua; and

e Waiohua-Tamaki Ropu: comprising Ngai Tai ki Tamaki, Ngati Tamaoho,
Ngati Te Ata, Te Akitai Waiohua and Te Kawerau a Maki;

who together, are leading the development of the Precinct.

As set out in HUD’s Opening Legal Submissions:?

2
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Broadly, HUD’s Plan Change request seeks to enable the anticipated
development of the land within the Precinct under its Treaty redress
obligations to Nga Mana Whenua o Tamaki Makaurau. As HUD is
facilitating the delivery of this land for housing, it has taken the role of
the Applicant in this process in order to coordinate planning outcomes
across the land held for housing.

9. PC94 takes account of, but excludes, the Mason Clinic site. The Mason Clinic site
was the subject of Private Plan Change 75: Mason Clinic (PC75) which is now
operative.

10. The current Precinct is characterised by five separate land uses and / or ownership
interests:

the 13.39ha Mount Albert Unitec campus, used as a tertiary education
institute;

the 6ha Mason Clinic forensic mental health hospital operated by Te
Whatu Ora (subject to PC75);

the 2.5ha Taylors Laundry site, being a specialist industrial unit currently
under leaseback to HUD, but which in the medium term will be included in
the Ropl housing development;

the 4.4ha of land largely vacant but zoned for residential development and
owned by the Ngati Whatua Orakei commercial subsidiary, Whai Rawa;
and

land purchased by the Crown/HUD from Unitec under the “Land for
Housing” programme, to be sold to the three Ropl as commercial redress
as part of their Treaty Settlements for them to undertake intensive housing
development within the Precinct, which includes the Taylor's Laundry site
above and in total is 39.6752ha.

11. As set out in the Application, there are six key elements of PC94:

rezoning of land acquired by HUD from Unitec from ‘Special Purpose:
Tertiary Education’ zone to Business Mixed-Use Zone (BMU) with the
land primarily intended for residential development, but enabling a mix of
ancillary activities to create an integrated community;

proposed amendments to the Precinct provisions to promote Maori
economic development as a key objective for the Precinct;

identification of areas within the Precinct where additional height can be
accommodated. This will enable the Precinct to deliver a higher yield than
might otherwise occur in the underlying zone, therefore contributing to the
Council’s growth strategy, as well as more variety in urban form;
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12.

in areas where higher buildings are allowed, additional development
controls around wind, separation of buildings, and the maximum
dimension of floor plates are introduced;

detailed design criteria to ensure all buildings, and particularly the higher
buildings, achieve a high quality of design and functionality; and

proposed amendments to the Precinct provisions to equitably redistribute
retail provision within the Precinct (excluding Sub-Precinct A — the Mason
Clinic) due to the redistribution of land from Special Purpose: Tertiary
Education to zoning that enables housing development. The same overall
retail cap is maintained.

In terms of density and population, HUD noted that:3

There is already a considerable level of development enabled within the
Precinct. In particular, the Precinct provides for an anticipated yield of
approximately 2,500 dwellings and 1,000 specialist accommodation units,
providing a population of approximately 8,200 people.

The development enabled by PC94 was assessed at enabling between
4,000 to 4,500 dwellings (an increase of between 500 to 1,000) and a
population of approximately 11,200 to 12,600 people (an increase of
3,000 to 4,400).

NGA KUPU TURE ME NGA HERENGA | STATUTORY PROVISIONS AND
REQUIREMENTS

13.

14.

15.

16.

The RMA sets out a range of matters that must be addressed when considering a
plan change, as identified in the s.32 report accompanying the notified plan
change, and as summarised in Appendix A to HUD’s Opening Legal Submissions.

We also note that s.32 clarifies that analysis of efficiency and effectiveness is to be
at a level of detail that corresponds to the scale and significance of the
environmental, economic, social and cultural effects that are anticipated from the
implementation of the proposal.

Having considered the application documents and evidence, we are satisfied,
overall, that PC94 has been developed in accordance with the relevant statutory
and policy matters required by the RMA. Accordingly, the rest of this decision
addresses the substantive resource management issues and whether PC94 meets
the RMA'’s purpose as set out in section 5 of that Act.

Clause 10 of Schedule 1 requires that this decision must include the reasons for
accepting or rejecting the submissions (primary and further) made to PC94. We
have grouped all of the submissions in terms of topics set out in this decision
report, and while all individual submissions and points may not be expressly

3

PC94 Application, Volume 1, Attachment 1A, at p.140.
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17.

18.

referred to, all points have nevertheless been taken into account when making our
decision.

The decision must also include a further evaluation of any proposed changes to the
plan change arising from submissions; with that evaluation to be undertaken in
accordance with s.32AA.

With regard to s.32AA, we note that the evidence presented by the Applicant,
Submitters and Council effectively represents this assessment, and that the
amended Precinct provisions should be read alongside this decision where we
have determined that a change to PC94 was required.

NGA MEA HATEPE | PROCEDURAL MATTERS

19.

20.

21.

22.

Expert conferencing

We directed expert conferencing. It was undertaken for the following topics:
e heritage;
e open space;
e urban design and landscape; and
e transport.

The expert conferencing resulted in four Joint Witness Statements (JWS) which we
have taken into account in making our decision. These statements were also
addressed in the evidence of a number of the experts who appeared before us. We
address the JWS further in the relevant hearing topic sections below.

We wish to thank those experts who participated in the expert conferencing
sessions.

Expert withesses excused

On 5 November 2024, following our review of the evidence, we issued Direction#4
excusing the following expert withesses from appearing:

Applicant
e Paul Farrelly — Greenhouse gas emissions
e Ross Paterson — Geotechnical
e  Phillip Ware — Contamination
e Tim Heath — Economics
e Philip Jaggard — Stormwater

e Jason Smith — Ecology
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e Trevor Lee-Joe - Transport modelling

Equivalent Experts for the Council

o Treffery Barnett, Freshwater Ecology
e Chris Wedding, Terrestrial Ecology
e Susan Fairgray, Economics

Equivalent Experts for Submitters

. None — all attended.

23. While we had no questions for these witnesses and they were excused from
attending, we carefully considered their evidence and have placed reliance on it for
those matters which were not in contention, which we discuss in a separate section
later below.

Panel directions

24. During the course of the PC94 hearing process, we issued seven Directions.
These related to:

¢ hearing and evidence exchange dates (Direction#1);

e HUD filing an update to PC94 and the Council’s s.42A Report
(Direction#2);

e expert conferencing (Direction#3);
e excusing expert witnesses (Direction#4);
e expert transport conferencing (Direction#5);

e accepting a statement from Ngati Whatua Orakei Whai Rawa Ltd after the
hearing was adjourned (Direction#6); and

e reply evidence (Direction#7).

25. We wish to record our appreciation to the Applicant, Council, submitters and their
respective experts and counsel for the constructive and timely manner in which
they responded to the Directions.

Private Plan Change 94 - Wairaka Precinct on Carrington Road, Mt Albert 12



The Local Board

26. The Albert/Eden Local Board (Local Board) presented to us.

27. The Local Board’s concerns were set out in the s.42A Report* and in the material
on its presentation. In summary, the matters raised by the Local Board included:

concerns about the inadequacy of provision for open space;

opposition to increased height, including due to amenity effects and
additional height not being necessary to meet strategic objectives;

concerns about the need to ensure there are sufficient community,
recreational and social facilities;

concerns about pressure on schools;

a concern that additional re-zoning to BMU as proposed has the potential
to result in adverse effects on the economic viability of the Point Chevalier
and Mt Albert Business Town Centres;

seeking better amenity outcomes including through the introduction of the
daylight, private open space and landscape standards of the Residential —
Terrace Housing and Apartment Buildings Zone;

seeking a masterplan;

seeking all developments be assessed by the Auckland Council Urban
Design Panel,

seeking no additional potential to connect the southern streets outside the
Precinct to development within the Precinct; and

seeking further protection of historic heritage buildings and structures.

NGA KAUPAPA | TOPICS

28. A number of issues arose during the course of the hearing process that we needed
to determine. We have grouped these into the following nine topic areas, and
address them in turn below:

scope;
cultural considerations;
open space;

landscape and urban design;

4 Section 42A Report, at [21] and [222].
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e transport;

e water and wastewater infrastructure;
e Health NZ;

e matters not in contention; and

e planning matters.

HOKAITANGA | SCOPE

29. In terms of scope, a number of issues were raised both in the evidence and in
submissions made during the hearing. While we elected to hear submissions on
these matters at the same time as the substantive issues, as the resolution of
scope matters affects whether a merits consideration is required, we set out our
discussion on the issues here. Due to the overlap in scope issues we have
consolidated our findings into one section at the end of this part.

Overview and legal principles

30. The four scope issues raised related to requests by the Council and/or submitters
for:®

(a) additional trees to be subject to specific protections under the AUP;

(b) additional heritage buildings to be subject to heritage protections under the
AUP;

(c) protection of the Sanctuary Mahi Whenua gardens and/or additional
protections for other ecological features of the site; and

(d) the inclusion of a financial contribution rule for open space.

31. The legal principles relevant to determining whether a submission is “on” a plan
change are well settled, and were not contested by any party. These principles
were described by the High Court in both the Clearwater and Motor Machinist
cases as comprising the following two tests or limbs:®

(a) whether the submission addresses the change to the status quo advanced
by the plan change; and

(b) whether there is a real risk that persons potentially affected by such a
change have been denied an effective opportunity to participate in the plan
change process.

5 As summarised in the HUD Opening Legal Submissions, at [3.6]; and HUD Reply Submissions, at [2.6].
6 Clearwater Resorts Limited v Christchurch City Council, HC Christchurch AP34/02, 14 March 2003; and
Palmerston North City Council v Motor Machinists [2013] NZHC 1290.
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32. Where the contest arose was in relation to the breadth of the plan change, (which
we have addressed in part above), and the application of the tests to the
particular circumstances of PC94.

Protection of additional trees, heritage buildings and ecological features

33. HUD, in its Opening Legal Submissions, submitted that there was no scope to
change the protections applying to existing trees, heritage buildings and ecological
features within PC94, or to include additional trees, buildings or features as that
relief fails both limbs of the Motor Machinists tests and is not “on” the plan change.
In summary, this was because:”

(a) The operative management regime for these resources is not addressed or
otherwise altered by the Plan Change. In particular PC94:

i. was explicit that it did not propose to alter the AUP protections
currently afforded to the existing heritage building or identified trees
on the Site;

ii. did not identify any new buildings or trees to be subject to those
protections; and

iii. did not propose any changes to the way in which the AUP
addresses ecological features.

(b) Neither the operative Precinct or AUP generally reference the Sanctuary
Mahi Whenua Gardens or provide for their protection in any way, and that
status quo remains unaltered by PC94.

(c) PC94 is not a full plan review, and nor does it bring about a “sweeping
change” to the planning framework which applies to the site, or the AUP
generally:

i. the proposed rezoning is an extension of operative zones over
approximately 16% of the site;

ii. outside of Height Areas 1 and 2, and along the Carrington Road
frontage, the permitted building heights remain largely unchanged;

iii. while amendments are proposed to Precinct objectives and policies,
the core directions remain intact; and

iv. the Precinct continues to provide for other key activities within the
Site, being the Mason Clinic, Unitec and Taylor’s Laundry.

(d) There is a real risk that persons affected by a change in the extent or
nature of protections afforded to trees, buildings or gardens, would be
denied an effective opportunity to participate as:

7 HUD Opening Legal Submissions, at [3.10]-[3.27].
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i. Unitec, the owner of the land on which a number of the proposed
additional buildings and trees are located, is not a submitter; and

ii. the Plan Change as notified was explicit that those features were
not being addressed, and therefore amendments to the
management of those features is not an outcome that Unitec, or any
other person, should be expected to reasonably contemplate as
being a potential outcome of the submission and hearing process.

(e) The Environment Court decisions in Patterson Pitts and East Harbour are
relevant authorities that support the conclusion that a person reading the
plan change would not have apprehended that those features could be
affected, and to allow the changes, would disenfranchise such persons.8

34. HUD concluded that if the Council considered changes were required to the
management regime of these features, or that new features should be included,
the appropriate process was for Council to promulgate a separate Schedule 1 plan
change.®

35. In response, the Council submitted that such changes were “on” the plan change
as: "0

(a) PC94 proposed “sweeping changes” within the Precinct, including much
greater intensification and development areas that have implications for
effects;

(b) submissions have “fairly and reasonably raised” resource management
concerns regarding the need for further protection of heritage buildings and
trees in light of the greater intensification that PC94 would enable; and

(c) the matters of national importance in s.6 of the RMA that decision makers
must recognise and provide for include the protection of significant indigenous
vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous fauna as well as the
protection of historic heritage from inappropriate subdivision, use and
development.

36. OSFFA made similar submissions in support of these matters being within scope.
In particular, OSFFA submitted that:""

(a) In terms of the legal framework:

i. asubmission point that was not included in the s.32 analysis but
should have been, is not out of scope (as per the Environment
Court decision in Bluehaven);'?

8  Paterson Pitts Limited Partnership v Dunedin City Council [2022] NZEnvC 234, at [102] and [105]; and
East Harbour Environmental Association v Upper Hutt City Council [2016] NZEnvC 224, at [16].

9 HUD Legal Submissions, at [3.26].

10 Council Legal Submissions, at [33]-[35].

" OSFFA Legal Submissions, at [14]-[40].

2. Bluehaven Management Limited v Rotorua District Council & Bay of Plenty District Council [2016] NZEnvC
191, at [36]-[39].
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37.

38.

(b)

(c)

(d)
(e)

ii. the s.32 report does not purport to “fix the final frame” of the plan
change (as per the High Court decision in Albany North);'3

iii. the purpose of a plan change must be apprehended from its
provisions;'* and

iv. the actual status quo of the plan change must be determined by
reference to the nature and context of the notified change.

The changes PC94 proposes to the Precinct are not minor amendments
or tweaks to isolated provisions in the Precinct but instead are a “rewrite”
of the district planning rulebook or management regime for the Precinct
and as such, PC94 is more akin to a plan review for the Precinct.

Tree, ecological and heritage protections are part of the management
regime that PC94 seeks to rewrite, and strengthening these protections:

i. to mitigate the adverse effects of more intense development would
reduce (not extend) the development enabled by PC94; and

ii. is required to address the changes to the status quo (including
zoning) sought by HUD.

All landowners had the right to file submissions or further submissions.

PC94 proposes a fundamental change in zoning (from tertiary education
to BMU) which squarely places the question of the appropriate zone on
the table — with the choice of zone potentially including residential or open
space.

OSFFA also submitted that if we found there was no scope for the inclusion of the

changes that they sought, the only option available to us would be to decline PC94
given its deficiencies.®

In its Reply Submissions, HUD maintained its position on scope and further

submitted that:'”

(a) Albany North is not relevant as PC94 is not a full plan review, applies only to

the Precinct, and is limited in that it largely retains the roading network and
access points, and does not:

i. introduce any new zones;
ii. change the location or functions of any of the sub-Precincts;

ii. affect the height of the majority of the Precinct; or

13
14
15
16
17

Albany North Landowners v Auckland Council [2017] NZHC 138, at [132].

Auckland Plan Change 78 Independent Hearing Panel Interim Guidance, 12 June 2023.
Auckland Plan Change 82 Decision, 16 February 2024, at [21].

OSFFA Legal Submissions, at [41].

HUD Reply Legal Submissions, at [2.2]-[2.3].
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iv. change the vast majority of activities provided for within the
Precinct.

(b) The absence of a s.32 analysis while not fixing the final frame of the plan
change, will be highly relevant to determining scope.

(c) There is no suggestion that the s.32 analysis is deficient, submissions
seeking additional protections are a “major alteration” to the objectives of
PC94 and not a reasonably foreseeable outcome.

(d) Natural justice issues are not cured by the opportunity to make a further
submission.

39. HUD also submitted that irrespective of scope, there was insufficient information
for us to make a decision on the appropriateness (or otherwise) of protecting those
features, in the absence of: 18

(a) clear analysis of how that protection is able to mitigate an adverse effect
(such as an increase in height opportunity);

(b) a full s.32 cost benefit analysis; and
(c) the input of one of the affected landowners, Unitec.

Financial contribution

40. Ms Barrett, the open space expert for OSFFA, recommended the inclusion of a rule
within the Precinct that would enable a financial contribution to be taken for open
space.® This issue was not addressed in OSFFA'’s legal submissions but was
addressed orally at the hearing by both Ms Barrett and counsel for OSFFA, Ms
Beresford.

41. While Ms Barrett acknowledged that the OSFFA submission did not mention the
inclusion of a financial contribution rule, she noted that the AUP includes provisions
which allow for such contributions to be taken in certain precincts, although this
Precinct was not currently listed as one of those. Ms Beresford added that, as the
purpose of such a contribution was to mitigate the adverse effects of development
enabled by PC94, it could be considered within scope on that basis.

42. In oral comments at the hearing, counsel for the Council (Ms Hartley) explained
why the Council disagreed that a financial contribution rule could be introduced into
the Precinct via this Plan Change. In summary:2°

(a) the question of additional open space is different from the issue of available
funding mechanisms;

8 HUD Reply Submissions, at [2.4].
9 Summary Evidence of Maylene Barrett, 20 November 2024, at [54]-[55].
20 Council Oral Submissions, 22 November 2024.
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43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

(b) there are requirements under the Local Government Act 2002 (LGA)
regarding the adoption of funding and financial policies, which include both
development and financial contribution policies;

(c) any change to introduce a financial contribution would also necessitate a
change to the development contributions policy; and

(d) there are also likely to be scope issues in terms of the Motor Machinist and
Clearwater tests.

Ms Lupis addressed this issue in the HUD Reply Submissions. She agreed with the
Council’s view and noted that neither OSFFA nor any other submitter had sought
such relief in their submissions. Ms Lupis also noted that the existing financial
contribution provisions in the AUP are rollover ‘legacy’ provisions with development
contributions having superseded them as the preferred method for levying for open
space funding.

Discussion and findings

We agree that the approach to scope is well settled and is set out in the Clearwater
and Motor Machinist cases. We are also cognisant that in determining the scope of
a particular plan change, the nature and context of the plan change is relevant.

We consider that the Council and OSFFA’s categorisations of PC94 as making
“sweeping” changes and amounting to an effective “rewrite” of the rule book
respectively, are not borne out by a close analysis of the nature of the changes.
While we accept that the changes to some aspects of the Precinct could be
categorised as extensive, there are, as HUD submits, large parts of the Precinct
provisions that are retained or only subject to consequential tweaks. We accept
HUD’s submission that PC94 is not equivalent to a full plan review of the Precinct,
and consider HUD’s categorisation of the plan change (which we have summarised
earlier) is a more accurate reflection of the nature and extent of the changes that
PC94 proposes.

In terms of the specific changes sought, we consider that all four requests fail both
limbs of the Clearwater/Motor Machinist tests. The first three issues (trees, heritage
buildings and ecological features) for the reasons given by HUD (and summarised
by us above at paragraphs 33, 34, 38 and 39), and the fourth (financial
contribution) issue for the reasons given by the Council and HUD (as summarised
by us at paragraphs 42 and 43). We find accordingly.

We also accept HUD’s submission that notwithstanding matters of scope, there is
insufficient information to determine the appropriateness of the additional tree,
heritage and ecological features and provisions, given the lack of a s.32
assessment and the lack of input from all affected landowners. We consider this
criticism is well made, particularly given the potential flow on effects that the
additional protections could have on achieving the objectives of PC94 and the
ability to appropriately address other important Part 2 matters (such as cultural
considerations). We consider this criticism (regarding a lack of information and
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49.

views) also holds true for the financial contribution rule request, as no wording was
provided for the rule and no s.32 assessment undertaken.

In summary, we find that there is neither scope nor sufficient information to
consider the four requests (for additional tree, heritage building, ecological feature
protection and financial contribution provisions) and accordingly, these
submissions are rejected.

As we have found that there is no scope for these matters, we do not address them
further in the remainder of this decision. This includes:

e the evidence from the Dr Barton and Ms Cliffin, who criticised, as they saw
it, the Applicant’s minimal effort in identifying and protecting trees and
other heritage assets; and

e evidence in relation to heritage issues and values, other than where we
address these matters under the heading “Horanuku Me Te Taone Ora |
Landscape and Urban Design’.

NGA WHAIWHAKAARO MAORI | CULTURAL CONSIDERATIONS

50.

51.

Overview

Cultural considerations feature prominently in this plan change. This is because the
Crown-owned land within the Precinct is being transferred to the three Ropi as
commercial redress in accordance with the Crown’s Treaty redress obligations to
Mana Whenua under Nga Mana Whenua o Tamaki Makaurau Collective Redress
Deed 2012 (Redress Deed) and Nga Mana Whenua o Tamaki Makaurau Act 2014
(Redress Act). Accordingly, while HUD is nominally the Applicant for this Plan
Change, it has brought this application to enable the development anticipated by
the Crown’s redress obligations.?’

A unique feature of this plan change is that it is supported by the three Ropa, which
as noted, comprise 13 different Mana Whenua groups. Te Warena Taua, the
Executive Chair of Te Kawerau lwi Tribal Authority and Settlement Trust, explained
the significance of this unity and of the development opportunity as follows:?2

This development on the Unitec site represents a significant
milestone, not only for Te Kawerau & Maki but also for the wider
Waiohua Tamaki collective, Ngati Whatua collective and the
Marutiaahu Collective. This is the first time in History that multiple
related groups have come together to support a commercial
development of this magnitude. This is Historic and must progress.
The significance of this unity cannot be overstated - this collaboration
is both historic and future-focused, setting a precedent for collective
economic prosperity that will enhance the wellbeing of our peoples.

21 HUD Opening Legal Submissions, at [1.2]-[1.3].
22 Summary Statement of Te Warena Taua, 21 November 2024, at [12].
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52. Rewa Brown, the Chair of Ngai Tai ki Tamaki, outlined how the approach to
development is underpinned by key matapono (principles) and uara (values)
including manaakitanga, kaitiakitanga, whanaungatanga and kotahitanga. He also
described the development as an “exemplar of Kotahitanga, having agreed shared
values and principles within the development area”.??

53. Mr Majurey, who appeared for the MarutGahu Ropid and Ockham Group, explained
how whanaungatanga and mana motuhake were paramount to the Ropu. He noted
that this was a “taonga project’, where Ropd, supported by independent advice,
were able to apply a matauranga Maori design lens to ensure quality homes and
appropriate open space outcomes. In support of the latter point, Mr Majurey
provided us with a draft of “Te Kukiinga Waka Cultural Masterplan”, as it relates to
open space. This illustrated how the approach to open space had been
conceptualised as a waka, drawing on five key open space themes,?* to provide a
site specific cultural response to the nature, layout and proposed uses of the open
spaces (refer excerpt below):

MAUNGARONGO TE HAUMI NGA HOE TE PAEWAI
Northern Open Space Central Open Space Woodland Open Space Southern Open Space

WELCOMING TO EVERYONE WELCOMING TO EVERYONE CONNECTION WITH TE TAIAQ CONNECTION WITH WAI
GATHERING SPACE GATHERING SPACES CONNECTION WITH EACH OTHER WAI MAORI | WAI PARU
HEALING AND RESPITE CONNECTION WITH TE TAIAQ MAHINGA KAl | RESOUCES EDUCATION AND LEARNING
SENSORY PLAY CONNECTION WITH EACH OTHER RONGOA | KAl | WHAIHANGA | TOI CONTEMPLATION
CONNECTION WITH TE TAIAQ DIVERSE AND INCLUSIVE FOOD FOR PEOPLE MAHI TOI
CONNECTION WITH EACH OTHER FITNESS, PLAY AND RECREATION FOOD FOR FAUNA WAYFINDING
CONNECTION TO THE MAUNGA COMMUNITY AMENITIES HEALING AND RESPITE
CONNECTION TO THE MOANA ATEA AND WANANGA MARA HUPARA
SENSORY WALK SPACE FOR WAHINE

INCLUSIVE

54. With that brief introduction we now turn to the specific cultural issues that arose,
namely:

(a) the relevance of the Treaty Settlement context and cultural economic
aspirations to the statutory framework;

(b) the appropriate name for the Precinct; and

(c) references to Mana Whenua relationship with the area in other PC94
provisions.

Relevance of Treaty settlement context and cultural economic aspirations to
statutory framework

55. The Treaty Settlement context (which we outlined at the start of this section) was
not addressed in HUD’s Opening Legal Submissions, and accordingly those
submissions did not address the relevance of that context to the statutory

28 Summary Statement of Rewa Brown, 19 November 2024, at [5] and [7].

24 The draft Masterplan stated the open spaces themes as comprising: Te Taha Hinengaro (Mental &
Emotional), Te Taha Wairua (Spiritual), Te Taha Tinana (Physical) Whenua (Land / Roots), Te Taha
Whanau (Family & Social); and showed them intersecting to deliver healthy thriving communities.
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56.

57.

framework and our decision-making functions.?> We raised the treaty settlement
context at an early stage of the hearing so that any party who wished to address us
on that issue could do so.

Mr Beresford, a civillcommercial litigator and Partner at Beresford Law, who
appeared for himself, submitted that:26

(a) while the Redress Deed and the Redress Act were “clearly hugely significant
for the governance of Auckland’, they had limited relevance to our decision
under the RMA, and it is impossible to see from what’s been presented what
the Deed, and, the Redress Deed and Redress Act actually add;”

(b) “there is a tendency for critical thinking to be suspended when Treaty issues
are on the table, and this is why, the Treaty is not a magic wand right, and my
point is that if there are adverse effects, the fact that there is going to be
redress and that’s commercial redress land doesn’t trump the RMA process
and the considerations that the Panel has to take on board;”

(c) it was an “over-simplification” and “not entirely correct’ to describe the land as
commercial redress land in the process of being transferred to the Ropd,
because the land could be vested in the Council for reserve;

(d) potentially Council may be obliged to acquire all remaining land in the
Precinct for open space to address regional needs; and

(e) maximising short-term commercial profits did not justify the Ropud going
beyond the level of development provided by the operative AUP when
infrastructure is needed to support the wider population.

OSFFA, while not addressing the Treaty settlement context, made similar
submissions in relation to economic matters. In particular OSFFA submitted:?”

(a) while economic benefits are relevant RMA considerations,?8 the references to
economic development in PC94 (in the Precinct description and Policies 4(e),
10(f) and 12) are unbalanced, and we infer, more aligned with the Fast Track
Approvals Bill approach;

(b) PC94 would tip the balance too far towards commercial return over trying to
obtain good environmental outcomes and a well-functioning urban
environment as required by the National Policy Statement on Urban
Development (NPS-UD); and

(c) the provisions risk an “anything goes” approach being justified on the basis of
a greater commercial return.

25

26

27
28

HUD did however engage in this topic once Mr Majurey had addressed this for the Maruttahu Rdpd, and
clearly addressed the issue in its Reply Submissions.

Written Submission of Mr Beresford, 21 November 2024, at [22]-[23], and [40]-[44]; and Mr Beresford Oral
Submissions, 21 November 2024.

OSFFA Legal Submissions, at [161]-[164].

In terms of the enabling aspect of the sustainable management purpose and the assessment of positive
effects of proposals.
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58.

Mr Majurey, in contrast, submitted that:?°
(a) the Redress Deed and Redress Act are mandatory Part 2 considerations;

(b) the Fast Track Panel’s decision on RC1,3° although arising in a slightly
different statutory context, contains useful guidance on the correct approach
to Treaty considerations at paragraphs 29 to 41(a)-(b), which in summary
state:3!

i. the RMA definition of the Treaty of Waitangi includes Te Tiriti o
Waitangi and therefore both versions apply and should be read to
discern what matapono (principles) should apply;

ii. the Treaty/Te Tiriti gives rise to matapono of:
. tino rangatiratanga;
. kawanatanga;
. houruatanga (partnership);

. whakaaro nui tétahi ki tétahi (mutual recognition and
respect);

. matapopore moroki (active protection);

. te whai hua kotahi me te matatika mana whakahaere (mutual
benefit and the right to development);

. mana taurite (equity);
. te whakatika (redress);

iii. Treaty settlements are an important aspect of the Maori — Crown
relationship necessary to remove outstanding prejudice, prevent
similar prejudice from arising, and to provide a practical settlement
between peoples that achieves a reconciliation in fact;

iv. the Redress Act gives statutory force and recognition to the
Redress Deed, which represents a positive step towards
reconciliation in fact;

v. the Treaty settlement context is important given the requirement
(under the Fast Track Act 2020)3? to act consistently with the
principles of the Treaty and Treaty Settlements;

29
30
31

32

Marutiahu Summary Legal Submissions and Oral Legal Submissions, 22 November 2024.

Being one of the Mana Whenua consented developments forming part of the PC94 site.

While Mr Majurey’s submissions for MarutGahu referred to paragraph 49(a)(b), we have assumed this was
meant to refer to paragraph 41(a)-(b), given the context to which the submission relates.

COVID-19 Recovery (Fast Track Consenting) Act 2020 (Fast Track Act).

Private Plan Change 94 - Wairaka Precinct on Carrington Road, Mt Albert 23



vi. as part of the Settlement arrangements there is an agreement
between Mana Whenua groups that they will not object to/hinder the
development of the Project site;

vii. the relevant objectives and policies in chapters B6 Mana Whenua,
and E21 Treaty Settlement Land of the AUP:

1. require development to be enabled on Maori and Treaty
Settlement land to ensure that these lands and their
associated resources contribute to lifting Maori, social,
cultural and economic wellbeing significantly (B6.2.1, B6.2.2,
B6.4.1 and B6.4.2);

2. recognise that economic activities are necessary to support
the ability for Mana Whenua to use and live on their Treaty
Settlement land — including commercial redress land to
support social and economic development (E21.2.(2));

3. provide for the integration of matauranga Maori into design
aspects;

(c) the land is Treaty Settlement/redress land - the fact that the transfer has not
yet taken place does not change its status — there are contractual
arrangements in place to enable that transfer;

(d) in a Treaty Settlement context, the return of land is most important, the route
by which that is achieved (cultural or commercial redress) less so;

(e) the classification as commercial redress land does not diminish the cultural
value or significance of the land, it simply indicates that where a tribe has to
pay for the land, it needs to achieve a commercial outcome for the tribe as
well as to fund development on the land; and

(f) Part 2 covers both economic and cultural matters with cultural considerations
also incorporating Maori economic development.

59. The Council did not address these issues in their submissions.

60. HUD, in its Reply Submissions, supported the points made by Mr Majurey and
submitted that:33

(a) the land is specifically provided for as commercial redress land in the Redress
Deed and Redress Act;

(b) Part 2 considerations, and how these have been particularised through the
NPS-UD and AUP are relevant:

i. s.6(e) requires the recognition and provision of the relationship of
Maori with their ancestral lands. The nature of that obligation is

33 HUD Reply Submissions, at [2.9]-[2.18].
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(c)

(d)

(e)

(9)

stronger than the directives in sections 7 and 8, and has commonly
been affected by investigating alternative options and methods
which may better “provide for’ the nature of that relationship;

ii. s.8requires that Treaty principles be taken into account. These
principles include active protection, which imposes a positive duty
on the Crown to protect Maori interests and taonga;

iii. Objective 5 and Policy 9 of the NPS-UD require local authorities to
take account of the principles of Te Tiriti o Waitangi in relation to
urban environments;

iv. Chapter B6 of the AUP, which is not limited to Treaty Settlement
land, includes objectives that:

1. recognise and provide for the principles of Te Tiriti o
Waitangi in the sustainable management of natural and
physical resources;

2. direct that Maori economic, social and cultural well-being is
supported; and

3. provide for Mana Whenua to occupy, develop and use their
land within their ancestral rohe;

s.6(e), the NPS-UD and the AUP therefore require specific consideration of
the options before us which would better provide for the relationship of Mana
Whenua with their ancestral land;

similarly (and consistent with a “broad and generous construction”), Te Tiriti
and its principles invite consideration of outcomes that will support active
protection of the Ropa interests in this Site as a source of economic
opportunity;

in Beresford, Bunker & Rouse v Queenstown Lakes District Council** the
Court recognised that s.8 was not just about protection (i.e., for use as a
shield) but could be used to positively enable particular outcomes in an RMA
context;

this Treaty settlement context must shape what it means to promote
sustainable management toward an outcome which will enable the highest
and best use of the site for the Ropa (noting the relevance of this to
considerations of open space and height); and

achieving the RMA’s purpose of promoting sustainable management
therefore invites consideration of an outcome which will best support the
social and economic wellbeing of the Ropi and enable the highest and best
use of the Site for the Ropa.

Private Plan Change 94 - Wairaka Precinct on Carrington Road, Mt Albert
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61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

Discussion and findings

We are not persuaded that the classification of the land as commercial redress is
of “limited relevance”, or that the pursuit of an economic development on the land
by the Ropa is “unbalanced” as submitted to us by Mr Beresford and OSFFA
respectively. Instead, we accept, for the reasons given by Marutiahu and HUD (as
addressed above); that the Treaty settlement context and cultural economic
aspirations are important relevant statutory considerations, being matters of
national importance, which must bear on our decision.

We acknowledge that the analysis in the RC1 decision provided to us by Mr
Majurey arose in a Fast Track Act context, and that the required level of
consideration of Treaty principles is somewhat stronger under that Act (being a
requirement to act consistently with Treaty principles and Treaty settlements).3®
However, the decision is still useful in our view in identifying the importance of the
Treaty settlement context and the recognition and provision for such in the relevant
RMA documents.

We also agree with HUD that:

(a) the Treaty settlement context must shape what it means to give effect to the
sustainable management purpose of the RMA in this plan change; and

(b) the Part 2 Mana Whenua considerations are not just a shield but are also
intended to positively enable particular outcomes.

However, that is not to say that such Mana Whenua considerations automatically
trump all other considerations; nor did the Applicant suggest as much. Indeed,
while the Applicant emphasised the importance of these considerations to our
decision-making role, it also submitted that these aspects are not required to “tip”
the balance in its favour, for open space, building heights, parking and other
considerations. HUD submitted that these other matters, could, and in their view
did, stand on their own in meeting the relevant NPS-UD and AUP objectives.

We discuss the detail of these matters in later sections of this decision. However,
for current purposes, we simply confirm that we accept the general approach to
Part 2 and Mana Whenua considerations outlined above, and have kept these
considerations firmly in mind as we have worked through the other issues arising in
this case.

Precinct name

PC94, as well as proposing changes to the Precinct provisions, also proposed a
change to the Precinct name (and associated references within the AUP), from
Wairaka to “Te Auaunga’.

We understand that the Precinct was named Wairaka at the time the Precinct was
created through the AUP process. However, since that time, and as part of this

35 Fast Track Act, s.6.
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68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

development, all 13 Mana Whenua groups have agreed that the name should be
changed to Te Auaunga.

Te Warena Taua explained that the practice of changing names was a customary
practice mai rano (since time immemorial). He also explained the whakapapa and
rationale for the name Te Auaunga:¢

It’s a name that’s actually was there since time immemorial too, from
our ancestors, didn’t relate just to that river, came all the way through
and is a name that like a canoe you have paddled it right to where it
belongs because it embodies principles, not of the Treaty, sort of, but
of the canoe, the waka, and the lashings here there and everywhere,
so it combines the whole lot of the tribes, bringing it into one. And so,
do we accept it, absolutely, it has been referred back to each of the
groups...

Its name that we can rekindle, because, not so much rekindle, but
appropriate it through our customary rights to the area, because we
all agree, because not one of us agree with the name Owairaka...

It's about recognising and acknowledging the mana of the children
and of the ancestors of mana whenua and that’s why this name
change is supported, so that it all does not get lost in the future.

At the hearing Mr Majurey confirmed that Marutiahu and all the Ropu supported
the name Te Auaunga. He also confirmed support for the korero given by Te
Warena Taua about the name and why the name Wairaka was not supported.3’

Notwithstanding the above, the proposed name change was opposed by some
submitters.38

Mr Beresford opposed the name change in his original written submission to the
hearing. He explained this was on the basis that:

This area is known locally as Unitec. It is easier and more transparent
to use the name known by the public. It is also more practical to use
English as it is difficult for English speakers to pronounce words that
start with 5 vowels. It would most likely lead to the Precinct being
referred to locally as the “Te A” Precinct (much like the common
usage of “K road”) or just as “the Precinct’.

When questioned about this submission at the hearing, Mr Beresford confirmed he
was not opposing a Maori name, but had come to the view that the Wairaka
Precinct was supportable as it was its legal name, was supported by some iwi, the
Wairaka Stream flowed through the Precinct and was fundamental to the Precinct,
whereas his understanding was that Te Auaunga was actually outside the Precinct.

36
37
38

Oral Evidence of Te Warena Taua, 21 November 2024.

MarutGahu Oral Submissions, 22 November 2024.

We acknowledge there were other submitters that opposed the name change in their submissions, but to
avoid repetition have only mentioned those that appeared and expanded on the reasons for their
opposition at the hearing.
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74.

75.

Dr Pouroto Ngaropo of Ngati Awa, Te Tawera Hapd, also opposed the name
change in his written submission on the following basis:

e  Geographical Inaccuracy: Te Auaunga refers to a stream located
near Mount Roskill, distinctly different from the area around
UNITEC and the Wairaka Precinct.

e  Historical Significance: The name Te Auaunga, meaning the
barking of the dogs of Wairaka, is historically tied to an event
involving Wairaka's pet dogs near Mount Roskill, which is
separate from the history and identity of the Wairaka Precinct.

e  Cultural and Ancestral Relevance: The names Te Wai Unuroa o
Wairaka and Te Wai 6 Rakataura, acknowledged for over 900
years, are deeply intertwined with the Ngati Awa iwi's ancestral
and spiritual heritage.

e Nga korero o Ngati Awa- Ancestral History and Whakapapa of
Area.

Dr Ngarop0 was unable to attend the hearing to speak to his submission, but an
appearance was entered for him by Ms Baldock. Ms Baldock, who described
herself as being of Pakeha descent, explained that she had met Mr Ngaropd in
protesting tree removal on Owairaka, and that he had adopted her as his “whangai
sister” at that time. Ms Baldock, who was not a submitter in her own right, spoke
about the stories she had heard about Wairaka and Wairaka’s connection to the
land (although not as mana whenua). Ms Baldock also expressed how for her
personally, she was concerned that the change of name would result in “wiping
women from history”.3°

Te Warena Taua in his written evidence to the hearing responded to the matters
raised by Dr Ngaropd as follows:4°

We challenge the assertions made by Pouroto Ngaropé in his
submission, where he claims interests in this area on behalf of Ngati
Awa. Evidence by way of a press release from Te Rinanga o Ngati
Awa in 2020 makes clear that Ngaropd does not hold the mandate to
represent the iwi he references. While Pouroto is a teina of mine with
ancestral ties to Ngati Pikenga, Te Tawera, and Ngati Marukukere of
Tapuika, his claims regarding the ancestor Wairaka of Mataatua waka
interests in Owairaka are not supported by established historical
boundaries. This area has long been recognised as the part of the
tribal domain of Te Kawerau & Maki and our related kin.

39

For completeness we note that as Ms Baldock is not a submitter to PC94, to the extent she raised
concerns going beyond those raised in Dr Ngaropd’s submission, we are unable to take those concerns

into account.
40 Summary Statement of Te Warena, 21 November 2024, at [11].
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77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

In his oral evidence at the hearing, Mr Taua strongly disagreed with the korero of
Ms Baldock about Wairaka and indicated that the area had in fact been named for
the tGpuna Raka-taura, as Te Wai o Raka.*"

In the original s.42A Report, Mr Reaburn noted that there were submissions both
supporting and opposing the name change, and that he did not make a
recommendation on that issue as he considered we should receive more
information or evidence prior to approving a name change.*? In his Addendum
s.42A Report, Mr Reaburn confirmed that he did not oppose a change of name but
that he maintained his view that this was a matter that needed to be fully heard and
considered by us.*® The Council made no legal submissions on the issue.

HUD acknowledged the opposition of some submitters to the name change, but
noted that: 4

(a) the name change was not opposed by any of the landowners within the
Precinct;

(b) the Council had not adopted the name in its provisions solely because Mr
Reaburn considered it was a matter that needed to be determined by us; and

(c) the Ropu have “an in-depth understanding of the cultural and customary
histories of the Site”, and as they will receive the majority of the Site as Treaty
redress, it is appropriate for the collective view of the Ropi to be reflected.

Discussion and findings

In considering the issue of the appropriate name, we are conscious of the
importance of names (he mana t6 te ingoa). We are also conscious that Objective
B6.3.1 of the AUP seeks that “Mana Whenua values, matauranga and tikanga are
properly reflected and accorded sufficient weight in resource management decision
making”.

We accept, as Te Warena Taua pointed out, that the alignment of all 13 Mana
Whenua groups on this development as a whole, and on the renaming of the
Precinct is significant.4® We also accept that Ngati Awa Te Tawera Hapa are not
mana whenua in this area.

Given the direction in the AUP to accord weight to Mana Whenua evidence and the
direction in Part 2 that it is the relationship of Maori with their “ancestral land’ that
is to be recognised and provided for, we consider those directions would most
appropriately be met by accepting the name change to Te Auaunga. Accordingly,
we have made this change in our version of the provisions attached to this
decision.

41
42
43
44
45

Oral Evidence of Te Warena Taua, 21 November 2024.

s.42A Report, at [350]-[351].

Addendum to s.42A Report, at [7(d)].

HUD Opening Legal Submissions, at [4.113]-[4.115].

Summary Statement of Te Warena Taua, 21 November 2024, at [12].
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Other provisions referencing Mana Whenua

82. In his original submission, Mr Beresford, provided a comprehensive list of concerns
he had with the proposed PC94 provisions, including those of relevance to or
referencing Mana Whenua. These included opposing:46

(a) changing the name of Oakley Creek to Te Auaunga on the basis that it was
not appropriate for the well-known English name to be deleted;

(b) including objectives for the restoration and enhancement of Maori capacity
building and Maori cultural promotion and economic development as in his
view this would discriminate on the basis of race and is contrary to the Bill of
Rights Act 1990; and

(c) objectives 1334.2(10)(f) and 1334.2(12) and policy 1334.3(4)(e) regarding
cultural promotion, economic development and restoration and enhancement
of Maori capacity building, on the basis that this would prioritise the economic
development outcomes of the developer over community outcomes.

83. In response to changes proposed in the s.42A Report and Addendum, Mr
Beresford provided his updated position on specific submission points. Of
relevance to Mana Whenua matters, Mr Beresford sought:#’

(a) changes to paragraph 2 of the Precinct description to:

i. remove reference to the Precinct having been occupied for over a
“millennium” as in his view that was no evidence of occupation for
that length of time;

ii. remove or amend reference to the Precinct forming part of Te
Auaunga basin below Owairaka / Te Ahi ka a Rakataura, as it:

1. indicated subserviency of the Precinct to the most dominant
local geographical feature, and that if such a statement was
required, Mt Albert should instead be used;

2. it was unclear what part of Te Auaunga basin means;

3. itwas unclear how Te Ahi ka a Rakataura related to the
Precinct;

iii. clarify the references to “significant waka portages” and “over
successive generations” as it was unclear what was being referred
to and no timeframe was included; and

(b) amendment of Policy 1334.3(4)(e) to remove reference to “M&ori capacity
building, cultural promotion, and economic development’ as it was quite

46 QOriginal Submission of Geoffrey Beresford, Schedule 1, Issues 2, 7, and 35.
47 Submission of Mr Beresford, 21 November 2024, Schedule 1, at [3]-[5] and [46].
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85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

different from a policy promoting economic development and it was unclear
what effects the proposed wording would have.

In response to a question at the hearing about the nature of the changes sought,
Mr Beresford confirmed that while the historic use of the land should be
acknowledged, it needed to be directly based on evidence, and the Council’s
proposed wording had a bunch of propositions that need to be fleshed
out/substantiated.*?

Discussion and findings

We accept Mr Beresford’s submission that our decision must be based on the
evidence, and his earlier submission (discussed in the Precinct name section
above) that it needs to be made in an RMA framework.

We do not however accept his submission that including provisions regarding
enhancing Maori capacity building and promoting cultural economic development
are inappropriate. We consider, for the reasons given earlier (in the Treaty
settlement context section), that the RMA and the relevant RMA documents (in
particular the NPS-UD and AUP) provide strong directives, which mean it is
appropriate to include such provisions within PC94.

In terms of Mr Beresford’s concerns regarding the evidential base for the wording
of some of the provisions, we had evidence before us from a number of the Mana
Whenua groups indicating their longstanding (mai rand) relationship to the area.
We are also cognisant that the Redress Act and Redress Deed, acknowledge the
relationship of Mana Whenua to the whenua and the cultural values and uses
made of the land over many generations.

We therefore prefer the evidence and submissions of Mana Whenua and the
Applicant on these matters.

We have however closely considered the clarity of the provisions, and whether
they could benefit from some further elucidation. In relation to the portages, we
have determined it is more appropriate to leave the reference generic as the
names of all the portages and their specific locations were not specifically identified
in the material before us.*® We have however changed the reference from
“millennium” to “a long period over many generations” which we consider better
aligns with the Redress Deed. This change is minor, and does not change the
provisions in any substantive way. Accordingly, we do not consider any s.32AA
evaluation is required.

48 Mr Beresford Oral Submissions, 21 November 2024.
49 We note that the Redress Deed specifically included reference to Te To Waka portage, but did not expressly
refer to or name the other waka portages between the east and west coasts.
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TUKANGA NGA AHOAHO | OPEN SPACE

90.

91.

92.

93.

94.

95.

Overview

The provision of open space was one of the more significant areas of contention
between the Applicant, Council experts and some submitters, notably OSFFA. A
significant number of submitters (approximately 53) raised the appropriateness of
open space within the Precinct — mainly in the context of it not being sufficient. In
summary these submissions sought:

e greater provision for open space, with a variety of open space typologies;

¢ that Knoll Open Space (known as Knoll Park) be vested or zoned to
ensure existing trees and the gardens be protected; and

e to specify what proportions of open space are private or public.

For context we first set out below what open space was proposed as part of the
notified PC94. We note that the quantum, location and nature of the open space
(public/private) did not change through the hearing, nor in the Reply Submissions.

We then summarise the experts’ views on ‘methodology’ — i.e., how to determine
the appropriate quantum (and quality)®° of open space in relation to the
development that would be enabled by PC94, and the qualities of that open space.
This includes the various experts’ opinions on the appropriate methodology and
metric to determine an appropriate (essentially) quantum of open space required to
give effect to the NPS-UD and the Regional Policy Statement (RPS).

In this regard, we note that prior to the hearing it was clear there was no
agreement between the parties on what was an appropriate methodology or metric
to be applied to determine an appropriate open space network. Following expert
conferencing (addressed further below) and the hearing, there was still no
agreement on an appropriate methodology or metric. On this basis we determined
that directing further expert conferencing, a possibility posed at the hearing, was
unlikely to result in agreement between the parties.

We then briefly set out the relevant NPS-UD and RPS policies, before turning to
address whether the provision of open space proposed by the Applicant, arising
from the greater urban intensification of the site from PC94, is sufficient, adequate
and/or appropriate.

Open space context

HUD’s application summarises the existing public open space within the Precinct
and the public open space proposed by PC94 as follows:%'

The Te Auaunga Precinct provides for 5.1641ha of public open space land
distributed in the northern, central and southern portions of the precinct. It

50 The experts agreeing that quantum and quality go hand-in-hand, and it not possible to determine one

without the other.

51 Application Materials, Volume 1, Attachment 5, Open Space Assessment, 8 October 2023, at pp.513-514.
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provides an integrated network of open space to serve the new community
that will establish over time within the Te Auaunga precinct area as well as the
adjacent residential area.

The Te Auaunga Precinct also provides an extensive walkway and cycleway
network which provides walking and cycling connections between the open
space areas and to / from the wider urban area.

The existing Wairaka precinct provides for a 3,611m? neighbourhood park to
service ~ 2,500+ dwellings envisaged within the Wairaka Precinct. The
existing provisions also show 7.13ha of “private open space”. This includes
approximately 1.2 ha of Unitec land This is unchanged through this plan
change.

This plan change seeks to establish approximately 4.5ha of public open space
(subject to the Council agreeing to accept the vesting of this land in
accordance with the process set out in the Councils Development Contribution
Policy and Open Space Acquisition Policy) plus an additional ~0.6ha of land
contiguous with public open space which is intended to vest as a stormwater
asset.

The open space provision proposed represents a ratio of approximately 1ha
per 1,000 dwellings.

The provision of public open space for the intended population is appropriate
to service the needs of the new community. The range of open space areas is
intentionally diverse, i.e. to provide for recreational choice for the differing
needs of the community. The proposed open space areas have the potential to
provide for formal playgrounds for different age groups, informal play areas,
passive and informal active recreation (kick-a-ball), picnicking and the like, as
well as amenity planting, and access to an extensive public walkway network.

For completeness, it is recorded that the open space / park / or recreational
facilities associated with the Mason Clinic are all internalised and provided for
private use within that site. Similarly, Unitec provides for the open space and
recreational needs of students within its facility, although obviously the
students, staff and visitors are able to use all the public open space areas
within the precinct and wider local area.

In terms of yield, the analysis provided when the current provisions of the
operative Wairaka Precinct were established identified the potential for 2,500
dwellings plus 1,000 units of student accommodation (with the majority of the
student accommodation being single bedroom, but with some family
accommodation).

The Precinct is estimated at providing for a total of 4,000-4,500 dwellings with
a range of typologies and dwelling configurations anticipated, from 1 to 4
bedroom dwellings. The net uplift therefore varies between 500 and 1,000
dwellings depending on the scenario modelled, although there is a significant
change assumed in the percentage of student accommodation units (i.e. when
Unitec was promoting the plan change) and hence a likely reduction in 1
bedroom units.

In terms of population, the 2,500 dwellings under the Wairaka Precinct and the
4,000-4,500 in Te Auaunga Precinct have been assessed at 2.8 people per
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dwelling. The 1,000 Unitec related accommodation units for students, staff and
post graduate members have been assessed at 1.2 people per dwelling.

Consequently, the Te Auaunga Precinct has a modelled population of 11,200-
12,600 compared to the Wairaka Precinct with an expectation of 8,200.

Open space

Precinct plan 1 as proposed through the plan change provides for a total of
6.1ha of land (including the Unitec land) being set aside for open space, and
stormwater management. This represents 10.5% of the residential land of the
precinct (i.e., excluding the Mason Clinic but including Unitec). This calculation
excludes land required for the finer grained local road / cycle / pedestrian
network, infrastructure, and any communal publicly accessible and / or private
open space that will be provided as part of the further residential development
of the superlots. The existing Precinct plan identifies both public and intended
private open space. This plan change proposal identifies only intended public
open space (subject to Council accepting it).

Considering open space alone, this proposal provides 5.1ha of open space
across the 33.8 ha of the precinct available for residential development,
representing 15% of the land area. This 33.8ha represents all Crown land held
for housing (including the Taylor’s laundry site) plus the land owned by Whai
Rawa as shown in diagram 1. This is all the land available for residential and
mixed-use development. It excludes the Mason Clinic and Unitec sites.

The 4.5ha of the public open space anticipated has a primary recreation
function and a further ~0.6ha is anticipated to be vested with a primary
stormwater function, whilst also affording open space amenity, and as it will be
contiguous with vested open space. As this public open space is proposed to
be vested in the Council, should that be agreed in accordance with Council’s
open space and acquisition policies referenced below, it will be secured in
perpetuity. As noted above, this provision would represent 15% of the precinct
land available for residential development potentially being set aside as public
open space.

[Our emphasis]

Methodology

96. As already noted, this topic was the subject of expert conferencing. In the JWS
(Open Space) the experts, excluding Ms Barrett (for OSFFA), agreed that open
space could include:5?

e open space areas accessible to the public excluding roads but including
pedestrian or cycle links (regardless of ownership);

¢ communal spaces for private use only; and

¢ individual household-scale open spaces (yards, outdoor living spaces,
landscaped areas).%?

52 JWS (Open Space), 1 November 2024.
53 Ms Barrett did not consider that outdoor living spaces should be considered as open space.
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97. However, all experts acknowledged there is no agreed ‘industry’ methodology or
metric to determine the appropriate amount of open space generally; nor within
intensified urban environments such as is proposed by PC94. Furthermore, neither
the RMA and its higher order policy documents such as the NPS-UD), nor any
other local government statute provide explicit direction on the appropriate
quantum or quality of open space that should be provided as part of a development
or within a certain urban area. It was made clear to us that directions on such
matters have generally been left to policy or strategy documents created under the
LGA, many of which have been informed by international guidance, including from
the World Health Organisation. We address these matters further below.

Evidence

98. We received extensive open space expert evidence from:

(a) the Applicant, Mr Canham, who considered that what had been proposed
provided appropriate and sufficient open space to account for the increased
density enabled within the Precinct through PC94;

(b) the Council’'s experts, Mr Greenaway®* and Dr Tafaroji,%® who sought a larger
quantum — essentially an additional neighbourhood park;% and

(c) Ms Barrett for OSFFA, who opined that a much greater amount of public
open space was required, including a suburb park in the order of 5 to 10
ha.%’

Council view and Applicant response

99. For the Council, Mr Greenaway focussed on open space metrics and the range of
open space needs of communities. His conclusion was:5%8

A larger open space provision will far better serve the wellbeing of the new
Wairaka community, and reduce impacts on existing neighbouring suburbs. |
recommend that the figure of 20 m? per household as described in the Local
Government Act 2002 (s203 (1)) and the Auckland Council Contribution Policy
2022 Variation A (s63) is the preferred starting point for a provision metric.
Provision below this level should by justified by exceptional open space
design.

[Our emphasis]

100. Dr Tafaroji focused on the quality of open space areas to be provided, including
against Council’s parks policies, namely:

e Council’s Open Space Provision Policy (2016);

5 An independent parks and recreation expert.

5 Council’'s Senior Parks Planner.

56 We also note that open space matters were also referred to by Mr Brown (landscape) and Mr Ray (urban
design).

57 Summary Statement of Maylene Barrett, 20 November 2024, at [39].

58 Section 42A Report, Volume 3, Appendix 6, Mr Greenaway Review, p.416, at [72].
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e Parks and Open Space Strategic Action Plan (2013);
e Parks and Open Space Acquisition Policy (2013); and
e Albert-Eden Open Space Network Plan (2018).

101. Dr Tafaroji noted that the Open Space Provision Policy sets out provision targets
for different types of open space (recreational and social) across the region and is
intended to give effect to the Council’'s Parks and Open Spaces Strategic Action
Plan.

102. Mr Reaburn stated in the s.42A Report:%°

In consultation with Council’s Open Space Acquisition team Dr Tafaroji agrees
that one more open space as a neighbourhood park is required in order to
create green network across the precinct and the wider area. This park, of
about 5,000m?, would be located between the two proposed Northern Open
Space and Central Open Space areas within Lot 6 of the approved mega lot
subdivision.

103. Mr Canham, in response to the Council’s experts’ view, set out the following in his
evidence:®°

3.4 Auckland Council has a range of policies which seek to resolve and/or
respond to some of these challenges, each with slightly different area of
focus and/or points of emphasis. However, the Strategic Action Plan 2013,
Strategic Asset Management Plan 2015-2025, Provision Policy 2016 and
Auckland Design Manual are key in informing Auckland Council’s
decisions on open space acquisition and design.

3.6 Importantly, while these directions are considered ‘best practice’ and are
Council approved reference points in considering whether open space will
serve its purposes for the current and future community, the ratios,
quantities and provision metrics are not firm thresholds or standards against
which proposals are able to be assessed. They are quiding parameters
and, as with any policy, the directions included in these documents are
often general in nature, meaning that the assessment of open space for a
particular proposal will need to be grounded in the particular
context/circumstances which relate to that proposal.

3.7 In practice, Auckland Council also waits for plan changes and consent
applications to evaluate if and where its open space aspirations can be met.
Auckland Council is not unique in this respect, but it brings an additional set
of challenges in matching proposals with policy.

[Our emphasis]

104. Ms Lupis in her Reply Submissions addressed the extent to which expectations in
terms of the provision of open space are changing, or may need to change, in

59 Section 42A report, Volume 1, at [210].
60 Evidence of Geoff Canham, 17 October 2024, at [3.4], [3.6] and [3.7].
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response to ongoing intensification of (Auckland’s) urban environments. She
submitted:8’

It is clear from the discussion at the hearing that the Council’s open space
reviewers, as well as Ms Barrett and other submitters, have approached the
question of open space from the point of view that regardless of whether future
residents of Auckland live in a highly urban location, or on the suburban or
rural fringes of the city, they should have a similar level of access to outdoor
public open space. While that may be an appropriate starting point for a
greenfield development in a Future Urban or low density zone, an urban area
which is highly suitable for intensification in accordance with the NPS-UD is a
different proposition, and warrants a more modern, considered response.

While it is clear that planned urban built form that responds to the NPS-UD will
result in significant change, for example to building height and scale, and that
those changes are not of themselves adverse, there does not appear to be a
corresponding acknowledgement by Council’s reporting team that our open
spaces will also change and adapt as a result. In our submission, Objective 4,
Policy 1 and Policy 6 of the NPS-UD are instructive on this point. Read
together, they highlight that:

(a) New Zealand’s urban environments are developing and changing in order
to meet the diverse and changing needs of future communities.

(b) Well-functioning urban environments enable the provision of sufficient and
affordable housing, and have good accessibility to open spaces, including
by way of public or active transport — confirming that people can travel to
meet their recreational needs, but remaining silent on the quality or quantity
of open spaces that may meet those needs.

(c) Planned urban built form may result in significant changes to an area, not
simply in terms of the buildings themselves, but to the environment in which
those buildings are located.

(d) That may result in changed amenity expectations for some members of the
community, but that is to be balanced with the benefits of urban
development and the ability to provide increased and varied housing
densities.

OSFFA view and Applicant response

105. Ms Beresford’s legal submissions set out the case for OSFFA. She submitted:%2

PC 94 should not be approved because of the very significant shortfall in the
quantum and quality of open space required to serve the open space and
recreational needs of the projected population of the Precinct. This shortfall
cannot be met by reliance on open spaces within the wider Auckland open
space network or by the Council officers’ proposed running total of area per

61 HUD Reply Submissions, at [2.46]-[2.47].
62 OSFFA Legal Submissions, at [5(b)].
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106.

107.

108.

unit mechanism. This is a standalone matter, which is separate from and
would not be resolved by granting the Society’s other relief that seeks
amendments to PC 94. The Society says that open space issues alone
warrant the decline of PC 94.

Ms Barrett provided expert evidence addressing open space (and other matters). It
was Ms Barrett’s opinion that more open space was required.®® In her summary
statement under the heading Open Space Requirements she stated:%*

Given the increase in population density anticipated by Plan Change 94, the
quality and quantity of open space established under the Wairaka Precinct
warrants re-evaluation. Mr Greenaway and Mr Reaburn have suggested that a
minimum of 20m? of open space per household should be required, translating
to at least 8 hectares for 4,000 homes.

My opinion is that this would be insufficient, and at least the World Health
Organisation minimum area of 9m? per individual or 9ha for a population of
10,000 should be the starting point. The upper level of open space provision of
2.3ha/1,000 people that is the current level of service for the wider Albert-Eden
local board area should also be considered, where for a population of 10,000
people this would be 23ha.

In my view, the existing assessments have not adequately addressed the
necessity for new suburb parks, particularly in light of projected growth.
Moreover, the walking distance standards for assessing park accessibility
should rely on actual routes rather than direct “as the crow flies” distances.
This necessitates a larger suburb park of at least 5 hectares to adequately
serve the high-density development and ensure sufficient provision for the
community, as existing parks like Waterview Reserve and Phyllis Reserve are
likely to become overcrowded. In my view 5ha would be a minimum and a
suburb park of up to 10 ha would be required given the anticipated population
within the Precinct and anticipated population growth surrounding the Precinct.

[Our emphasis]

Ms Barrett went on to address sports and recreational facilities as follows:6°

The Albert-Eden Sport and Active Recreation Facility Plan 2021 (Facility Plan)
highlights a deficiency in current sports provisions across Albert-Eden local
board area. Current metrics show that the Local Board area averages 4.5
playing fields, 6.5 outdoor courts and 2.3 indoor courts per 10,000 people, but
the proposed Plan Change 94 would result in the loss of two playing fields and
six indoor courts, with no plans to replace these facilities.

In response to questions from us, Ms Barrett considered that PC94 needed to
make provision for this scale of playing fields, outdoor and indoor courts. Again, in

63

64
65

Noting at paragraph 5 of that statement that she states, “My opinion remains the same as that set out in
my primary evidence”.

Summary Statement of Maylene Barrett, 20 November 2024, at [37]-[38].

Summary Statement of Maylene Barrett, 20 November 2024, at [41].
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response to questions, it was her opinion that PC94 (and all developments/plan
change proposals) needed to provide for all of their open space and recreational
needs, irrespective of whether these facilities may be used or required regionally.

109. We note that Dr Tafaroji did not support (but did not oppose) Ms Barrett’s position
in relation to a suburb park.

110. In Ms Barrett’'s conclusion she stated:%6

Overall, in my opinion, the Plan Change 94 as proposed should not be
approved as there is insufficient provision for informal and formal active and
recreational open space and facilities for the future population.

The overall area of open space needs to be significantly increased. The
projected future population for the Precinct requires a sports park and
recreation facilities that can provide 4.5 sports fields, 2.3 indoor courts and 6.5
outdoor courts, a destination playground and sufficient neighbourhood parks to
accommodate any further gaps in provision.

[Our emphasis]

111.  Throughout her evidence Ms Barrett highlighted what she considered to be
deficiencies of the Applicant’s s.32 evaluation in relation to open space. These
were that the s.32 evaluation report did not adequately address the issue of the
availability of sufficient open space to provide for the social well-being and health
and safety of the future residents, and was silent on how existing recreation
facilities could meet the needs of future generations.

112.  While Ms Barrett opined that further sports and recreation facilities were necessary
before PC94 could be approved, she did not undertake a s.32 or s.32AA evaluation
as to the costs of providing for this “significantly increased” open space.

113. Ms Lupis responded to Ms Barrett’s evidence in her Reply Submissions as
follows:®”

It remains HUD'’s position that it is not appropriate to provide for these within
the Precinct because:

(a) It is not the responsibility of HUD or the Ropd to address regional
shortages in available recreational facilities or large-scale public open
spaces such as Suburb Parks.

(b) The Council and the Local Board have made it clear that the funding to
acquire land within the Precinct for that purpose is not available.

(c) It remains unclear why the Council and the Local Board expect the Ropu to
carry the financial burden for providing those facilities, particularly when

66 Summary Statement of Maylene Barrett, 20 November 2024, at [300]-[301].
67 HUD Reply Submissions, at [2.44].
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114.

115.

116.

117.

118.

119.

there are options available for addressing those shortfalls within the Albert-
Eden locality — for example, repurposing some of Chamberlain Park.

Discussion and findings

In relation to the matters raised by the Council, we agree with Mr Canham (at
paragraph 103 above), that the Council policies provide guidance but are not
directive, and that “the assessment of open space for a particular proposal will
need to be grounded in the particular context/circumstances which relate to that
proposal.

We note that that the Council documents referenced by Dr Tafaroji pre-date the
NPS-UD with its directives regarding urban growth. Accordingly, those documents
may be ‘out of date’ or less instructive with respect to the requirements or
expectations for open space required or preferred by people who choose to live in
more intensified urban environments.

We therefore prefer Ms Lupis’ submissions on these matters (paragraph 104
above) which highlight that in light of the NPS-UD a “more modern considered
response” is required to open space. In particular, the NPS-UD requires good
accessibility to open space but does not require each development proposal to
cater for every potential recreational need. As Ms Lupis correctly points out,
inherent in the term “good accessibility” is the ability to travel to meet some of
those needs if required.

This conclusion is similarly relevant to the matters raised by OSFFA (and
summarised by us at paragraphs 105-108 and 110-112 above). In particular, we do
not accept Ms Barrett's opinions on the quantum and the nature of the open space
required. To do so would effectively negate most sites from being able to intensify
as envisaged by the NPS-UD. This cannot be right for the reasons set out by the
Applicant. Accordingly, we prefer HUD’s evidence and submissions as to what the
NPS-UD and relevant planning documents require in terms of open space
assessment methodology.

As a final point in this section, we also find that there is a material difference in
terms of open space between the operative Precinct and PC94 — that of public vs
private open space, and that that distinction is material. In the operative Precinct,
the key open space (private) is not, in planning terms, available to meet the open
space needs of the community in accordance with Council’s own policies. The only
public open space provided for in the operative Precinct is a 0.3 ha indicative
Neighbourhood Park. Compared to that operative scenario, the Plan Change would
provide significantly more public open space.

NPS-UD and RPS

It is clear from our findings in the previous section, and agreed by the experts, that
there is no standard or recognised methodology to determine the appropriate
quantum and quantity of open space. Accordingly, we agree (as opined by Mr
Canham - paragraph 103 above) that the assessment of open space needs to be
considered in the particular context/circumstances of this proposal, and_whether
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120.

the quantity/qualities of the open space proposed satisfies the policy direction of
the NPS-UD and the RPS.

We set out the relevant objectives and policies of the NPS-UD and the RPS below,
with our emphasis (underlining) of the particularly salient matters to PC94.

NPS - UD

Policy 1 - Planning decisions contribute to well-functioning urban
environments, which are urban environments that, as a minimum:

(c) have good accessibility for all people between housing, jobs, community
services, natural spaces, and open spaces, including by way of public or active
transport

AUP - RPS
Objective B2.7. Open space and recreation facilities
B2.7.1. Objectives

(1) Recreational needs of people and communities are met through the
provision of a range of quality open spaces and recreation facilities.

B2.7.2 Policy

(1) Enable the development and use of a wide range of open spaces and
recreation facilities to provide a variety of activities, experiences and
functions.

(2) Promote the physical connection of open spaces to enable people and
wildlife to move around efficiently and safely.

(3) Provide a range of open spaces and recreation facilities in locations that
are accessible to people and communities.

(4) Provide open spaces and recreation facilities in areas where there is an
existing or anticipated deficiency.

(5) Enable the development and use of existing and new major recreation
facilities.

(6) Encourage major recreation facilities in locations that are convenient and
accessible to people and communities by a range of transportation modes.

(7) Avoid, remedy or mitigate significant adverse effects of land use or
development on open spaces and recreation facilities.

(8) Avoid, remedy or mitigate significant adverse effects from the use of open
spaces and recreational facilities on nearby residents and communities.

[Our emphasis]

Private Plan Change 94 - Wairaka Precinct on Carrington Road, Mt Albert 41



121.

122.

123.

124.

125.

Provision of open space

Proposed changes (from the operative to the proposed Precinct)

The operative Precinct Plan depicts “key open space (private)’ located in the
centre of the Precinct within and associated with the Unitec campus. It
encompasses features including the central knoll, the upper section of Wairaka
Stream, and the main stormwater pond.

The operative Precinct Plan also depicts the “indicative location of a
neighbourhood park” of approximately 3,000m? (at the intersection or roads 1 and
2). All but the neighbourhood park is indicated as ‘private’ open space.

The proposed Precinct Plan depicts a central open space similar in pattern but
smaller in area compared to the operative Precinct Plan. The proposed Precinct
Plan does not include a neighbourhood park at the intersection of roads 1 and 2,
but adds an area referred to as ‘central open space’ near the intersection of the
spine road (Te Ara Putahi) and road 3 (Te Ara Kokowai — currently known as Farm
Road).

The proposed Precinct Plan also depicts an additional triangular open space in
front of the ‘Oakley Hospital Main Building’ in the north-east corner of the Precinct.
In contrast to the operative Precinct Plan, PC94 proposes that most of the open
space be ‘public’ open space and, subject to Council acceptance of the areas and
a separate acquisition process, be vested as Council reserve.

Proposed changes to the Precinct provisions include:
(a) the addition of Objective 10(ba) that:

An integrated urban environment is created, which; - Ensures a range of
high quality, well located and connected, and suitably sized open spaces
are able to be developed for a range of passive and active recreational
activities commensurate with the intensification and population enabled
within the precinct;

(b) replacement of policy (15) with a new policy 15B to:

Ensure provision of open space, including identified neighbourhood
parks, other areas of open space identified on Precinct plan 1 and
communal open space, that together provide a range of high quality, well
located and connected, and suitably sized open spaces able to be
developed for a range of passive and active recreational activities
commensurate with the intensification and population enabled within the
precinct;

(c) the addition of policy (19A) to: “Ensure a safe and integrated network of
public open spaces”; and

(d) an additional matter of discretion — 1334.8.1 (1A) b (v):
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The extent to which communal or private open space in the Business —
Mixed Use Zone is provided and whether:

(a) private open space provides a functional area and shape
accessible from the primary living area.

(b) communal open space in the form of plaza, podium, balcony or
roof top spaces provides functional areas for the outdoor
enjoyment and/or meeting of residents and their guests.

(c) open space connections linking through the site as part of a
multi-unit development join up with the precinct walkway and
cycleway network, as shown on Precinct Plan 1.

Evidence

126. The concept for the main open spaces in the middle of the Precinct was explained
in Ms de Lambert’s evidence and illustrated by diagrams (see below). The concept
is a network of connected space focused around features such as the Wairaka
Stream, the central treed knoll (‘Knoll Park’), the existing stormwater ponds
(‘Southern Open Space’), a connection to Te Auaunga Stream (‘Oakley Creek’),
and the Oakley Hospital Main Building (‘Northern open space’). The open spaces
are to be integrated with, and connected by, the street network. It is also consistent
with the conceptualisation of these spaces from a cultural perspective as referred
to earlier in the cultural considerations section of our decision.

DIAGRAM 1: WATERWAYS DIAGEAM 2 EXTENDING THE DIAGRAM 3: PUBLIC OPEN SPACE AT
INFLUERCE OF TE AUAUNGA THE HEART OF & NEW COMMUNITY
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Figure 12: Diagrams expressing the way in which open space provision has been
informed within the Precinct, including along future roading network.

127. Other experts did not dispute the open space concept outlined by Ms de Lambert,
but criticised the qualities of the open spaces.

128. Ms Barrett criticised the configuration of the central open space and what she
described as its disjointed connection with the knoll open space:®®

68 Summary Statement of Maylene Barrett, 20 November 2024, at [58].
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130.

131.

132.

133.

134.

...the proposed central park is entirely inadequate in terms of size,
shape, orientation to the street, availability of areas that are not subject
to shade, significance, legibility and street frontage. It is disjointed from
the Knoll Park and provides insufficient land to be of any significance to
the future community.

Ms Barrett recommended that the central open space be consolidated with the
knoll area and expanded to be a “suburb park” which she depicted as also
including a flat area able to accommodate sports fields with street frontages on
three sides. She clarified in response to a question that a suburb park was
characterised by its area and range of activities (attractors) and that sports fields
were not an essential characteristic. She pointed to the nearest existing suburb
park, Oakley Park (Waterview Reserve) on Herdman Street as an example of a
suburb park. That park has an area of 3.4 ha and is approximately 700m walking
distance from the Precinct.

Mr Brown likewise criticised the configuration of the open spaces because of what
he described as their limited scale and elongated shapes, the sloping nature of the
terrain, and the configuration of development sites around the spaces.® He
considered “this combination of factors suggests that the public open spaces
proposed would be subject to significant over-shadowing on a daily basis, while the
buildings in their immediate vicinity — up to 35m high — would be visually dominant
to over-dominant relative to them.”°

Mr Ray similarly raised concerns with respect to shading and building dominance.
He said the proposals “would allow for 35m tall buildings (up to 10 residential
storeys) surrounding the proposed (public) open space including the proposed
neighbourhood park. Buildings rising up 35m immediately to the north and east of
this neighbourhood park would cause undue shading and building dominance to
the point that | would consider the neighbourhood park severely compromised.”’

Dr Tafaroji considered the proposed open spaces would not, on the whole, have
the qualities that would meet Council’s criteria for acquisition of public open
space.”? She considered the central open space would meet most of the criteria
but recommended a street frontage along the eastern side of the park.

However, while she considered the knoll reserve would not meet Council’s criteria
as above, Dr Tafaroji, acknowledged its value in connecting spaces, but
considered it was not a functional recreation space “...due to the steep contour of
the site (very limited flat area of approximately 0.2ha with a gradient of at least
6%), being heavily vegetated by established and notable trees on the site, and the
poor shape of the site which does not provide for 30mx30m kickable area.””?

Dr Tafaroji also considered that the southern open space adjacent to the
stormwater ponds would not meet Council criteria because of its limited size and

69 Report of Stephen Brown, 23 September 2024, at p.16.

70 Report of Stephen Brown, 23 September 2024, at p.17.

71 Report of Alistair Ray, 11 September 2024, at [74].

72 Report of Dr Roja Tafaroji, 1 October 2024, at [3.46]-[3.55].
73 Report of Dr Roja Tafaroji, 1 October 2024, at [3.51].
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flooding. Rather than fulfilling a dual function, she considered it “could only function
as a drainage reserve and must be totally considered for vesting to the Council’s
Healthy Waters department.””* She also raised concerns relating to management,
public access, and safety with the adjoining open space that is to remain under
Unitec ownership.

Dr Tafaroji did however consider the access to Te Auaunga / Oakley Creek would
be acceptable from an open space connectivity perspective.

Dr Tafaroji also considered that a third neighbourhood reserve (in addition to the
northern open space and central open space neighbourhood parks) should be
included on Lot 6 to provide a “connected open space network that is accessible to
the public”,”® and to meet Council guidelines for neighbourhood reserves within
400m walking catchments.

The northern open space in front of the Oakley Hospital Main Building was
however acknowledged as appropriate by the design, recreation, and heritage
experts. It is flat, north facing, and has established trees. It would retain the open
setting in front of the heritage building and coincides with that building’s extent of
place. The only criticisms raised by some experts was poor connectivity between
this neighbourhood park and the rest of the Precinct and its frontage to Carrington
Road.

In terms of both quantum and amenity, the experts for the Applicant pointed out
that communal and private open spaces contribute to the overall open space of an
area. Messrs Duthie and Smallburn pointed to the recent developments:76

Communal open space is an integral part of good design for large apartment
complexes. Of the four resource consents for apartment buildings already
granted for this Precinct, each of them provide a significant element of
communal open space. Two of them provide an element of privately owned
but publicly accessible open space. Part of this is the plaza and entranceways
into the retail centre elements embodied within RC1. Others, as in RC2, are
publicly accessible courtyards and plazas.

Discussion and findings

We accept the concept of a network of connected open space focused on the site’s
natural and historic features as a basis for configuration of public open space.
Such an approach will contribute to attractiveness and usefulness of the open
space, and to the identity of the Precinct.

We also accept that communal open spaces incorporated into developments, such
as those described by Messrs Duthie and Smallburn, will be important to the
overall quality and amenity of the Precinct. Such spaces will complement, but not

74 Report of Dr Roja Tafaroji, 1 October 2024, at [3.53].
75 Report of Dr Roja Tafaroji, 1 October 2024, at [3.57].
76 Supplementary Evidence of John Duthie and lan Smallburn, 13 November 2024, at [3.49].
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substitute for, the network of public open spaces that will in effect be mostly green
open space.

We agree that a legible walking and cycling connection at the western end of the
main Oakley Main Hospital building, as provided for in the ‘Addendum version’ of
the provisions, would ensure the northern open space is linked to the spine road
(Te Ara Patahi) and the rest of the Precinct. It would be consistent with Ms de
Lambert’s diagrams. Without such a connection, future residents in most of the
Precinct would rely on Carrington Road to access the northern neighbourhood
park.

The Applicant had proposed that the connection be limited to a walking path
because of cost and the need to provide for emergency and maintenance vehicle
access. In our view the extension of the cycle path from the spine road (Te Ara
Patahi) would contribute to legibility of the link, and would also provide a direct
connection between the spine road and the North-Western Cycleway. We also do
not consider walking and cycling is incompatible with occasional emergency or
maintenance access.

We have included the cycle path in the Precinct provisions. To the extent concerns
were raised regarding cost, we consider that the cost of a cycle path (in the order
of 100m long) would be outweighed by the benefits to connectivity of the open
space network.

We do not accept all of the criticisms of the open space areas from the Council
experts and Submitters for the following reasons:

(a) We find the southern open space adjacent to the stormwater ponds is
appropriate as part of the open space network. The ponds contribute to
amenity values as well as fulfilling stormwater functions (it is an example of
integrated design). We agree with Ms de Lambert and Mr Canham that the
open area and rolling topography west of the main pond is suitable for
informal recreation. We accept Mr Canham’s evidence that the area of
proposed public open space is 1.66 ha of which approximately one third
comprises the ponds, and that most of the balance open space (i.e.,
approximately 1 ha) is unaffected by stormwater even with a 1% AEP
flooding event.”” That is relatively large as a neighbourhood reserve. We
consider its public nature would be clear given frontages to both road 3 (Te
Ara Kokowai) and road 4, in conjunction with normal cues in the park design
such as paths, park furniture, and signs. While the adjoining Unitec open
space would merge with the public open space, there is enough separation
(the Unitec buildings are separated from the open space around the pond
by Wairaka Stream and a low ridge) to avoid the area being perceived as
private.

(b) We agree with Ms de Lambert and Mr Canham, and confirmed by our site
visit, that the central knoll would contribute to the attractiveness and use of
the open space network for informal recreation. The knoll's qualities are

77 Evidence of Geoff Canham, 17 October 2024, at [6.7].
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accentuated by the mature trees on top of the knoll, its visibility from the
spine road (Te Ara Putahi) and road 3 (Te Ara KOkowai) and its proximity as
the backdrop to the recently daylighted and rehabilitated section of the
Wairaka Stream and to the Pumphouse. Mr Canham also provided
evidence that the criterion of a 30m x 30m flat ‘kick a ball’ area” would be
met within the park, although we did not place much weight on that criterion
given the proximity of the flat central open space.”

(c) The connection with Te Auaunga Stream (Oakley Creek) would contribute
to the Precinct’s open space network by connecting to the different qualities
of the stream corridor and the wider network. While it is a transitional space,
the indicative shape opens out at both ends, and it will contribute to the
open space qualities enjoyed by the residents.

(d) While the central open space, knoll park, and southern open space do not
form a single open space, they are in proximity and there are short
connections between them. Collectively they comprise a reasonably
sizeable 3.5 ha (excluding the stormwater ponds and the Unitec open
space), larger than necessary for a neighbourhood park, and similar in size
to Oakley Park. They encompass the Precinct’s key features of Wairaka
Stream, the treed knoll, and the stormwater pond. They also adjoin the
Pumphouse which has the potential to be a central feature.

(e) We do not find that a third neighbourhood park at Lot 6 is necessary to
provide a connected or accessible open space network. Subject to a
walking and cycling connection at the western end of Oakley Hospital Main
Building (discussed above) there would be a connection between the
northern and central open spaces along the spine road axis, and the
relevant part of the Precinct would be within walking distance of either of
these neighbourhood parks as indicated by the 300m radius proxy diagram
in Dr Tafaroji’s report.&

145. We have already addressed the reasons why we do not agree with Ms Barrett's
opinion regarding the suburb park earlier in this section of the decision.

146. Notwithstanding the above, we do agree with some of the criticisms made with
respect to the qualities of PC94’s proposed open space network.

(a) We accept the evidence that there would be some dominance effects from
buildings enclosing the central open space given the combination of the
open space’s proportions and shape, the configuration and potential height
of buildings around it, the narrow street frontages, and the lack of through
sightlines. We accept that the addition of Standard 13334.6.9D Central Open
Space — Shading to the provisions would provide for reasonable sun access
in response to criticism that the surrounding buildings would shade the
central open space. That standard ensures a 30m? circle in the middle of

78 A quality Dr Tafaroji claimed was lacking in the area as a potential neighbourhood park, as discussed
above.

79 Supplementary Evidence of Geoff Canham, 13 November 2024, at [4.10].

80 Report of Dr Roja Tafaroji, 1 October 2024, Figure 6.
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the central open space is not shaded between 10am and 3:30pm at the
winter solstice which we were told is consistent with Council policies.

(b) We accept that the prominence of Knoll Park will be reduced to a degree by
the sandwiching of the narrow middle part of that park between two building
development sites, and the location of one of the building sites forward of
the knoll on the spine road.

(c) We accept that the public open spaces in the centre of the Precinct (central
open space, Knoll Park, southern open space) are disjointed to the extent
that they are three separate parks, although as noted above, they are close
to each other and are connected by short links. We also consider the
Pumphouse has the potential to be a central connecting feature (discussed
below).

147. We also note that there is an inconsistency between the proposed Precinct Plan
which depicts an indicative path around the eastern margin of the stormwater pond
and preliminary designs introduced by Mr Majurey that illustrate the eastern margin
of the pond is not within the open space network. Such a design, if adopted, would
preclude the opportunity for people to walk around the pond and reduce the
usefulness and attractiveness of this open space. Given the preliminary nature of
that design, and that HUD’s final reply provisions retained the indicative path, it
may be that this inconsistency has been resolved. However, in any event, we have
retained that path in our version of the Precinct Plan to encourage and enable the
associated open space benefits it would provide.

148. We have considered all of the evidence related to open space, and accept there
are strongly held and contrary views between the parties (experts and non-experts)
about whether the open space proposed is appropriate both in terms of quantity
and quality. It is necessary for us to determine whether the proposed open space
will meet the needs of future residents (the Te Auaunga community), residents in
the surrounding area, and the general public when considered against the
provisions of the NPS-UD and the RPS.

149. For the reasons we have set out above, and those which follow, we agree with the
Applicant’s position that the provision of open space (notwithstanding some of the
criticisms expressed above) will give effect to the relevant objectives and policies
of the NPS-UD and the RPS, and is appropriate to the context and development
enabled by PC94.

150. We agree with the HUD Reply Submissions that “Open space on Precinct Plan 1 is
the minimum” and that:8"

As set out in our opening submissions, the Panel is not tasked with ensuring
the delivery of all open space that will be ultimately available within the
Precinct. The open space shown on Precinct Plan 1 will be supplemented by
additional communal and private open spaces. It will also be supported by
active connections throughout the Site — dedicated walking and cycle paths

81 HUD Reply Submissions, at [2.39].
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that also have a recreational function, and provide links through to the existing
open spaces which adjoin the Site.

We also note that additional Precinct provisions have been included by the
Applicant. These are set out in paragraph 125 above. We support those provisions
and agree they will, in addition to the areas shown as ‘open space’ in the Precinct,
support the provision of further open space at the time of development (resource
consents). In particular, these provisions, combined with the open space shown on
Precinct Plan, will enable decision-makers to assess and determine both the
quality and quantum of open space proposed as part of developments within the
Precinct. This will, in our view, ensure that the open space outcomes can be
achieved, and that the AUP objectives relating to open space, will be met.

With respect to the relevant higher order planning provisions (as we have set out
earlier), we are satisfied there will be good accessibility, as well as a range of open
spaces and recreation facilities (providing a variety of activities, experiences and
functions) accessible to people and communities. Also, any significant adverse
effects of land use or development on open spaces and recreation facilities will be
avoided, remedied or mitigated by the design, layout, and precinct provisions of
PC94.

Overall finding on open space

Overall, we find the approach taken by the Applicant to open space, as outlined in
Ms de Lambert’s and Mr Canham’s evidence, along with the Precinct provisions as
proposed by Messrs Duthie and Smallburn, is an appropriate response to the site’s
features and PC94 context. We are satisfied that the provisions of open space
shown on the Precinct Plans and in the Precinct provisions, will give effect to the
relevant objectives and policies of the NPS-UD and the RPS, and is appropriate to
the context and development enabled by PC94.

HORANUKU ME TE TAONE ORA | LANDSCAPE AND URBAN DESIGN

154.

155.

In this section we address the landscape and urban design issues arising in PC94.
These are addressed in the following topic areas:

(a) vision and character;

(b) building height;

(c) Pumphouse; and

(d) Sanctuary Mahi Whenua Garden.

Vision and character

PC94 provides for an increase in residential intensity primarily by increasing
building height standards and extending the BMU which also accommodates
residential development. The nature and scale of intensification is reflected in the
Precinct Description where it states that the Precinct “provides for a mixed use
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urban community including an ultimate residential community of 4,000 — 4,500
dwellings, supported by a range of retail and other support activities...”.

156. Additions to the Project Description recognise Maori aspirations given the land’s
earmarking for Treaty Settlement purposes. The additions also include more
information on the land’s history.

157. Otherwise, the intended vision and character is conveyed in the objectives and
policies — of which those most relevant to the Precinct’s character are Objectives
(3), (10), and (13), and Policies (1), (4), (6), (13), (14), (14A), (14D), (15B) and in
proposed increases in the building height standards.

Evidence and submissions

158. Concerns were raised by a number of parties regarding the vision for the
Precinct.8? Differences between experts engaged by the Applicant (Ms de Lambert
and Mr Riley) and those engaged by Council (Mr Brown and Mr Ray) in the
envisaged character of the Precinct were captured in the JWS (Urban Design and
Landscape) following expert conferencing:83

All experts agree that the intended built character for the precinct is
based on a series of high quality intense/tall, predominately
residential, buildings supported by a series of both public and
private/communal open spaces and avoiding a vehicle-dominated
environment. SB and AR additionally consider that descriptors such
as ‘“park like setting” together with “generous private/communal open
spaces...” should be included in the above.

AR and SB explained a concern and uncertainty with the scale of
development envisaged for the precinct and its underlying rationale,
purpose, methods and overall fit in the scheme of Auckland’s urban
context. The key issue for AR and SB is: what is the intended built
character of the precinct and can future proposals for resource
consent be adequately assessed for in light of that? AR and SB
consider that to address this, the following would be needed:

(a) a clearer precinct description of the intended character outcomes
that includes its role relative to the wider Auckland urban context;
and

(b) a design review process; and

(c) methods (to the extent practical) to quide the co-ordination and
delivery the elements required to create a successful urban

community.

[Our emphasis]

82 Concerns were raised by the Council as well as submitters — the latter in particular raised issues regarding
the intensity of development, the amount of open space, and character of the area.
83 JWS (Urban Design and Landscape), 1 November 2024, at [3.1]-[3.2].

Private Plan Change 94 - Wairaka Precinct on Carrington Road, Mt Albert 50



159.

160.

161.

162.

163.

164.

Mr Ray illustrated his evidence by reference to master planning undertaken in such
places as Hobsonville Point and Stonefields, the use of design review Panels in
those projects, and the more generous open space in such developments
compared to that proposed in PC94. There were also references to earlier master
planning carried out for the Precinct itself, such as the ‘Grimshaw Master Plan’.

Mr Brown similarly concluded that: “As Auckland’s largest brownfield development
and perhaps the largest of its kind in the country, the Plan Change should be a
model for such planning mechanisms in NZ. Unfortunately, it presently falls short of
such lofty ambitions and therefore does little to allay many submitters’ concerns
about PPC94”.84

In response to Mr Ray and Mr Brown’s evidence, Mr Reaburn for the Council
recommended a number of changes to the PC94 provisions to:8°

(a) recognise a built form and landscape outcome in the Precinct description;

(b) amend Objective 2 to provide more specificity as to how comprehensive
planning and integrated development could be achieved;

(c) include a new Policy 13A to require residential development to contribute to
the overall built form character of the Precinct; and

(d) mandate a design assessment from a Design Review Panel and make
associated changes to the information requirements and assessment
criteria.

The Applicant adopted a number of these changes and proposed a number of
further changes (some supplementary, some replacements) in its final reply
version. However, there were a number of aspects the Applicant did not agree to.
These included descriptors such as “park-like setting” or “generous open space”
and a requirement for a masterplan. Further, neither the Applicant, nor the Ropda,
agreed with a mandatory design review (and associated provisions) being
included.

Discussion and findings

The differences between the experts appear to follow from different visions rather
than lack of clarity. While a “park-like setting” and “generous open space” would
make for an attractive urban environment and echo the existing campus character,
the Applicant’s vision is clearly different: it is of a more intensive urban form that
would optimise residential development.

The Applicant’s vision is consistent the current Precinct description, which does not
describe a park-like or landscape setting, and with the higher order policy
documents. In relation to those documents, it is our finding that the proposed
increase in intensity would give effect to Objective 3 of the NPS-UD to enable more
people to live in urban environment areas with appropriate characteristics. It would

84 Section 42A Report, Volume 3, p.362.
85  Addendum to s.42A Report, p.7, at [11].
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also be consistent with the NPS-UD objective of a well-functioning urban
environment (Objective 1) as defined by Policy 1.

165. As we have set out earlier, we find:

(a) the changes from the existing campus to an intensive urban character is
consistent with Objective 4 and Policy 6 of the NPS-UD; and

(b) optimising the site’s development potential is consistent with the
identification of the land for Treaty commercial redress purposes.

166. We also find that the Precinct is separate and large enough to accommodate a
character and intensity distinct from that of surrounding areas.

167. With respect to design process, we acknowledge the benefits of master planning
and design review processes outlined by Mr Ray and Mr Brown. However, we
accept the view set out in HUD’s Opening Legal Submissions which stated:

However, while HUD'’s experts do not dispute the role of masterplans as a
design method in principle, neither the RMA nor the AUP mandate the
development of, or strict adherence to, a masterplan as a prerequisite to
inform a large scale urban development proposal. There is simply no
requirement to embed a masterplan outcome in the AUP as part of this, or
any, plan change process.

Nevertheless, as HUD’s experts have explained, significant masterplanning
work has already been completed to support the future development of the
Site. HUD’s experts remain of the opinion that the Addendum Version
supported by HUD reflects the key outcomes of the Reference Masterplan,
and that more specific references to that Masterplan within those provisions
are neither appropriate nor necessary.

168. Furthermore, Mr Majurey alluded to a desire of the Ropu to continue their exercise
of rangatiratanga rather than responding to a pre-determined masterplan that may
not fit their aspiration and design outcomes for the site — noting that each Ropu
had undertaken (or was in the process of undertaking) their own ‘masterplans’. For
MarutGahu, Mr Majurey stated that the results of this process were clearly shown in
the fast-track consents obtained and development that is currently taking place on
site. In short, the Ropa want to keep their design process in-house rather than
embedding it in a master plan and a statutorily mandated design panel planning
process. We agree that that approach is more appropriate for the reasons provided
by the Ropd and HUD (as outlined in this section).

169. With respect to the design review process, we accept Ms de Lambert’s evidence
that the proposed provisions (including the Precinct plans, and the objectives and
policies) are appropriate, in conjunction with the normal Council review processes,
to ensure a high-quality outcome. Ms de Lambert said that landscape and urban
design assessments would likely be required for most resource consent
applications given the matters of discretion, that it is standard practice for the

86 HUD Opening Legal Submissions, at [4.5]-[4.6].
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Council to undertake specialist peer reviews, and that proposals could (but are not
required to) be reviewed by the Auckland Council Urban Design Panel.

We also accept the Applicant’s position on a bespoke design panel - as set out in
its Opening Legal Submissions:®’

Finally on this matter [design panel], Messrs Duthie and Smallburn have
reviewed Mr Reaburn’s proposal to require the provision of a “design
assessment report from the Wairaka Design Review Panel” as part of resource
consents for new development. They consider that the relevant assessment
criteria and matters of discretion for new development are such that any
application will, as a matter of practice, be accompanied by a comprehensive
urban design review. In their opinion, requiring the provision of that via a
Design Review Panel is neither appropriate nor necessary.

In summary, we find that adding such terms as “park like setting”, “generous open
space” or “an identifiable open space / landscape setting” to the Precinct
description are not warranted, and nor are requirements for master planning and a
dedicated design review Panel process, for the reasons outlined in this section.

Building Height

PC94 proposes increasing the building height standards in identified Height Areas
covering different parts of the Precinct. The design experts agreed in general terms
that the Precinct can accommodate intense, tall, predominantly residential
buildings. Differences related to the details for each of three ‘Height Areas’. We
address each area now in turn.

Height Area 1
Proposed changes

Height Area 1 is a discrete area in the north-west corner of the Precinct, elevated
above the creek and motorway, and bounded on the inland side by the Oakley
Hospital Main Building and Mason Clinic. Within this area, PC94 proposes to
increase the ‘base’ height from 27m to 35m, and to provide for three taller
buildings (up to 43.5m, 54m and 72m in height respectively) as restricted
discretionary activities. The taller buildings are envisaged as a cluster of ‘towers’
that would provide a landmark.

Evidence

The landscape and urban design experts agreed the towers in Height Area 1 will
have high visibility and prominence but disagreed, firstly, on whether it is an
appropriate location for a landmark and, secondly, whether the provisions would
ensure the buildings have design qualities to contribute as a positive landmark.

With respect to location, Ms de Lambert and Mr Riley (for the Applicant)
considered that the towers would mark an important gateway to the isthmus, while

87 HUD Opening Legal Submissions, at [4.10].
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the adjacency to the motorway corridors would provide suitable scale and reduce
potential dominance and shading.®

On the other hand, Mr Brown and Mr Ray (for the Council) considered that
landmark towers in this location could detract from urban form legibility because
such heights typically indicate a metropolitan centre which this location is not.8°
They questioned whether it was appropriate to highlight a motorway junction. Mr
Brown also considered the towers would detract from the contribution the volcanic
cones make to the cityscape and would specifically interrupt views to Maungawhau
from a section of the Northwestern Motorway. Mr Brown expressed the view that
the towers would be “incongruous and visually disruptive in relation to the historic
Oakley Hospital Building”.*°

With respect to design qualities, Mr Ray considered the buildings would potentially
appear bulky and recommended the maximum floor plan dimension be limited to
40m (rather than the 42.5m and 50m proposed) or that the standard be replaced
by the addition of ‘bulk’ as a matter of discretion.

The heritage experts likewise disagreed on the effects of the Height Area 1
provisions on the historic heritage values of the Oakley Hospital Main Building. Mr
Wild and Ms O’Neil considered the provisions adequately addressed any potential
adverse effects. Mr Wild pointed to the proposed configuration of the shortest
‘tower’ (43.5m) nearest the heritage building, the setback of the buildings behind
the frontage line and to one side of the heritage building, and the consideration of
design response to the heritage building as a matter of discretion.®"

Ms Byron (for HNZPT) on the other hand, considered the towers would have
adverse effects on historic heritage values. She said: %

The very proximate location proposed for the three towers, outside of the
extent of place, but within its setting, by way of their heights and grouping in
relation to the heritage building create a sense of dominance and competes for
visual attention that diminishes that of the heritage building.

Ms Byron considered the potential contrast between the towers and heritage
building would detract from the latter — stating:%3

The vertical emphasis and dominance of the towers are in stark contrast to the
horizontal orientation of the Oakley Hospital Main Building towers (sic), there is
little sense of connection with the lower built form, and | cannot see how
proposed development can be made congruous or appropriately
complementary due to the scale.

88 Evidence of Rachel de Lambert, 17 October 2024, at [7.5], [7.7] and [7.14(e)]; and Evidence of Matthew
Riley, 17 October 2024, at [6.32].

89 Report of Alistair Ray, 11 September 2024, at [79]. Report of Stephen Brown, 23 September 2023, at p.8

9% Report of Stephen Brown, 23 September 2024, at p.8.

91 Evidence of Adam Wild, 17 October 2024, at [5.4], [5.5] and [5.8] respectively.

92 Evidence of Robin Byron, 20 November 2024, at [3.4].

9 Evidence of Robin Byron, 20 November 2024, at [3.8].
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181. It was Ms Byron’s opinion that open space should be retained on all four sides of
the building, to preserve the ability to appreciate the building from all sides. In the
JWS (Heritage) she added that an acceptable solution might be found if the towers
were to be set back beyond the rear building line of the heritage building.%*

Discussion and findings

182. While the AUP typically provides for tall buildings in the central city and
metropolitan centres, there are instances of tall buildings elsewhere. Whether tall
buildings are appropriate in locations other than the central city and metropolitan
centres depends on context. In this instance, we consider the following contextual
factors are relevant:

(a) The position of Height Area 1 on a promontory (above the motorway and Te
Auaunga Stream estuary) at the north-west corner of the site, and as a
discrete sub-area bounded on its landward sides by the Mason Clinic and
Oakley Hospital Main Building.

(b) Proximity (approximately 400m) to Point Chevalier town centre. We accept
the proposition that a greater residential population would help remedy the
effect that the motorway has had on the town centre’s pedestrian
catchment.

(c) Proximity to frequent bus routes on Carrington Road and Great North Road,
and to the Northwestern Cycleway.

183.  With respect to legibility, we accept that the towers would mark a node that
includes Point Chevalier town centre and an important gateway to the isthmus.
They would increasingly be seen in the context of Terrace Housing and Apartment
Buildings zoning around the town centre — noting the six storey apartments
recently built opposite the site. The towers would also be seen in the context of
what will become a high intensity residential precinct with its own identity. These
factors together provide context to towers in this location.

184. We agree that the influence of the buildings’ design and appearance on cityscape
will be amplified by their prominence. The proposed standards would provide for
buildings with relatively wide faces and narrow ends — which might be described as
having slab like proportions rather the slender proportions of a tower.

185. We accept that the clustering of buildings provides the potential to both accentuate
bulk or, conversely, to mitigate it through the composition of buildings of varying
height and their individual fagade treatments. While design matters are included
generally in the Precinct provisions (policies, matters of discretion, and assessment
criteria), we consider they could be more direct with respect to the proposed
landmark buildings because of Height Area 1’s prominence and potential for both
positive and negative outcomes. We have therefore made the following changes by
adding a new policy, amending a matter of discretion, and amending the
assessment criteria references to reflect these changes:

% JWS (Heritage), at [3.4].
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e add a new policy 14B:

Require the design and appearance of high rise buildings in Height Area
1 to contribute a positive visual landmark to the city.

e renumber current Policy 14AA to 14AAA; and
¢ amend the related matter of discretion to read as follows:

1334.8.1. Matters of discretion

(1B)(b) building design and location:

(i)(bullet point 2) contributes to making a positive visual landmark,
either in isolation or as part of a composition of taller buildings
including through such design matters as building composition,
modulation of building forms, and facade treatment (including
facade proportion, articulation, roofline and materials).

186. We accept the evidence of Mr Wild and Ms O’Neil that adverse effects on historic
heritage values could be appropriately addressed through the Precinct provisions.
In this respect we find that the Oakley Hospital Main Building will retain its
landmark qualities because of its imposing width (mass) and horizontal
proportions. While the adjacent tall buildings would also be a landmark, we accept
that the setback behind the frontage line and to one side of the Oakley Hospital
Main Building will help retain the primacy of the heritage building, especially in the
key views to the front of the building from the northeast. In this instance, we
consider contrast (in terms of proportion and design) would help legibility of both
the heritage building and towers.

187. In response to questions, Ms Byron agreed that contrast can be an appropriate
strategy, pointing to the Hotel Britomart as a successful example.®® The use of
complementary contrast means there would be benefit in the buildings in Height
Area 1 having vertical proportions, avoiding a bulky appearance, and having a
contemporary design. In this respect we agree with the addition of policy 14C:%

Policy 14C —

Require proposals for new high rise buildings adjacent to the Oakley
Hospital Main Building to provide sympathetic contemporary and high
quality design which complements the heritage values of the Oakley
Hospital Main Building.

188. However we found that the key matter of discretion under 1334.8.1(1B)(b) (bullet
point 3) was somewhat ambiguous to the extent that it highlights treatment of the
building’s lower floors but omits reference to such matters as proportion,

9 Qral Evidence of Robin Byron, 20 November 2024.
9% Which is now Policy 14AAA.
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modulation, fagcade treatment, and materiality. We have amended that matter of
discretion to be:

(1B) (b)(i)(bullet point 3) building design and location:

e responds to and complements the Oakley Hospital Main Building
and its extent of place, which may include such design matters as
architectural references to the scale and design of the Oakley
Hospital Main Building and/or sympathetic contrast in form,
proportion and facade treatment; and

There is a narrow extent of place (roughly the width of the existing road) around
the western side of Oakley Hospital Main Building which maintains some open
space and the ability to appreciate the building ‘in the round’. Height Area 1 is
outside the extent of place. The recommended open space connection (footpath
and cycle path) would be consistent with the extent of place at this end of the
building.

We agree with position expressed in HUD’s Opening Legal Submissions that:®’

...the specific characteristics of Height Area 1 provide an appropriate, unique
canvas for which prominent, “high-rise” buildings can, with the right design
parameters, contribute positively to — rather than compromise — the urban form
of the surrounding area and the way in which it is experienced from multiple
viewpoints.

We therefore find that the proposed provisions enabling taller buildings in Height
Area 1, together with the minor changes we have made to the Precinct policies and
matters of discretion discussed above, are acceptable and consistent with the
relevant (higher order) policy direction, and set the right design parameters to
enable the taller buildings to contribute positively to the area.

Height Area 2

Proposed changes

The current height provision in Height Area 2 is 27m, which was proposed to be
increased to 35m by PC94.

Marutdahu Ropa and Ockham Group Limited (MO) also sought two parts of Height
Area 4 be included as part of Height Area 2. These comprised (i) a narrow strip
behind the consented RC3 site, and (ii) the area fronting Carrington Road between
the consented RC1 and RC2 sites.

Evidence

The design experts agree that the proposed increase from 27m to 35m will not
have adverse effects within Height Area 2. This is due to the area being internal to
the site, lower than Carrington Road, and behind other development sites. The only

97 HUD Opening Legal Submissions, at [4.22].

Private Plan Change 94 - Wairaka Precinct on Carrington Road, Mt Albert 57



195.

196.

197.

198.

199.

200.

201.

part of Height Area 2 with external frontage is an area adjacent to Te Auaunga
Stream south of the Mason Clinic — an area that already has a consented
development that transitions in height from the stream corridor up to slightly over
35m.

The design and heritage experts also supported the relief sought by MO with
respect to that part of Height Area 4 area behind the RC3 site (i.e., between roads
1 and 2).

Discussion and findings

We accept the uncontested expert evidence that 35m can be appropriately
accommodated in the centre of the Precinct. The additional height will give effect to
the NPS-UD policy direction of enabling greater height and development potential,
and is also consistent with optimising development potential given the land’s
identification for Treaty commercial redress purposes, as we have previously
discussed.

We also accept the uncontested expert evidence in support of extending Height
Area 2 to the narrow strip of residual Height Area 4 between RC3 and Height Area
2. Such an approach is logical given it is internal to the Precinct and would
otherwise be sandwiched between an area with a 35m height standard, and
developments with consents enabling buildings up to 36m.

We therefore find that the increase in the height standard from 27m to 35m for
Area 2 and the request to adjust the boundary of Height Area 2 to include the
residual strip of Height Area 4 to the west of the consented site RC3 (i.e., between
roads 1 and 2), are appropriate. We note here that we address the MO submission
with respect to the area fronting Carrington Road separately below.

Height Area 4 — Building Height on Carrington Road

Proposed changes

The current provisions enable building height of 18m on the Precinct’s Carrington
Road frontage, increasing to 27m beyond a 20m setback from Carrington Road.
The setback would apply from Carrington Road as at 2015 — there was already an
8m setback in the building line to accommodate the planned widening of
Carrington Road. It is proposed under PC94 to increase the height to 27m which
would be consistent with the height standard in the balance of Height Area 4.

The proposed provisions include Policy (13) (cross referenced above) which is to
“Require new buildings to be designed in a manner that provides for a high
standard of amenity, recognises landscape values and, where appropriate,
enhances the streetscape and gateway locations of the precinct”.

The proposed provisions also include extensive additional matters of discretion
under 1334.8.1.(1A) including urban design matters. The matters specific to the
Carrington Road frontage under (1A)(i) are:
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(i) building frontages to Carrington Road are designed to express a scale of
development that responds to Policy 1334.3.(13)

(ii) the use of architectural treatments and design features, such as facade and
roofline design, materials, separation and layout to contribute to the visual
character, and articulation of the Carrington Road frontage; and

(iii) building frontages to Carrington Road are designed to address the
perception of a solid walled mass through techniques including roofline and
overall building silhouette.

The proposed development standards also increase the set back of buildings
relative to the opposite side of Carrington Road from 28.2m to 30.2m. This would
amount to a 2m setback from Carrington Road which is to be widened by 8m to
28.2m. The standard as proposed stated that the 2m setback would not apply once
the widened road is vested in Council. The Applicant subsequently clarified that it
is intended the 2m setback would remain once the widened road is vested in
Council and has proposed revised text to that effect in its reply provisions.

A key additional consideration is that buildings with greater heights than those
proposed under PC94 have already been consented on Carrington Road under the
Fast Track Act, therefore are part of the ‘existing environment’. The consented
developments occupy approximately 60% of the 480m Carrington Road frontage
between road 1 (Te Ara Taurapa) and road 3 (Te Ara Kokowai). They comprise the
following apartment buildings (921 apartments in total): %

(a) RC1: two 7 storey buildings (up to 25m) on Carrington Road and two 9
storey buildings (up to 34m) behind.

(b) RC2: two 7 storey buildings (up to 26m) — the top floor being set back — one
9 storey building (up to 30.5m) and one 10 storey building (up to 36m) along
the Carrington Road frontage.

(c) RC3: five buildings — three of 6, 8, 9 storeys respectively and two of 10
storeys — with mixed heights up to 36m. RC3 is behind RC2 with respect to
Carrington Road.

As noted above, MO sought in their submissions that Height Area 4 north of Gate
3, including land fronting Carrington Road, be included as part of Height Area 2.
That change would increase the height standard in that area from 27m to 35m.
Through the expert evidence,®® MO sought to confine the relief to land allocated to
MarutGahu north of Gate 3 with frontage to Carrington Road, and to refine it such
that any development above 27m be set back 6m from Carrington Road where it
faces residentially zoned land. In practical effect it would apply to the unconsented
land fronting Carrington Road between RC1 and RC2.

%8 The apartment buildings also incorporate 6 offices, 20 small retail premises, and a metro supermarket.
99 Evidence of Jethro Joffe, 29 October 2024, at 38.
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Evidence

205. The design experts supported three positions with respect to appropriate height on
Carrington Road:

(a) Mr Brown supported increasing the height standard from 18m to 21m, rising
to 27m beyond a 20m setback from Carrington Road.

(b) Ms de Lambert, Mr Riley and (following expert conferencing) Mr Ray
supported the PC94 application to increase the building height to 27m
consistent with the rest of Height Area 4.

(c) Mr Kensington and Mr Knott supported the submission by MO that would
increase the building height standard to 35m in conjunction with a 6m
setback above 27m.

206. Mr Brown considered the proposed 27m building height on Carrington Road would
be out of place because it is a height that is expected near a City Centre or
Metropolitan Centre rather than adjacent to a town centre such as Point Chevalier.

207. Ms de Lambert considered MO'’s proposal could lead to “unacceptable cumulative
built dominance of the street’. She said: “Whilst | accept that some development
above 27m in height could be appropriate, | consider that this is better managed
through a site specific design and consenting process.”'®

208. In contrast, Mr Kensington considered the heights proposed by MO would be
acceptable for the following reasons: 0’

(a) The heights would be consistent with those of the RC1, RC2 and RC3
developments approved by existing consents.

(b) The unconsented section of Carrington Road between RC1 and RC2 is at a
lower elevation (it is in a dip).

(c) The changes in topographic elevation and a subtle curve in the alignment of
Carrington Road would help maintain variety in building frontage.

(d) A 6m setback was proposed from Carrington Road for building elements
higher than 27m.

(e) The widening of Carrington Road by 8m to 28.2m would increase separation
from properties on the opposite side of the road — as would the signalled
works to include additional vehicle lanes (e.g. for public transport and cycle
paths).

(f) MO have demonstrated through the existing consents the ability of design to
avoid potential adverse effects through techniques such as a mix of heights,

100 Summary Statement of Rachel de Lambert, 18 November 2024, at [2.15].
01 Mr Kensington provided photo simulations to illustrate the proposed building massing in conjunction with
the consented developments.
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setbacks of upper levels, modulation of building form, articulation of
facades, and use of high-quality materials.

(g) The additional assessment criteria proposed in PC94 would give sufficient
ability to consider the design and appearance of applications for proposed
buildings as restricted discretionary activities.

Mr Knott’s supporting evidence added that the current and proposed PC94
provisions already provide for an asymmetrical streetscape, and that asymmetry of
streetscape would not be a defensible reason against additional height in the
context of the direction of the NPS-UD.

Discussion and findings

We accept that buildings of either 21m, 27m or 35m would be a significant change
from the current campus character, and could appear imposing compared to the
existing scale of suburban areas opposite. The relevant comparison, though, is
with the 21m height of the existing provisions and in the context of current policy
direction.

We were persuaded by Mr Kensington’s reasons and illustrations. In reaching that
position, we carefully considered the disparity between the proposed 27m or 35m
building heights and the 11m height standard of the Mixed Housing Urban zone
opposite the unconsented section of Carrington Road.

We accept that asymmetry is inherent in both the existing and proposed provisions,
the differences being matters of degree. We find that the degree of asymmetry is
acceptable in this instance given that the Precinct will have a character distinct
from that of the surrounding area.

We also accept the evidence that the widened 28.2m road reserve and 2m
additional building setback will provide an appropriate boundary and separation
between the Precinct and areas opposite. We note that a variety of heights and
character is also provided for on the opposite side of Carrington Road, which is a
not uncommon characteristic along urban arterial roads.

We consider that Ms de Lambert’s position that “some development above 27m in
height could be appropriate” but is “better managed through a site specific design
and consenting process™%? is close to Mr Kensington’s position which is likewise
dependent on site specific design (he pointed to MO track record in that respect),
and would similarly be subject to a restricted discretionary resource consent. The
differences would be that the discretion would be exercised with respect to the
design rather than height per se.

We therefore find in support of the 35m height adjacent to the Carrington Road
frontage, in conjunction with the proposed 6m setback, as proposed in the
submission by MO.

102 Summary Statement of Rachel de Lambert, 18 November 2024, at [2.15].
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Pumphouse

The Pumphouse is a character building adjacent to the Wairaka stream at the
centre of the open space network. While it is not listed as a historic heritage site in
AUP Schedule 14.1, the heritage experts agree it has heritage values. The
Applicant has entered into a covenant in favour of Auckland Council which
provides for retention, restoration, and adaptive reuse of the Pumphouse.

PC94 introduces references to the Pumphouse in the provisions including
Objective (6A): “Identified heritage values are retained by: (a) ensuring the
retention and enabling the adaptation of the Oakley Hospital Main Building and the
Pumphouse.”, and Policy (11): “Ensure the retention of and encourage the
adaption of the Oakley Hospital Main Building and the Pumphouse”. Other
references to the Pumphouse have been added to Policies (12) and (14), and to
matters of discretion for restricted discretionary activities under 1334.8.1A.(b)
building form and character.

Evidence and submissions

Messrs Duthie and Smallburn set out in their planning evidence that: %3

One of the conditions of the Backbone Consent was the requirement to
register a conservation covenant in respect of the former Pumphouse building
which stipulates (among other outcomes) that the building must be retained,
restored and adaptively reused.

They also confirmed that this covenant has now been registered.

Mr Wild also addressed the covenant, noting that the heritage values of the
Pumphouse had been acknowledged and protected by way of the existing
conservation covenant in favour of Auckland Council.1%4

It was in this context that HUD had agreed to recognise the values of the
Pumphouse by including specific acknowledgment of that building in Precinct
provisions (as addressed above). Messrs Duthie and Smallburn explained that it is
intended to retain the Pumphouse and adapt it for a public-facing use such as a
café.10s

Ms Lupis also addressed the Pumphouse in the HUD Reply Submissions. She
stated: %6

In response to Commissioner Lister’s question regarding the space
around the Pumphouse and why it is not shown on proposed Precinct
Plan 1 as open space, HUD confirms that:

(a) Open space in the central part of the Site is intended to be
supported by publicly accessible active use(s) in the

103 Evidence of John Duthie and lan Smallburn, 17 October 2024, at [7.64].
104 Evidence of Adam Wild, 17 October 2024, at [7.5(a)].

105 Evidence of John Duthie and lan Smallburn, 17 October 2024, at [7.64].
106 HUD Reply Submissions, at [3.1].
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(b)

(c)

Pumphouse, which is protected by a heritage covenant that
specifically supports its adaptive re-use.

The adaptive re-use of the Pumphouse will complement the
publicly accessible open space connection between the
proposed Knoll Park and Central Open Space and increase the
public frontage of active, public uses to the Spine Road in this
central part of the Site. It will also support the creation of a
central social, destination heart for the community in the centre
of the Site where informal recreation and social community
activities are likely to be a focus.

The open space areas shown on Precinct Plan 1 are intended
to be used and vested as public open space. The Pumphouse
is not however proposed to be vested as public open space as
the Pumphouse facility is intended to run as a commercial
operation (providing, for example, community facilities or a café)
which is separate to, but supportive of, the open space and the
amenities of the Site available to the community. (Ms de
Lambert has observed to us that the relationship might reflect
that of the Williams Eatery adjacent to the Linear Park in
proximity to Amey Daldy Park in the Wynyard Quarter or
Hobsonville Point Café adjacent to Hobsonville Point Park.)

Discussion and findings

We agree that adaptive reuse would contribute to the use and enjoyment of the
open space network, and to the qualities of the Precinct in general.

We therefore agree with the proposed provisions that provide, alongside the
heritage covenant, for the adaptive reuse of the Pumphouse and the intention that
publicly accessible active use(s) in the Pumphouse would support the public open
space in the centre of the Precinct.

Sanctuary garden

A community garden, the ‘Sanctuary Mahi Whenua Garden’, has been operating
on what was formerly Unitec land. The garden site is not within the open space
depicted in either the operative or proposed Precinct Plans. It falls instead within
an area earmarked for housing development and for which a resource consent has
already been issued for intensive residential development.

We heard submissions on the history and qualities of the community garden site,
and its value to the community. We also heard matters relating to process. We
were told that the sale and purchase agreement between Unitec and the Crown
provided assurances with respect to the gardens that had not been honoured, and
that there had been a lack of consultation between the gardens and development
parties. It was requested that PC94 accommodate the gardens on a replacement

site.
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Discussion and findings

While we acknowledge the value of such gardens, and the submitters’ concerns
with process, these matters fall outside PC94. A community garden would be one
of the competing uses for the open space within the Precinct. It is outside the
scope of the PC94 process to determine those uses. Remedies with respect to
claimed breaches of the sale and purchase agreement, including provision of a
replacement site, are subject to a separate process.

MOMO WAKA | TRANSPORT

228.

229.

230.

231.

Overview

We received a considerable amount of expert transport and related planning
evidence, including the JWS (Transport) from expert conferencing, '°” which we
address below. While a number of transport related issues were raised, the main
focus was on:

e the wider transport network of the surrounding area and its ability to cater
for the increased vehicular traffic resulting from the development enabled
by PC94; and

e the impact of, and provisions for, car parking.

We also received non-expert evidence about transportation and traffic effects from
a range of submitters. These included: OSFFA, % Springleigh Residents’
Association, MARA, Gladstone Primary School Board of Trustees, and Mr
Beresford. Their concerns related to the same matters (noted above by the
experts), but also the impact on the ‘southern’ roads (Laurel Street, Renton Road,
Rhodes Avenue and Mark Road) from the development enabled by PC94. The
Local Board also raised concerns about the connections to these southern streets.

We summarise the expert evidence first below in relation to the three key topic
areas (no wider network constraints, carparking, and intersection upgrades),
followed by the non-expert evidence on transport matters. Our findings are then
collated at the end of this section.

Expert Evidence

The Applicant filed expert evidence from three transport experts: Mr McKenzie -
who provided strategic transport evidence, Mr Lee-Joe — who addressed transport
modelling (and also co-authored a joint statement agreed with Auckland
Transport), and Mr Robitzsch — who addressed the substantive transport matters.
Messrs Duthie and Smallburn provided the related planning evidence.

107 JWS (Transport), 13 November 2024.

108 Ms Noble raised transport related matters. OSFFA also provided legal submissions on transport matters,
noting that Ms Barrett, other than in very general terms, did not raise transport matters in her planning
evidence.
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Mr Church provided expert transport evidence for Auckland Transport. Ms
Pearson, a planner by profession, provided corporate evidence for Auckland
Transport.

Expert evidence was provided for Auckland Council by Mr Temperley — who
provided transport evidence, and Mr Reaburn - who provided the related planning
evidence.

No wider network constraints

Mr McKenzie opined that the location of PC94 was one of the most strategically,
well-located brownfields development sites within the wider Auckland Isthmus area
from a transportation point of view; and that it would enable future residents of and
visitors to “effectively and efficiently connect to numerous transport facilities and
services across all modes of travel’ %

Furthermore, he stated:'°

In my opinion, PC94 and its supporting provisions will enable a well-
functioning, well-located urban environment that will be effectively and
efficiently supported by a combination of the existing road network and
planned upgrades to the surrounding transport network, and that will maintain
appropriate levels of safety and transport effectiveness in the surrounding
parts of the Auckland isthmus.

There was no expert evidence to the contrary, i.e., that there would be wider
network traffic constraints from the development enabled by PC94. Moreover, all of
the transport specialists and planners (in the JWS (Transport)) unanimously
agreed that the Site was extremely well serviced in terms of existing (and planned)
public transport. There was also no transport evidence that said this Site was
constrained in terms of public transport.

Carparking

With respect to carparking, there was disagreement between the experts for
Auckland Transport and the Applicant.

Mr Church, for Auckland Transport, considered carparking had not been
appropriately provided for. In opposing the Applicant’s proposed parking provision,
he stated:"!

HUD’s maximum parking provision set out in the ITA results in an average
maximum parking ratio of 0.525 parking spaces per unit (4,000 unit scenario)
which I consider will lead to significant adverse efficiency and safety effects.
The ITA in my view has overly focussed on the effect of peak hour trip
generation when considering parking provision, rather than reflecting that
people can own a car but not use it during the peak hour.

109 Summary Evidence of Donald McKenzie, 18 November 2024, at [4].
"0 Summary Evidence of Donald McKenzie, 18 November 2024, at [7].
"1 Summary Statement of Terry Church, undated, at [16].
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To ensure adequate parking would be provided to future residents, Mr Church
instead proposed a parking maximum of 0.9 parking spaces per unit be adopted.''?

Mr Church also supported the provision of a Parking Impact Assessment (as
agreed in the JWS (Transport)) which would sit as part of the 1334.9 - Special
Information Requirements. However, having had time to review the proposed
wording since the JWS, he recommended some (what he referred to as) “slight
changes” — being:

(a) Bullet 2, sub-bullet 3 — adding the underlined words: “Effect on safety and
network operation”; and

(b) Bullet 3 - adding the following underlined sentence at the end: “Where
mitigation is proposed on vested roads (or roads to be vested), any
mitigation is to be agreed with Auckland Transport.”

Mr Robitzsch, for the Applicant, addressed the issue of carparking in his summary
evidence.''3 He disagreed with Mr Church’s concerns stating:''4

| then turn to concerns that residents not able to park cars within the Precinct
may instead park in surrounding suburbs, using car parks that local residents
already living there consider as their own resource. This “overspill” risk is a key
concern of Auckland Transport. | do not claim that “overspill” will not occur at
all. However, my evidence identifies the key reasons why | oppose mandating
more car parking (than assumed in the proposed 2023 ITA) via the
introduction of a parking requirement in the Precinct provisions

As set out in the JWS, Mr Church still seeks inclusion of a provision which sets
a maximum parking rate of 0.9 spaces per dwelling. | consider that in practice,
this risks becoming an effective “target number” for parking with the same
adverse effects | am concerned about in my evidence.

He went on to state:1®

.... the proposed Precinct provisions, in my view, provide an ability to “course-
correct” should parking overspill effects exceed what | consider the likely
levels, or if related circumstances mean that they are not appropriately
managed. This could include a later relaxation of the current parking
constraints, if absolutely required. Most crucial in this regard is the fact that
unlike Precinct provisions that are “cast in stone” and require a new plan
change to modify, the 2023 ITA is intentionally more flexible.

While the 2023 ITA proposes (intentionally) stringent parking constraints on

development in the Precinct, future authority decisions can modify this ITA if it
is found to not be adequate. This includes the ability to re-visit assumptions at
the 3,000 dwelling stage. In my view, the assumptions of the 2023 ITA include

"2 Evidence of Terry Church, 29 October 2024, at [7.1]-[7.25]; and Summary Statement of Terry Church,
undated, at [13]-[19].

"3 Summary Evidence of Max Robitzsch, 18 November 2024, at [2.32]-[2.58].

"4 Summary Evidence of Max Robitzsch, 18 November 2024, at [2.41]-[2.42].

"5 Summary Evidence of Max Robitzsch, 18 November 2024, at [2.53], [2.54] and [2.58].
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parking, both in terms of the constraint and in terms of being manageable for
the wider area.

Therefore, my evidence opposes any additional car parking, particularly via
changes to the proposed ITA or through the introduction of parking rates in the
Precinct provisions themselves, and | remain of this opinion subsequent to
expert conferencing. | consider the proposed “parking impact assessment”
provision as an acceptable way forward, allowing for individual development
applications to seek more parking in response to the outcomes of that
assessment, if the Panel considers this to be necessary.

However, and as quoted above Mr Robitzsch did support provision for a Parking
Impact Assessment.

Messrs Duthie and Smallburn, also for the Applicant, addressed transport issues
(and carparking in particular given the issues raised above) in their primary and
supplementary evidence.''® They supported Mr Robitzsch’s evidence, stating: "

As Mr Robitzsch sets out in his evidence, the transportation approach in PC94
is underpinned by a deliberate shift away from car parking ratios that have
typically been provided in new developments. This is recognised by Mr
Reaburn in his proposed additions to the Precinct description and Objective (2)
which identify that planning and development of the Precinct is premised on
“avoiding a car dominated environment”. As set out above, we have proposed
to replace that drafting that acknowledges how the Precinct “promotes active
and public transport modes.” In our opinion, that better reflects that the
transport approach for the Precinct is not just about “avoiding cars”; it is about
encouraging modal shift.

With respect to carparking, Messrs Duthie and Smallburn concluded:''®

In our opinion, Mr Church’s commentary and recommendations fail to
recognise the broader strategic transport context. This is a Precinct where
there are very good public transport and cycleway connections and services,
and the Plan Change has sought to take advantage of those through various
initiatives that encourage take-up of those modes, and a reduction in reliance
on private vehicle travel. If however that does not eventuate, PC94 has
specific “checks” in place to enable an adaptive response; namely, the
requirement to demonstrate consistency with the 2023 Integrated Transport
Assessment (ITA) for all new buildings; the requirement to validate the
assumptions of the ITA at 3,000 dwellings in respect of the transport
characteristics of the Precinct; and the requirement for a new ITA at 4,000
dwellings.

In our opinion (and on the strength of Mr Robitzsch’s evidence), that remains
the most appropriate approach — particularly in light of the clear directives in

116 Evidence of lan Duthie and John Smallburn, 17 October 2024, at [10.121(a)(ii)], [10,126]; and
Supplementary Evidence of John Duthie and lan Smallburn, 13 November 2024, at [3.55]-[3.64].

"7 Supplementary Evidence of John Duthie and lan Smallburn, 13 November 2024, at [3.57].

18 Supplementary Evidence of John Duthie and lan Smallburn, 13 November 2024, at [3.59]-[3.60].
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the NPS-UD, the FDS, the AUP and other transport policy documents to
increase up-take of public transport and encourage other lower emissions
travel modes.

246. Messrs Duthie and Smallburn did not consider it necessary to add a Special
Information Requirement for a parking management plan/assessment. However, if
our preference was to include a Special Information Requirement, they
recommended that:

(a) it acknowledges the Precinct is about encouraging alternative forms of
transport (walking, cycling and public transport use, communal vehicle pools
etc) and reducing reliance on private vehicle travel; and

(b) any reference to illegal parking activity be removed.

247. Messrs Temperley and Reaburn, for the Council, addressed the above issues in
the s.42A Reporting Team - Hearing Summary Notes; stating:'1®

The 0.9 / dwelling parking maximum proposed by Auckland Transport is not
supported. The proposed Parking Impact Assessment is however considered
fo be very important to gauge success in achieving sufficient parking without
significant adverse effects. It will also, in turn, go some way to addressing Mr
Temperley’s concerns about how well public and active transport modes are
working in practice.

| generally support the Parking Impact Statement amendments sought by Mr
Church.

Intersection upgrades

248. Auckland Transport (Ms Pearson and Mr Church) sought the inclusion of a
standard requiring the delivery of two Carrington Road intersection upgrades at the
point that 600 dwellings are delivered within the Precinct.

249. Ms Pearson, explained the rationale for the request in her summary evidence as
follows: 120

The proposed Plan Change is premised on the idea that Carrington Road will
be upgraded in a timely manner by AT because of the IAF Funding. | am
seeking a clear provision to manage the potential impact IF the IAF funding is
lost for some unknown reason. In the tight funding situation, we find itself in,
there is no other funding for the upgrade of this road in the Regional Land
Transport Plan. The ITA assessment concludes one intersection upgrade at
600 units at code of compliance, but to fully manage the effects of the
proposal, the upgrade of two intersections is required.

The current intersections are not fully upgraded and there is nothing on
Carrington Road itself at these gates. This is inadequate for the number of
dwellings proposed for Precinct. The Applicant argues that this is unnecessary

"9 Council s.42A Reporting Team — Hearing Summary Notes, 22 November 2022, at [17]-[18].
20 Heading - 1 Upgrade of two intersections.
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251.

252.

253.

because of the IAF funding, however they cannot guarantee every future
situation.

Messrs Duthie and Smallburn responded to this concern in their supplementary
evidence. They did not support Auckland Transport’s request as in their opinion the
upgrade triggers were not required nor necessary. It was their view that there were
specific proposed Precinct provisions which require applicants to demonstrate
consistency with the Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA). The ITA specifically
contemplates that at least one intersection upgrade will be required once 600
dwellings are completed on the Site. They stated:'?!

...In our opinion, that provides the appropriate comfort that the necessary
upgrades will be delivered at that juncture. The ITA does not suggest a second
intersection upgrade is required at 600 dwellings. We also note that in terms of
consenting, far more than 600 units are already approved (over approximately
1,500 dwellings).

With respect to funding, Messrs Duthie and Smallburn stated: 12

Issues of funding for those upgrades are not relevant for this process.
Nevertheless, as Ms McGregor explains in her evidence, the Crown has
provided $113m in funding to Auckland Transport to support and accelerate
the delivery of the Carrington Road Upgrade. In addition, developer funding
will be provided for two intersection upgrades. The intersections can then be
integrated with the future corridor widths to deliver a holistic upgraded street.

We suggest that it would be more appropriate to allow Auckland Transport to
manage the Carrington Road Upgrade works holistically, rather than by
including a plan provision. In this way, Auckland Transport has the funding
source from the Crown, plus the developer funding for the two intersection
upgrades. Auckland Transport can then co-ordinate timing to suit its
programme. That also enables the principle of “dig once” in terms of road
upgrades. That is a better solution in this circumstance, than setting certain
standards within the Precinct.

The Council’s s.42A team (Messrs Temperley and Reaburn) also did not support
the provisions recommended by Ms Pearson in respect of intersection
upgrading.'?®

Non-expert evidence and submissions on transport matters

Ms Beresford for OSFFA provided legal submissions addressing traffic and parking
matters under the following headings: 124

e local road network;

121 Supplementary Evidence of John Duthie and lan Smallburn, 13 November 2024, at [3.68].

122 Supplementary Evidence of John Duthie and lan Smallburn, 13 November 2024, at [3.69]-[3.70].
123 Auckland Council s.42A Reporting Team - Hearing Summary Notes, 22 November 2024, at [19].
24 OSFFA Legal Submissions, at [139]-[149].
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e construction traffic and parking;
e traffic generation and parking; and
e transportation.

254. OSFFA did not provide expert evidence in relation to traffic and transportation;
noting Ms Barrett’s expert planning evidence made only very general passing
references to transport issues. Ms Noble, for OSFFA, set out, as did other
submitters, that it was important that planned new neighbourhoods integrate with
the existing residential and commercial areas particularly in terms of open space,
visual effects, and traffic.

255. The traffic issues raised in the expert evidence section above, and the potential
effects on the ‘southern roads’ from the development that would be enabled by
PC94, were major concerns for these submitters. This was in terms of significant
additional traffic using the southern roads to enter and/or exit the PC94 Precinct (or
use them for ‘rat running’) impacting on access as well as amenity values for
residents as a result of the additional traffic.

256. Mr Robitzsch responded to the concerns regarding the use of the southern roads
and additional traffic in his primary and summary evidence. In his summary he set
out: 125

Access via the Southern Roads and control of traffic levels on these roads
south of the Precinct has been raised by a number of submitters. My evidence,
particularly my response to the S42A Report, discusses this.

In summary, | consider that the modified provisions safequard the original
intent of ensuring that these roads do not become ‘rat runs” around, or
dominant routes for vehicular traffic into, the Precinct.

Before and after the modifications proposed by PC94 there would be very high
assessment hurdles for any connection which could risk encouraging “through”
traffic via the Southern Roads. The assessment criteria also specifically
prohibit consideration of wider network benefits (avoidance/reduction of
Carrington Road congestion) that could theoretically be gained from enabling
such movements.

257. Messrs Duthie and Smallburn also addressed this matter stating: 26
In respect of key changes to the activities within the Precinct:

(h) PC94 makes it clear that extension of the southern cul-de-sacs
(Laurel Street, Renton Road, Rhodes Avenue or Mark Road) into
the Precinct and providing vehicle connections to the western road
within the Precinct is a restricted discretionary activity.

25 Summary Evidence of Max Robitzsch, 18 November 2024, at [2.28]-[2.30].
126 Evidence of John Duthie and lan Smallburn, 17 October 2024, at [7.22(h)- (i)].
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260.

(i)  PC94 clarifies that direct vehicle connection between Mark Road
(along with the other southern cul-de-sacs) and the TEZ (i.e. the
Unitec campus) is a non-complying activity.

[Footnotes omitted]

They also set out, that in addition to the rule framework for these roads, the
Precinct policies include:'?”

Policy 22

Manage the expected traffic generated by activities in the precinct to avoid,
remedy and mitigate adverse effects on the safety and efficiency of the
surrounding transport network, particularly at peak times. For the purpose of
this precinct, the surrounding transport network comprises Carrington Road,
the Precinct’s existing and proposed access points to Carrington Road, the
Carrington Road/Woodward Road intersection, the Woodward Road/New
North Road intersection, the Carrington Road/New North Road and Carrington
Road/Great North Road intersections, Laurel Street, Renton Road, Rhodes
Avenue, Mark Road and the other local roads bounded by Carrington Road,
New North Road, and Te Auaunga / Oakley Creek.

Policy 25

Avoid parking buildings within the Special Purpose - Tertiary Education Zone

having direct access from Laurel Street, Renton Road, Rhodes Avenue (or any

extension of those roads) or the western road shown on the Precinct Plan 1.
Policy 26

Avoid direct vehicle access between the Special Purpose - Tertiary Education
Zone and Laurel Street, Renton Road, Rhodes Avenue (or any extension of
those roads).

Discussion and findings

No wider network constraints

We accept the expert evidence that there would be no wider network traffic
constraints from the development enabled by PC94; that the Site is extremely well

serviced in terms of existing (and planned) public transport, has excellent access to

a variety of transport modes, and that the Site is not constrained in terms of public
transport.

We also accept the experts’ unanimous view that the Precinct’s transport approach
of avoiding a car dominated environment and encouraging walking, cycling and
Public Transport is appropriate, and their support of the wording in the Precinct
provisions - “promotes active and public transport modes”.

127 Evidence of John Duthie and lan Smallburn, 17 October 2024, Appendix A, at pp.16-17.
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264.

265.

266.

267.

Carparking

With respect to carparking, its potential effects, and the appropriate Precinct
provisions, we largely agree with the experts for the Applicant and the Council. The
reasons for this are those addressed in their evidence (as summarised above).

To assist in addressing any potential adverse effects arising from the amount of
parking proposed to be provided, we agree with the transport experts that a
Parking Impact Assessment should be included as part of 1334.9 — Special
Information Requirements. The agreed wording for this was set out in the JWS
(Transport). While we note that Mr Church subsequently recommended changes to
the wording of these requirements (which were supported by the Council experts),
we do not support these changes. This is because “safety” is already included in
Bullet 2, sub-bullet 2; and having to agree any mitigation on vested roads (or roads
to be vested) with Auckland Transport would be tantamount to a ‘third party’
approval.

Further, while the Applicant’s planners did not consider such a requirement was
necessary, they confirmed that if a special information requirement were to be
imposed, the wording in the JWS (Transport) was appropriate. We have adopted
that wording accordingly.

Intersection upgrades

We accept the Applicant and the Council’s.42A expert evidence that the
intersection upgrade provisions sought by Auckland Transport are unnecessary.
The reasons for this are those set out in the evidence of Messrs Duthie and
Smallburn (as summarised by us above).

We are satisfied the Precinct provisions, as set out in the Applicant’s reply version,
and which include Obijective 8, Policies 20-23A, and Special Information
Requirements relating to Integrated Transport Assessments, are sufficient and
appropriate to ensure a safe and efficient roading network, including intersection
upgrades.

All other submissions/issues including the southern roads

With respect to all of the submissions that raised transport related issues; including
the wider network capacity, access to and from the ‘southern’ roads, the effect on
amenity values to people living on those roads, access to and from the Gladstone
Primary School, and parking; we agree with the expert evidence as set out above.

We are satisfied with the Precinct provisions that we have imposed, will
appropriately address the transportation issues, including the amenity of the
residents on the adjoining local roads. The provisions will also assist in creating a
well-functioning urban (transport) environment as required by the NPS-UD (which
we discuss further under Planning Matters later in this decision).
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HANGANGA MO TE WAI ME TE WAI PARA | WATER AND WASTEWATER
INFRASTRUCTURE

268. The key water and wastewater infrastructure issues raised related to the co-
ordination of infrastructure and development.

Evidence and submissions

269. Watercare provided legal submissions (Ms Dibley) as well as corporate (Mr
Deutschle) and expert planning evidence (Mr Peterson). Ms Dibley set out
Watercare’s case stating:'%®

At the time Watercare's submission was prepared, Watercare considered the
Precinct provisions needed to both:

(a) ensure that development was coordinated with the delivery of
infrastructure with sufficient capacity; and

(b) require an assessment of the bulk water and wastewater network
capacity for development above 4,000 dwelling unit equivalents
("DUE").

Following further detailed assessment, Watercare now considers that given
there are a range of infrastructure upgrades which need to come online before
development within the Precinct can be serviced, all new development
requiring resource consent (not just applications for development over 4,000
DUE) needs to be accompanied by an infrastructure capacity assessment. This
assessment needs to demonstrate there is sufficient capacity in the respective
local and bulk water supply and wastewater networks to service the
development subject to the relevant consent application.

In addition, removing the 4,000 DUE trigger for the infrastructure capacity
assessment will be more efficient and effective. This is because it removes the
need for applicants to maintain a schedule of DUE or dwellings within the
Precinct.

[Footnotes omitted]
270. Mr Peterson recommended the following amendments to the PC94 provisions:'2°

¢ the addition of a short issue description relating to water supply and
wastewater servicing into the Precinct description 1334.1;

e deletion of the term "occupation” in Objective 9A, Policy 26A, Matter of
Discretion 1334.8.1(1A)(d)(iv) and Assessment Criterion (7)(d);

e amendments to Policy 26B to make clear all resource consent applicants
are required to assess the capacity of the water supply and wastewater
networks servicing the proposed subdivision and development;

128 Watercare Legal Submissions, 13 November 2024, at [3.1]-[3.3].
129 Evidence of Richard Peterson, 30 October 2024, at [1.8].
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e the addition of a new policy to provide policy direction that subdivision and
development should be avoided where it exceeds the capacity of the local
and bulk water supply and wastewater network;

e amendments to matters of control, matters of discretion and assessment
criteria to ensure the Precinct provisions are clear that all relevant
resource consent applications need to assess the adequacy of the water
supply and wastewater networks to service the proposal; and

¢ amendments to the Special Information Requirements 1334.9 under
Water supply and wastewater Infrastructure Capacity Assessment to
require all resource consent applicants to assess the capacity of the local
and bulk water supply and wastewater networks to service the proposed
subdivision and development.

271. Messrs’ Duthie and Smallburn (for the Applicant) responded to Watercare’s
concerns in their evidence-in-chief and supplementary evidence. They addressed
the concerns by topic as follows: 30

e Avoid policy: They considered any uncertainty or challenges concerning
the servicing of the development are well short of warranting inclusion of
the avoid policy sought by Watercare. The planned upgrades were known;
the central interceptor and its associated connections were well advanced,
the enabling works (which provide the key trunk network within the
Precinct for the three waters) were also well advanced, and the Precinct’s
objectives and policies already connect the provision of infrastructure to
the pace of development.

o  Occupation: They disagreed with Watercare that the trigger should be at
construction rather than occupation of the dwelling. They noted that
providing it earlier than required imposed holding costs which add to the
cost of housing; Council’s Future Development Strategy (which was
adopted in December 2023) sets occupation as the trigger, and the risk of
a disconnect between the delivery of infrastructure and the completion of
homes was minimal here given the consents in place, the planned
upgrades and the stage of works already underway.

e Infrastructure capacity assessment: They opposed Watercare’s request
for an infrastructure capacity assessment for each resource consent for
new buildings. The considered such a requirement was unnecessary as a
detailed infrastructure capacity had already been undertaken as part of
PC94, and the matters of discretion for new buildings already required an
applicant to demonstrate the building could be adequately serviced.

272. HUD also addressed these issues in their Reply Submissions as follows: 3!

130 Supplementary Evidence of John Duthie and lan Smallburn, 13 November 2024, at [3.76]-[3.90].
31 HUD Reply Submissions, at [2.49]-[2.50].
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While HUD recognises that the relief sought by Watercare through its evidence
may well be appropriate in a greenfield location, it is not appropriate for
development within the Precinct because:

(a) Compared to a greenfield location, the timing and delivery for necessary
trunk infrastructure upgrades to support development on the Site are well-
known and, in many cases, well-advanced, designed or under
construction. As Messrs Duthie and Smallburn point out, there are
opportunities for Watercare to accelerate planned works to align with the
Carrington Road Upgrade, which would achieve significant efficiencies.%?

(b) As Mr Majurey explained in his presentation, the Ropd have already had
extensive engagement with Watercare in relation to development of the
Precinct, and the Ropu have acted in reliance on that engagement. The
revised relief sought by Watercare, only very recently introduced via
evidence, appears to undermine that agreed approach.

(c) That relief seeks to address a very worst-case scenario, the primary
effects of which appear to be public-perception related (i.e. housing being
constructed that is not yet connected to infrastructure, with consequent
pressure placed on Watercare to deliver that infrastructure out of
sequence). For the reasons set out in the supplementary evidence of
Messrs Duthie and Smallburn, the risks of that scenario eventuating in this
context are very low’33, Comparatively, the effects of delaying the
construction of housing pending the completion of infrastructure upgrades
would be significant and are highly likely to eventuate.’3* We submit that
that outcome would be inconsistent with the strong direction of the NPS-
UD relating to housing affordability, the provision of housing generally and
the position of the FDS on this matter.

HUD therefore continues to support “occupation” as the relevant trigger point
for infrastructure delivery, and does not agree that an “avoid” policy as
proposed by Watercare is necessary or appropriate

Discussion and findings

273. Having reviewed Watercare’s evidence and that of the Applicant, and having
questioned the witnesses at the hearing, we prefer the evidence and legal
submissions of the Applicant (as summarised above). In particular, we accept the
opinions of Messrs’ Duthie and Smallburn that the changes sought by Watercare
are unnecessary and we adopt their reasoning, together with the further reasons
set out in the HUD Reply Submissions.

274. Accordingly, we accept the infrastructure provisions as proposed by the Applicant,
and as attached to this decision.

132 Supplementary Evidence of John Duthie and lan Smallburn, 13 November 2024, at [3.76(b)].
133 Supplementary Evidence of John Duthie and lan Smallburn, 13 November 2024, at [3.86].
134 Supplementary Evidence of John Duthie and lan Smallburn, 13 November 2024, at [3.83].
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TE WHATU ORA | HEALTH NZ

275.

276.

277.

278.

279.

Health NZ lodged a submission to PC 94. Expert evidence was filed and presented
by Mr McGarr, a planning consultant for Health NZ. Health NZ’s key concern was
to ensure that PC94 did not derogate from the provisions put in place as part of
PC75.

Evidence

Mr McGarr set out in his primary evidence that Health NZ supported PC94, subject
to the relief set out in their submission, together with ensuring that there were no
inadvertent consequential amendments to the provisions of the Precinct which
amended or undermined the provisions of the recently operative Plan Change 75
(PC75).

In that regard, Mr McGarr’s primary evidence raised several Precinct provisions
that he considered needed to be addressed to ensure ‘alignment’ with PC75.
These included: Interface Standard, Landscape Standard, Policy 15 A (related to
open space) and Heritage Extent. As set out in Mr McGarr’'s Supplementary
Statement, the general approach (to align with PC75) was not disputed between
the parties: '3

Both Mr Raeburn for the Council, and Mr Duthie for the Applicant for PC94
have confirmed that the PC75 provisions are settled, and the PC94 application
does not propose (or intend) to affect the activities or form of development
enabled, or infroduce new provisions which introduce new consent processes
or information or assessment requirements.

Subject to the matters identified in my Primary and Supplementary evidence
being addressed as sought, such an outcome will be achieved.

Expert Conferencing, as well as direct discussions with the Council’s and
Applicant’s planners, was held to resolve the outstanding matters relating to the
wording.

The Precinct provisions of concern to Mr McGarr in his evidence (and Health NZ's
submission) have been amended to give effect to Health NZ’s submission). This
was confirmed by Mr Duthie at the conclusion of the hearing.

Discussion and findings

280.

We accept that it important to ensure that the provisions of PC75 and PC94 align.
We are satisfied that the provisions proposed in the Applicant’s Reply version, and
which we understand no party has objected to, appropriately address those
matters. We have therefore adopted those into our decision version.

35 Supplementary Statement of Craig Mc Garr, 19 November 2024, at [3.2]-[3.3].
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NGA MEA TOHE-KORE | MATTERS NOT IN CONTENTION

281.

282.

283.

284.

There were also a number of matters that had been agreed or were not in
contention as between the Applicant, the Council experts and most submitters. 36
In this respect, and as noted earlier, following our review of the evidence we issued
Direction#4 excusing a number of expert withesses from appearing in relation to
the following topics:

e greenhouse gas emissions;
e geotechnical;

e contamination;

e economics;

e stormwater;

e ecology; and

e transport modelling.

Discussion and findings

In the absence of any expert evidence to the contrary, we have accepted the
expert evidence and proposed provisions of the Applicant and the Council on the
matters not in contention as set out above.

Further, and to the extent that any issues are not specifically mentioned in the
above list or addressed in other sections of this decision, we confirm that we
accept the position taken by the Applicant and the Council on those matters for the
reasons set out in the Applicant’s evidence, the s.42A Report and the Council
evidence.

The Precinct provisions attached to this decision address, where relevant, the
matters set out above.

NGA MEA MAHERE | PLANNING MATTERS

285.

286.

The key planning issue that arose was whether PC94 gave effect to the higher
order planning documents, and in particular, the NPS-UD and the RPS. We
received a range of submissions and evidence on these issues — with some parties
agreeing that PC94 gave effect to these documents, and others not.

In this section, in order to avoid repetition and for ease of understanding, we have
summarised our findings and the evidence and submissions on which those
findings within the same section. Accordingly, the remainder of the paragraphs that
follow set out our discussion and findings on these matters.

136 Noting that there were some lay submitters, such as the Springfield Residents Association, who contested
these issues.
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Evidence, discussion and findings

We record at the outset our finding, subject to the changes we have made to the
Precinct provisions, that PC94 gives effect to these ‘higher order’ planning
documents — and will contribute to Auckland being a “well-functioning urban
environment”.’¥" In this respect we prefer the evidence (and legal submissions) of
the Applicant to those of the Council’s'3 and Submitter’s experts (where they take
a different or contrary view to those of the Applicant — we address this below).

NPS-UD

In this context, we find there are two key aspects of the NPS-UD which have
particular bearing on PC94 — being Objective 3 and Policy 3.

Objective 3 refers to enabling more people, businesses and community services to
live/locate in areas that:

(a) are “well-serviced by existing or planned public transport” - which we note
is broader than the “existing and planned rapid transit stops” referenced in
Policy 3; or

(b) have “high demand for housing or business land in the area, relative to
other areas within the urban environment.”

Furthermore, Objective 3 also clearly contemplates and supports intensification,
and therefore greater height, in areas beyond those described in Policy 3.

Policy 3 is clear that enabling six storeys within a walkable catchment of those
target locations is a minimum requirement — both in terms of the building height but
also in terms of the extent of the areas in which that height is to be enabled.

Messrs Duthie and Smallburn, addressed the criteria identified in Objective 3 for
enabling more people, businesses and community services to live/locate in certain
areas in their primary evidence, and opined that they are all fulfilled by the site.
They also addressed the “Strategic Context’ of the site in relation to the NPS-UD,
the RPS, the Future Development Strategy, the Strategic Transport Policy Context,
and PC94’s response to those strategic documents.'3°

In summary, it is their evidence, with which we agree, that the site is proximate to
the Mount Albert and Point Chevalier town centres; it is very well-serviced by both
existing and planned public transport; and it is located in an area with high demand
for housing. As they note in their Strategic Overview: Summary: 140

It has long been our opinion that if urban consolidation and the kind of urban
outcomes envisaged by these documents are to be realised in Auckland, they
must be capable of successful implementation on the Site. Put another way,

137 NPS-UD, Obijective 1.

138 We note that the Council’s experts largely agreed with the Applicant’s experts in relation to giving effect to
the NPS-UD and the RPS, other than in terms of open space.

139 Evidence of John Duthie and lan Smallburn, 17 October 2024, at [8.1]-[8.17].

140 Evidence of John Duthie and lan Smallburn, 17 October 2024, at [8.18].
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the Site, with its critical mass, its proximity to the city centre and its location
within the wider transport network, is a ‘litmus test’ for those outcomes, and a
significant opportunity for Auckland to help achieve its strategic growth
objectives. In short, if the significant intensification anticipated at a national
level is not achievable at the Precinct, it is difficult to conceive of it being
achieved anywhere.

We agree with the expert evidence that the site is identified as one of the best in
suburban Auckland for public transport, walking and cycling. It is also within easy
walking distance of two town centres (Point Chevalier in the north and Mount Albert
in the south) as well as two train stations.

The other provisions of the NPS-UD which have particular relevance for PC94 are
Objective 4 and Policy 6, both of which relate to changing amenity values in urban
environments. Objective 4 recognises that those environments, including their
amenity values, “develop and change over time in response to the diverse and
changing needs of people, communities and future generations.” Policy 6 directs
decision-makers to have particular regard to the fact that:

...planned urban built form in those RMA planning documents may involve
significant changes to an area, and those changes...

(i) may detract from amenity values appreciated by some people but improve
amenity values appreciated by other people, communities and future
generation, including by providing increased and varied housing density
and types; and

(i) are not of themselves an adverse effect.

We accept that the increases in building height proposed by PC94 do not
constitute “planned urban form in RMA documents” (until PC94 is approved).
However, the operative provisions are important and influential in this context.
Firstly, there is already a considerable level of development enabled within the
Precinct. Excluding the Mixed Housing Urban area to the south, the balance of the
site already enables buildings of between 16m — 27m in height. That is “planned
urban form” and, as already noted, that level of development would enable an
anticipated yield of approximately 2,500 dwellings and 1,000 specialist
accommodation units (a population of approximately 8,500).

As set out in the Applicant’s legal submissions, “If realised, that “planned urban
form” would result in significant changes to the Precinct and its surrounding
environment — changes which would give rise to various “effects” of the same
nature as many of those raised in the submissions opposing PC94”.141

We agree. In particular, we note that Policy 6 acknowledges that while the planned
level of development may detract from amenity values experienced by some
people, it will also improve amenity values appreciated by others, including by
providing increased and varied housing densities and types. Further, the

41 HUD Opening Legal Submissions, at [3.57].

Private Plan Change 94 - Wairaka Precinct on Carrington Road, Mt Albert 79



299.

300.

301.

302.

303.

‘directions’ in the NPS-UD provisions clarify that, whatever peoples’ individual
perspectives on amenity values may be, that an area may experience significant
change as a result of a planning decision enabling intensification is not of itself an
adverse outcome. We also refer here to our discussion of (and findings on)
Objective 4 and Policy 6 in the open space and urban design and landscape
sections of this decision report.

All of the technical experts, other than Ms Barrett for OSFFA, agreed that PC94,
overall, would contribute towards giving effect to the NPS-UD and the RPS — albeit
as we have acknowledged elsewhere in this decision there were differing opinions
from some of the experts over the degree to which associated infrastructure
(including open space) is to be provided, and the degree to which the proposed
heights of the three taller buildings in Height Area 1 were appropriate.

Ms Barrett did not agree that overall PC94 would contribute to giving effect to these
documents.

In terms of the NPS-UD, during the hearing, Ms Barrett expressed her opinion that
the NPS-UD is a ““constraint’ on development and “the Site is not within an area
identified for intensification in the NPS-UD”. We tested those matters with Ms
Barrett during the hearing, who maintained her view that the NPS-UD was a
constraint and PC94 was not consistent with it.

Further, it was Ms Barrett’s opinion that reference to growth around public transport
corridors in the NPS-UD was limited to intensification areas located adjacent to
train stations and dedicated busway stations.4?

Ms Lupis addressed these matters in her Reply Submissions by setting out the
statement made by Ms Barrett and the Applicant’s response. We quote this as
follows: 143

(a) The NPS-UD is a “constraint” on development”. Clearly the NPS 50704653
UD includes a number of strong directives for local authorities and decision-
makers to enable development in our urban environments — not to constrain
it. In our submission, it would be difficult to interpret any of the objectives or
policies of the NPS-UD as constraining or restricting development. To the
contrary, the NPS UD imposes strict obligations on local authorities to:

i.  provide sufficient housing and business land capacity to meet
demand over a 30 year timeframe;
ii.  make planning decisions which improve housing affordability by
supporting competitive land and development markets;
iii. — increase building heights to enable more intensified development;
and

142 Re the definition of “Rapid Transit Stop” in the NPS-UD using the term “largely separated from other
traffic’. It was Ms Barrett’s opinion that this only applied to the Northern Busway and the soon to be
upgraded Eastern Busway, and not to dedicated bus lanes on roads.

43 HUD Reply Submissions, at [2.24].
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iv.  monitor issues of housing affordability and supply and demand, and
respond “as soon as practicable” where there is insufficient
capacity.

(b) The Site is not within an area identified for intensification in the NPS-
UD.” Again, as noted above, Policy 3(c) identifies specific locations
which are minimum targets for intensification. Specifically, it requires
district plans to enable building heights of at least 6 storeys within at
least a walkable catchment of those locations. That plainly
contemplates that there are areas beyond just a walkable catchment of
those locations where increased building heights will be appropriate. As
our opening legal submissions set out, Objective 3 provides clear
direction on other locations where intensification will be suitable. It is
the evidence of Messrs Duthie and Smallburn that all the criteria in that
objective are met by the Site. Ms Barrett’s suggestion that the NPS-UD
does not support increased height within the Precinct is therefore
incorrect.

We disagree with Ms Barrett’s interpretation and instead accept HUD’s
submissions on these matters. In addition, we find that the definition of “rapid
transit service” in the NPS-UD would also encompass dedicated bus lanes (i.e., “a
permanent route that is largely separated from other traffic”), such as what is
proposed as part of the Carrington Road Upgrade. In this regard Policy 3 is clearly
‘engaged’ in evaluating PC94. Furthermore, and as we have already noted, the
NPS-UD enables intensification in those locations as a minimum to be achieved —
i.e., “at least’ within walkable catchments of those locations.

RPS

With respect to the RPS, its provisions and relevance to PC94 were well
canvassed in the application documentation, the s.42A Report and the planning
experts’ evidence, notably that of Messrs Duthie and Smallburn. We provide a brief
overview of the relevant provisions below.

The RPS (and the NPS-UD) require Auckland to provide for growth (in the case of
the NPS-UD, 30 years’ worth of growth). The RPS seeks to achieve this through
both brownfields and greenfield expansion; but with a strong emphasis on urban
consolidation as set out in Objective (B2.2.1(1)) and Policy (B2.2.2(4)) of the RPS.
Objective (B2.2.1(1)) states:

A quality compact urban form that enables all of the following:

a) a higher-quality urban environment;

b) greater productivity and economic growth;

c) better use of existing infrastructure and efficient provision of new
infrastructure;

d) improved and more effective public transport;

e) greater social and cultural vitality;

f) better maintenance of rural character and rural productivity; and

g) reduced adverse environmental effects.
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309.

310.

The RPS (and NPS-UD) identifies the benefit of providing for high intensity growth
adjacent to town centres and public transport corridors, being: 44

Enable higher residential intensification:
(a) in and around centres;
(b) along identified corridors; and

(c) close to public transport, social facilities (including open space) and
employment opportunities.

Overall findings

While we find that the NPS-UD and RPS are aligned, and both support greater
urban intensification, the RPS (other than PC 80)'%> predates the NPS-UD.
Accordingly, we have placed considerable weight on the NPS-UD’s provisions.

As we have set out (and as was strongly expressed in legal submissions and
evidence), the relevant RMA policy and plan provisions are very directive in
enabling for more people to live in, and more businesses and community services
to be located in, areas of an urban environment where any one of more of the
following apply:

o the areais in or near a centre zone, or other area with many employment
opportunities;

e the area is well-serviced by existing or planned public transport; or

o there is high demand for housing, or for business land in the area, relative
to other areas within the urban environment. 46

It is our finding, and adopting the Applicant’s evidence and legal submissions, that
the site is clearly appropriate and ‘qualifies’ for the intensification envisaged by
Objective 3 of the NPS-UD. Overall, and for all of the reasons set out above, we
find that PC94 will give effect to the NPS-UD and the RPS.

NGA WHAKATAUNGA MO NGA TAPAETANGA | DECISIONS ON SUBMISSIONS

311.

As addressed earlier in this report, clause 10 of Schedule 1'#7 requires that this

decision include reasons for accepting or rejecting the submissions (primary and
further) made to PC94. It permits submissions to be addressed by grouping them
according to the proposed plan provisions to which they relate, or by the matters
(i.e., topics) to which they relate.’*® Clause 10(3) of Schedule 1 also states — “To

44 RPS, Policy 2.2.2(5).

45 Plan change 80 was a relatively confined change, seeking to, in part, give effect to the NPS-UD by
integrating the concepts and terms “well-functioning urban environment, urban resilience to the effects of
climate change and qualifying matters”.

146 NPS-UD, Obijective 3.

147 Decisions on provisions and matters raised in submissions.

148 Clause 10(2)(a)(i) of Schedule 1 of the RMA.
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315.

avoid doubt, the local authority is not required to give a decision that addresses
each submission individually.”

Given the nature of PC94, (a change to an existing precinct within the AUP), we
have grouped all of the submissions in terms of the provisions of PC94, and the
topics set out in this decision report. We reiterate (as set out earlier in this report)
that while all individual submissions and submissions points are not expressly
referred to, all submissions and submissions points have nevertheless been taken
into account when making our decision.

Appendices 9 and 10 of the s.42A Report provide a very detailed table setting
out the s.42A Report author’'s recommended decisions and reasons on the
submissions and further submissions. We adopt those Appendices and reasons
as our decisions to the extent they reflect the decisions we have made in this
report. However, where we have made a different decision than that
recommended in the s.42A Report, the decision on the submissions is set out in
the following paragraphs.

Our decisions on the submissions are as follows:

(a) We accept or accept-in-part those submissions that supported PC94, or
supported it in part subject to the modifications sought, and where we have
accepted the modifications to PC94 as set out in the submission;

(b) We accept-in-part those submissions that supported or supported in part
the plan change where we have made modification to it in relation to other
submissions, or have only partially agreed to modifications to PC94 as set
out in the submission; and

(c) We reject those submissions that fully opposed the plan change (i.e., reject
the entire plan change), or sought modifications to it which we have not
made, again for the reasons set out in this report.

With respect to further submissions, as these can only support or oppose an initial
submission, our decision on those submissions reflects our decisions on the initial
submissions.

WHAKATAUNGA | DECISION

316.

317.

318.

Pursuant to Schedule 1, clause 10 of the Resource Management Act 1991,
Proposed Private Plan Change 94 to the Auckland Unitary Plan (Operative in Part)
is approved, subject to the modifications as set out in this decision.

Submissions on the plan change are accepted and rejected in accordance with this
decision. In general, these decisions follow the recommendations set out in the
Applicant’s Evidence and Reply Provisions and the Councils s.42A Report,
Addendum to the s.42A Report, and evidence, except as identified above in
relation to matters in contention.

The reasons for the decision are that Plan Change 94:
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(a) will assist the Council in achieving the purpose of the RMA,;

(b) is consistent with the provisions of Part 2 of the RMA;

(c) gives effect to the national policy statements, in particular the NPS-UD;
(d) gives effect to the Auckland Regional Policy Statement;

(e) is supported by necessary evaluation in accordance with s.32; and

(f) will help with the effective implementation of the AUP.

Greg Hill

Chairperson

Date: 18 March 2025
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1334 Te Auaunga Precinct

PRIVATE PLAN CHANGE 94: 18 March 2025.

Hearing Panel’s decision version of the precinct provisions
— showing changes to the Auckland Unitary Plan
(Operative in Part).

The underlining and strike-outs are the changes from the
notified version of the PC 94 precinct provisions to this
version (the Hearing Panel’s decision version)

Auckland Unitary Plan Operative in part 1



1334-Wairaka Te Auaunga Precinct

PRIVATE PLAN CHANGE 94:

PART A AMENDMENT TO THE MAPS

ZONING

The land currently zoned Special Purpose - Tertiary Education, Special Purpose — Healthcare
Facility and Hospital, and Residential - Terrace Housing and Apartment Buildings is rezoned
Business: Mixed Use and Residential: Mixed Housing Urban as shown on the Map 1 plan.

PRECINCT

The Te Auaunga Sub-Precinct boundaries are amended as shown on the Map 1 plan.
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Map 1 — Zoning and Precincts / Sub-Precincts
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T [ Precinet
Residential - Single House Zone
Residential - Mixed Housing Suburban Zone
Residential - Mized Housing Urban Zone
Residential - Terrace Housing and Apartment Buildings Zone
Business - Town Cenfre Zone
Business - Neighbourhood Centre Zone
Business - Mixed Use Zone
Open Space - Conservation Zone
Open Space - Informal Recreation Zone
Open Space - Sport and Active Recreation Zone
Special Purpose Zone
Strategic Transport Comidor Zone
Coastal - Coastal Transition Zone
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PART B AMENDMENT TO 1334 TE AUAUNGA PRECINCT

Insert the following new precinct provisions:

1334. Wairaka Te Auaunga Precinct
1334.1. Precinct Description

FheWairaka Te Auaunga Precinct extends from the north western motorway at Point
Chevalier in the north, through to Woodward Road in the south, and from Oakley-Creek
Te Auaunga Waterway in the west to Carrington Road in the east, where the Unitec
Institute of Technology (Unitec), the Crown, Waitemata District Health Board, one private
landowner, and Ngati Whaatua Orakei own contiguous blocks of land that make up the
site.

The Precinct has been occupied for a long period over many generations, forming part of
Te Auaunga basin below Owairaka / Te Ahi-ka-a-Rakataura, through which flows Te Wai
o Raka and which comprised many mahinga kai. It is also beside one of the significant
waka portages between the Waitematd and Manukau harbours. Over successive
generations, it was a place of activity, including farming, harvesting and trade.

From the late 1800s the land formed part of the Oakley Hospital, one of New Zealand’s
oldest purpose-built psychiatric hospitals. The complex was established on 200 acres of
farmland, which developed to comprise a series of historic buildings that supported the
hospital’s functioning, growth, and evolution during the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries. Chief among these is the Oakley Hospital Main Building, a scheduled historic
heritage place of outstanding significance that has long stood as a distinctive and
recognisable landmark in the local landscape. The original Pumphouse also remains and
is protected by a conservation covenant.

The purpose of the-Wairaka Te Auaunga Precinct is to provide for a diverse urban
community, including the ongoing development and operation of the tertiary education
facility, the development and operation of a range of community, recreation, and social
activities, the development of a compact residential community, and commercial service
activities, open space, and the development of a range of healthcare related and
supporting activities to cater for the special and diverse requirements of the users,
employees and visitors to the Mason Clinic. Business and Innovation activities are to-be
enabled, including activities which benefit from co-location with a major tertiary education
institution. The Pprecinct enables new development to create an urban environment that
caters for a diverse population, employees and visitors in the area and that integrates
positively with the Point Chevalier, Mt Albert and Waterview communities.

FheWairaka Te Auaunga Precinct will-providefor enables a variety of housing typologies
and a range of community, commercial and social services that help cater for Auckland's
growth and the dlverse communlty that will establish in thls Iocatlon H—wm—aLse—pFe\Ade—a

eemmererai—aﬁd—seetal—sewrees— It WI|| prowde the opportunlty for people to live, work and
Iearn within the Pgrecmct whlle enjoylng the hlgh amenlty of the area Wa+raka

The intended built character for the precinct is for a high quality intensive urban

neighbourhood of predominately residential buildings which encourages a reduced car
ownership environment by establishing walking and cycling paths and by promoting
active and public transport modes, associated with a framework of public, communal
and/or private open spaces.

A range of building heights are applied across the precinct that recognise the size,
location and topography of the land within the precinct. These heights recognise the
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relative sensitivities of adjoining and adjacent neighbouring properties, with greater height
applied to areas where the potential adverse effects can be managed within the precinct.
In the north-western corner of the site height is also proposed to act as a landmark for the
development, supporting the urban leqibility of the precinct. The Ropd are committed to
undertaking cultural and design review processes for new buildings of four levels or more.

The precinct incorporates the Medium Density Residential Standards (MDRS) set out in
Schedule 3A of the Resource Management Act 1991. The MDRS provide for the use or
construction of up to three dwellings as a permitted activity, complying with identified
Standards in the relevant residential zones. The outcomes anticipated in the precinct
correspond to the Residential — Mixed Housing Urban Zone and Residential — Terrace
Housing and Apartment Buildings Zone with MDRS incorporated. The precinct
provisions apply except to the extent the MDRS are incorporated.

Fhe Wairaka Te Auaunga Precinct covers 64.5ha. It provides for a mixed use urban

community including an ultimate residential community of 4,000 — 4,500 dwellings,
supported by a range of retail and other support activities, including enabling schools and
community services. It includes a maijor tertiary education institution (Unitec) and a major
medical facility (Mason Clinic). Light industrial activities also occur on the site.

FheWairaka Te Auaunga Precinct provides objectives for the restoration and
enhancement of Maori capacity building and M3ori cultural promotion and economic
development within the precinct.

FheWairaka Te Auaunga Precinct provides-overall objectives for the whole area, and
three sub-precincts:

e Sub-precinct A provides for healthcare/hospital related activities and is intended
to accommodate the intensification of the Mason Clinic.

e Sub-precinct B provides for light manufacturing and servicing associated with
laundry services and is intended to accommodate the current range of light
industrial activities, as well as other activities or enabling works which do not
compromise the laundry service while this facility is in operation.

e Sub-precinct C te-at the south-and-west of the precinct provides for a-broad-range
of residential-activities-togetherwith-supporting-uses;-activities appropriately

located to a major tertiary education institution.

The Mason Clinic contains a mix of activities including healthcare activity and hospital. It
is a facility which provides for a range of care, and short and long term accommodation
for people with disabilities (including mental health, addiction, iliness or intellectual
disabilities), together with provision for custodial, tribunal, and justice facilities ancillary to
forensic psychiatric services, and a range of health related accessory activities. The
activities the Mason Clinic accommodates requires buildings which have a range of
particular functional and operational requirements, including the incorporation of publicly
accessible and secure facilities and areas for staff, visitors and the people
accommodated, and for these to be integrated across the Mason Clinic in a way which
considers the safety, privacy and wellbeing of the users.

There are also particular attributes of the-Wairaka Te Auaunga Precinct, which contribute
to the amenity of the precinct and the surrounding area and are to be retained and
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enhanced, and future areas introduced through the development of the precinct. These
include the following:

e The significant ecological area of Te Auaunga / Oakley Creek;

o An open space network linking areas within the-Wairaka Te Auaunga Precinct
and providing amenity to neighbouring housing and business areas;

¢ A network of pedestrian and cycleway linkages that integrate with the area
network;

¢ Retention of the open space stormwater management area which services
Wairaka Te Auaunga and adjacent areas, and the amenity of the associated
wetland;

o The Wairaka stream and the landscape amenity, ecological and cultural value
this affords; and

o The Historic-Heritage-overlay-of theformer Oakley Hospital Main Building and

historic heritage overlay extent of place, the Pumphouse, and identified trees on
site.

The open space network for the precinct is provided for by way of a combination of
identified areas, and indicative areas, including walking paths and shared paths (shown
on Precinct Plan 1) and future areas and walkways/shared paths which are to be
identified and developed as a component of the future urban intensification envisaged.

The implementation of the-Precinct Plan 1 outcomes is dependent on a series of works.
The works focus on the provision of open space and a roading network including access
from-the-east to the important Te Auaunga / Oakley Creek public open space, walking
and cycling connections linking east to west to Waterview and areas further west to Point
Chevalier/Mount Albert, north to south to Mount Albert and to Point Chevalier, and
linkages to the western regional cycle network.

The precinct provides for stormwater treatment for all land within the precinct, prior to
entering Te Auaunga / Oakley Creek. Currently the precinct also receives stormwater
from an adjacent catchment in the Mt Albert area and it is expected that this will continue
following development of the precinct.

Transport is an essential component to the implementation and redevelopment of the
precinct and will require a series of works to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse transport
effects. Some measures such as the indicative primary road network and walking and
cycling connections area are identified in the precinct. Other measures to avoid, remedy
and mitigate other transport effects will be identified through the preparation of an
Integrated Transport Assessment at the time of the first resource consent to significantly
develop the site.

These measures could include the following:
e Providing a connected road network through the site;

¢ Providing a connected pedestrian and cycling network into and through the site,
in particular convenient east-west and north-south cycle connections from the
Oakley-Creek Te Auaunga over-bridge to the propesed-bus-nede-Carrington
Road bus services, the adjacent Northwestern shared path and existing and
proposed cycle networks beyond the site;

e Upgrading intersection access onto the site and avoiding, remedying and
mitigating adverse effects on the surrounding transport network;
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e Making provision for-a-bus-nede-and road widening to support the public
transport network, including walking and cycling connections to nearby public
transport;

e Managing vehicular movements through the connections to the south of the site;

e Managing parking to avoid, remedy, and mitigate adverse effects on the
surrounding transport network; or

e Staging land use and development with any necessary infrastructure investment.

Precinct Plans 1, 2 and 3 and relevant policies, rules and assessment criteria encourage
land owners to develop the land in a coordinated manner. Fhis These methods provides
for integrated development of the area and ensures high quality outcomes are achieved.

The zoning of land within the precinct varies. Refer to the planning maps for the location
and the extent of the precinct.

1334.2. Objectives

General — all of precinct

(1) The provision for a high quality eftertiary education institution and accessory
activities in the precinct is continued, while also providing for growth, change and
diversification of activities.

(2) Comprehensive-Integrated planning and irtegrated development of-all-sites-within
the-precinet is achieved:, including by enabling high quality, intensive,
predominately residential buildings, encouraging a reduced car ownership
environment by initiatives such as walking and cycling paths and facilitating active
and public transport modes, associated with a framework of public, communal
and/or private open spaces.

(3) A mix of residential, business, tertiary education, education facilities, social and
community facilities, recreation and community activities is are provided_in
locations that will serve local demands within the-Wairaka Te Auaunga Precinct
and which-maximises the efficient and effective use of land.

(4) The operation and intensification of the healthcare/hospital activity, and
associated buildings, structures and infrastructure in Sub-precinct A (Mason
Clinic) are provided for.

(5) The commercial laundry service and accessory activities and associated
buildings, structures and infrastructure in Sub-precinct B are provided for, as well
as other activities or enabling works which do not compromise the laundry service
while this facility is in operation.
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protected-and-enhancedintheprecinct [Deleted]

(6A) Identified heritage values are retained by:

(a) ensuring the retention and enabling the adaptation of the Oakley Hospital
Main Building and the Pumphouse;

(b) retaining identified trees;

(c) managing Maori sites of significance on Te Auaunga / Oakley Creek land;

and

(d) recognising, protecting and enhancing the contribution that these features
make to the precinct’s character and landscape.

(7) Open spaces, cycling and pedestrian linkages from the Pprecinct to the wider
area and neighbouring suburbs, including linkages between activities and open

spaces-hedes, are provided for and enhanced.

(8) Development and/or subdivision within the precinct facilitates a transport network
that:

(a) Integrates with, and avoids, remedies or mitigates adverse effects on the
safety and efficiency of, the transport network within the precinct and the
surrounding area, including providing any upgrades to the surrounding

network; and

(b) Facilitates transport choices by providing for pedestrians, cyclists, public
transport facilities, and vehicles.

(9) Development of any roads connecting to the existing roading network to the south
of the precinct must be subject to specific resource consent processes to ensure

that any private or public road connections must:

(a) Avoid these southern connections becoming a direct vehicle entrance for
the Special Purpose - Tertiary Education Zone; and

(b) Be designed to minimise the amenity effects on existing residents.

(9A) Occupation of development does not occur in advance of the availability of water
supply and wastewater services for that development.

(10) An integrated urban environment is created, which:

(a) Incorporates high quality built form and wrban-design including a variety of
built form typologies;

(b) Recognises, protects and enhances the natural and physical environmental
attributes of Wairaka-the precinct in its planning and development-ofthe
Precinet;
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(ba) Ensures a range of high quality, well located and connected, and suitably
sized open spaces are able to be developed for a range of passive and active
recreational activities commensurate with the intensification and population
enabled within the precinct;

(c) Avoids, mitigates and remedies adverse effects on the environment and
existing stormwater, water supply, wastewater and road/s infrastructure,
recognising that the precinct stormwater system services areas beyond
Wairaka-the precinct boundary;

(d) Is developed in a comprehensive manner, which complements and fits within
the landscape and character of the surrounding environment, and

(e) Contributes positively to the Mt Albert, Waterview and Point Chevalier
communities:; and

(f) Contributes to Maori cultural promotion and economic development.

(11) Provide for retail, food and beverage activities and commercial services in
identified locations to serve local demands within the-\Wairaka Te Auaunga
Precinct and at a scale and configuration which does not adversely affect the
role, function and amenity of the Point Chevalier and Mt Albert town centres.

(12) The restoration and enhancement of Maori capacity building and Méaori cultural
and economic development within the precinct is provided for, promoted and
achieved.

(13) Provide for varied heights in appropriate parts of the precinct so as to provide
greater housing choice, promote land efficiency, benefit from the outlook from the
precinct, and create ‘landmark’ buildings in the north western part of the precinct.

Sub-precinct C

(14) A well-functioning urban environment that enables all people and communities to
provide for their social, economic, and cultural wellbeing, and for their health and
safety, now and into the future.

(15) A relevant residential zone provides for a variety of housing types and sizes
that respond to —

(a) Housing needs and demand; and

(b) The neighbourhood’s planned urban built character, including 3-three-storey
buildings.

In addition to the objectives specified above all relevant overlay, Auckland-wide and
zone objectives apply in this precinct with the exception of the following:
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e H5.2(2) Objectives

e H6.2(2) Objectives

1334.3. Policies

Note — For the purpose of the following provisions, ‘dwelling’ means a residential
dwelling that has an approved land-use consent or building consent (but excludes any
form of dwelling located within Sub-precinct A, that is provided for in the Special Purpose
— Healthcare Facility and Hospital Zone):

1334.3 (23), (23A) and (26B)

Wairaka Te Auaunga Precinct — General — all of precinct

(1) Enable and provide for a wide range of activities, including education,
business, office, research, healthcare, recreation, residential accommodation,
community facilities, open space, and appropriate accessory activities.

(2) Respond to future demand and changes in the manner of learning and the
desire to integrate business and education within the Special Purpose -
Tertiary Education Zone.

(3) Recognise the benefits of allocating a high quality tertiary education institution
within a diverse urban environment.

(3A) Recognise the social and health related benefits that the Mason Clinic provides
for.

(4) Promote comprehensive planning by erabling ensuring integrated
development in accordance with the pPrecinct pPlans 1, 2 and 3 and-Policy

1334-3(45A)-that provides for any-of the following:

(a) Tertiary education and associated research, and community activities;

(b) Provision for the ongoing use, development, intensification and operation of
the Mason Clinic;

(c) Provision for the operation of the commercial laundry service;
(d) Intensive residential accommeodation-activities;

(e) Economic development and employment, including supporting Maori capacity
building and Maori cultural promotion and economic development;

(f) Public infrastructure that is integrated with existing infrastructure, recognising
that Wairaka Te Auaunga receives stormwater from an upstream sub-
catchment;

(9) Integrated transport and land use planning through the development of the
precinct;

Auckland Unitary Plan Operative in part 10



1334-Wairaka Te Auaunga Precinct

(h) Traffic management, including provision of pedestrian and cycle facilities,
integration with public transport, parking provision and management;

(i) Identification and protection of significant landscape features,the-adaptation
of the Oakley Hospital Main Building and the Pumphouse scheduled-historic
buildings, identified trees, and provision of an integrated open space network;

(j) Public road and open space access to Te Auaunga / Oakley Creek reserve;
erand

(k) Pedestrian and cycle connections_within the precinct and to Point Chevalier,
Waterview and Mt Albert.

(5) Promote economic activity and provide for employment growth that will create
opportunities for students, graduates and residents of the precinct and
Auckland, including Maori.

(6) Encourage a mix of residential lifestyles and_a variety of housing typologies to
cater for a diverse and high density residential community at Wairaka Te

Auaunga.

(7) Provide for a mix of residential and business activities which will enable
development of a residential-cere-te well-functioning urban environment in the
Wairaka Te Auaunga Precinct.

(8) Enable a broad range of educational, research, laboratory, office and business
uses which meet the needs_of, and respond to future changes in, teaching,
learning, and research requirements for a modern campus environment.

(9) Provide for a broad range of business, office, innovation and research activities
which will encourage employment and economic development to locate in
Wairaka Te Auaunga, including those which benefit from the co-location with a
tertiary education institution.

(10) Enable subdivision and development that is compatible with and sensitive to
the ecological qualities of Te Auaunga / Oakley Creek and the Motu Manawa
Marine Reserve.

Built Form and Character

(11) Encourage Ensure the retention of and encourage the adaptation of the

heritage-and-character-buildings-Oakley Hospital Main Building and the
Pumphouse-and-elements-identified-within-the precinet.

(12) Provide for and encourage the adaptation of the-scheduled-part-ofthe
heritage-building Oakley Hospital Main Building and the Pumphouse for
economically viable activities (e.g. retail and other activities) which ensure
ongoing economic sustainability for this these buildings and its_their integration
into the-\Wairaka Te Auaunga Precinct.
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(13) Require new buildings to be designed in a manner that provides for a high
standard of amenity, recognises landscape values and, where appropriate,
enhances the streetscape and gateway locations of the precinct.

(13A) Require residential development to contribute to the overall built form
character of the precinct by:

(a) providing high quality buildings associated with a framework of public,
communal and/or private open spaces:

(b) encouraging a reduced car ownership environment by initiatives such as
walking and cycling paths and facilitating active and public transport modes;

(c) screening any at-grade onsite resident car-parking from roads and open
space areas identified on Precinct Plan 1.

(14) Require proposals for new buildings, structures and infrastructure or additions to
existing buildings, structures and infrastructure adjoining or adjacent to the
Oakley Hospital Main Building, the Pumphouse, and scheduled-historic
heritage-buildings;-andfor-the significant ecological area of Te Auaunga /
Oakley Creek to provide appropriate native landscaping and-te-be sympathetic
and-provide contemporary and high-quality design, which enhances the
precinct's built form and natural landscape, and is sympathetic to heritage
values.

(14A) Provide for taller buildings in the north western part of the precinct in this
landmark location with enhanced outlook across the Waitemata Harbour and
Waitakere Ranges, but in a location removed from residential neighbourhoods
outside the precinct.

(14B) Require the design and appearance of high rise buildings in Height Area 1 to
contribute a positive visual landmark to the city.

(14C) Require proposals for new high rise buildings adjacent to the Oakley Hospital
Main Building to provide sympathetic contemporary and high quality design
which enhances the precinct’s built form.

(14D) Provide for heights in the central and northern parts of the precinct that
recognise the topographical and locational characteristics of this part of the
precinct, and the ability to provide greater housing choice, increase land
efficiency, benefit from the significant views and outlook from the precinct, and
leverage the proximity and amenity of Te Auaunga.

Open Space
(15) i . . . - ciahbourhood Ba
pe#ten—ef—the—p#eemet—lDeletedl

(15A)-Provide-open-space-in-accordance-with-Precinct-Plant-plus-at-least-an
additional-0-9-ha-of key-open-space{private)}within-the precinct. [Deleted]
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(15B) Ensure provision of open space, including identified neighbourhood parks,
other areas of open space identified on Precinct Plan 1 and communal open
space, that together provide a range of high quality, well located, and connected,
and suitably sized open spaces able to be developed for a range of passive and
active recreational activities commensurate with the intensification and population
enabled within the precinct.

(16) Provide public connections to Te Auaunga / Oakley Creek from Carrington Road
through public roads and open space, giving quality public access to this

ecological area.

Pedestrian and cycle access, street quality and safety

(17) Require development to maintain and provide a varied and integrated network of
pedestrian and cycle linkages, open space and plazas within the precinct.

(18) Require the key pedestrian and cycle linkages through the precinct to be direct
and convenient, well designed, safe and improve connectivity for all users.

(19) Establish a network of roads which give public access through the precinct and a
the pedestrian and cycling connections to Te Auaunga / Oakley Creek, the
adjacent Northwestern shared path and Waterview pedestrian/cycle bridge.

(19A) Ensure a safe and integrated network of public open spaces.

Transport Planning

(20) Require subdivision and development to be integrated with transport planning
and infrastructure in a way that:

(a) Avoids, remedies or mitigates the adverse effects of the development on the
transport network;

(b) Integrates with rail, bus, pedestrian and cycle connections;
(c) Implements as a minimum the transport elements within the-Precinct Pplan_1;

(d) Supports the provision of passenger transport services, linking to key public
transport nodes such as the Mount Albert train station and Point Chevalier
public transport services;

(e) Minimises traffic effects on pedestrian and residents’ safety and amenity;

(F) Minimises overflow parking on roads occurring in the vicinity of the precinct;
and

(g) Stages subdivision and development with necessary surrounding transport
network infrastructure and upgrades where adverse effects on the transport
network cannot be avoided, remedied and mitigated.

(21) Enable parking areas to service the scheduled-heritage-building Oakley Hospital
Main Building.
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(22) Manage the expected traffic generated by activities in the precinct to avoid,
remedy and mitigate adverse effects on the safety and efficiency of the
surrounding transport network, particularly at peak times. For the purpose of this
precinct, the surrounding transport network comprises Carrington Road, the
Pprecinct's existing and proposed access points to Carrington Road, the
Carrington Road/Woodward Road intersection, the Woodward Road/New North
Road intersection, the Carrington Road/New North Road and Carrington
Road/Great North Road intersections, Laurel Street, Renton Road, Rhodes
Avenue, Mark Road and the other local roads bounded by Carrington Road, New

North Road, and Te Auaunga / Oakley Creek.

(23) Require an new integrated transport assessment for the precinct as part of a
resource consent for any new development that will increase the total number of

dwellings within the precinct to forany-new-development greater than 4,000

dwellings. 2;500m?gross-floor-area-inthe Business—Mixed UseZoneor

(23A) Require an updated integrated transport assessment for the precinct as part of a
resource consent for any new development that will increase the total number of
dwellings within the precinct to greater than 3,000 dwellings, where the transport
characteristics of the precinct are not consistent with the approved integrated

transport assessment.

residentialzones-: [Deleted]

(25) Avoid parking buildings within the Special Purpose - Tertiary Education Zone
having direct access from Laurel Street, Renton Road, Rhodes Avenue (or any
extension of those roads) or the western road shown on thepPrecinct pPlan_1.

(26) Avoid direct vehicle access between the Special Purpose - Tertiary Education
Zone and Laurel Street, Renton Road, Rhodes Avenue (or any extension of

those roads).

Water Supply and Wastewater Infrastructure

(26A) Require subdivision and development to provide water supply and wastewater
infrastructure prior to the occupation of buildings.

(26B) Require an infrastructure capacity assessment for the precinct as part of a
resource consent for any new development that will increase the total number of

14
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dwellings within the precinct to greater than 4,000 dwellings.

Integrated development

(27) Manage potential adverse amenity effects from buildings at the precinct
boundary by:

PCT78 (see (a) Establishing a 5m yard and graduated building heights to the southern
modifications) residential interface.

(b) Establishing a 10m setback from the boundary of land that fronts Te Auaunga
[ Oakley Creek.

(c) Require graduated building heights and locate higher buildings away from the
precinct boundaryies that adjoin Residential - Mixed Housing Suburban
residential areas to the south of the precinct.

(28) Encourage built form, activities, public open spaces and infrastructure to be
planned and designed on a comprehensive land area basis, rather than on an
individual site basis.

(29) Provide for the retail (including food and beverage) activities in identified
locations of the precinct which:

(a) meets the needs of the campus;

(b) serves local demand within the precinct; and

(c) creates the opportunity for retail (including food and beverage) activities in the
Historic Heritage overlay.

(30) Limit retail activities (including food and beverage) fronting or accessed directly
from Carrington Road, restricting the number and size of supermarkets,
preventing the concentration of retail activities at a single location, and placinge
caps on the size of retail tenancies and the overall gross floor area of retail in
order to not adversely affect the role, function and amenity of the Point
Chevalier and Mount Albert town centres.

Subdivision

(31) Apply the subdivision controls of the zoning to the subsequent subdivision of
the precinct or sub-precinct, subject to that subdivision also meeting the

requirements of the-pPrecinct pPlan 1-and-Poliey1334-3(15A).
Sub-precinct A

(32) Provide for a range of healthcare, hospital, community facilities, and related
accessory activities for the Mason Clinic.

(33) Enable detailed site-specific planning for the design and development of the
Mason Clinic to reflect how the sub-precinct will be used.
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(34) Limit the scale of accessory activities so they do not undermine the role of the
precinct or result in adverse traffic effects, but still meet the requirements of
those who work, live or use services and activities in this sub-precinct.

(34A) Manage potential adverse effects from buildings at the sub precinct boundary
by:

(a) establishing a 5m landscaped yard to the north and south boundaries of
the Sub-precinct;

(b) requiring new buildings and significant additions to buildings that adjoin
the eastern boundary to be designed to contribute to the maintenance
and enhancement of amenity values of the streetscape, while enabling
the efficient use of the Sub-precinct for the Mason Clinic;

(c) Encouraging new buildings to be designed to provide a high standard of
amenity and safety appropriate to an urban environment of the precinct

and be of a quality design that contributes to the planning outcomes of
the precinct.

(34B) Recognise the functional and operational (including security) requirements of
activities and development.

Sub-precinct B

(35) Provide for the range of light manufacturing and servicing activities
associated with the commercial laundry service.

(36) Enable detailed site-specific planning of the commercial laundry service to
reflect how the facility will be used and developed.

(37) Limit-the-scale-of-accessory-activities-so-they-Provide for other activities that
do not undermine the role of the precinct, compromise the operation of the
laundry service while this facility is in operation, or result in adverse traffic

effects, but still meet the requirements of those who work or use services and
activities in this sub-precinct.

hi I . | : Wairaka.t I I
conirols-of the Wairaka-Precinct-would-apply- [Deleted]

Sub-precinct C

(39) Provide a broad range of residential activities adjacent to the-Te Auaunga /
Oakley Creek and residential neighbourhoods to the south of the precinct.

(40) Provide quality dwellings which face west across Te Auaunga / Oakley Creek
providing passive surveillance of the public lands within Te Auaunga / Oakley
Creek Valley.

(41) Enable a variety of housing types with a mix of densities within the zone,
including three-storey attached and detached dwellings, and low-rise apartments
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developed in a way that takes into account existing features including identified
trees, provides access to sunlight and private and / or communal open space,
and mitigates adverse effects of visual domination, character, overlooking and

privacy.

(42) Apply the MDRS across all relevant residential zones in the district plan except
in circumstances where a qualifying matter is relevant (including matters of
significance such as historic heritage and the relationship of Maori and their
culture and traditions with their ancestral lands, water, sites, wahi tapu, and other

taonga).

(43) Encourage development to achieve attractive and safe streets and public open
spaces, including by providing for passive surveillance.

(44) Enable housing to be designed to meet the day-to-day needs of residents.

(45) Provide for developments not meeting permitted activity status, while
encouraging high-quality developments.

ing--Auckland-wide-and-overlaypelicies In addition to the policies specified

above, all relevant overlay, Auckland-wide and zone policies apply in this precinct in

additionto-these-specified-above- with the exception of the following:

e Policies H5.3(1) — (5)

e Policies H6.3(3), (5) and (6)

1334.4. Activity tables

relevant overlay, Auckland-wide and zone activity tables apply in this precinct unless

otherwise specified below.

o The activities listed in Table H13.4.1 Activity table for H13 Business — Mixed Use
Zone at line items: (A20), (A21), (A23), (A24), and(A25) and (A45).

e The activities listed in Table H30.4.1 Activity table for Special Purpose — Tertiary
Education Zone at line items (A3), (A4) and (A5).

o The activities listinged in Table H25.4.1 Activity table for the Special Purpose —
Healthcare Facility and Hospital Zone at line items (A18), (A20), and (A21).

Tables 1334.4.1, 1334.4.2, 1334.4.3 and 1334.4.4 specify the activity status of land-use;
development-and-subdivision activities in the-Wairaka Te Auaunga Precinct pursuant to
sections 9(3) and 11 of the Resource Management Act 1991-or-any-combination-of-all
these-sections-whererelevant.

A blank table cell with no activity status specified means that the zone, Auckland-wide
and overlay provisions apply.

Note:
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All applications for subdivision consent are subject to section 106 of the Resource

Management Act 1991 and Chapter E38 Subdivision - Urban.

Table 1334.4.1 Wairaka Te Auaunga Precinct (all of precinct except for sub-precinct

A B-and C)
Activity Activity
status

Use

Accommodation

(A1) Dwellings in the Special Purpose - Tertiary Education Zone P
up-to-a-maximum-gross-floorarea-of 7,.500m2 [Deleted]

(A2) Student accommodation,—bearding—houses and visitor P
accommodation in the underlying Special Purpose —
Tertiary Education Zone accessory to tertiary education
facilities

Commerce

(A3) Food and beverage, offices, commercial services, P
conference facilities, visitor accommodation, residential,
community facilities, recreation and leisure activities within
the Historic Heritage Overlay

(A4) Offices in the underlying Special Purpose — Tertiary P
Education Zone accessory to tertiary education facilities

(A5) Retail (including food and beverage) up to 200m? gross P
floor area per tenancy

(AB) Retail (including food and beverage) comprising up to one RD
tenancy between 201m? and 300m? gross floor area
adjacent-to-within 150m of, and accessed from-via, Farm
Road

(A7) Retail (including food and beverage) comprising up to one RD
tenancy between 201m? and 300m? gross floor area
adjacent to the Historic Heritage Overlay

(A8) Retail (including food and beverage but excluding one P
supermarket) up to 1,2700m? adjacent-to-within 150m of,
and accessed frem-via, Farm Road

(A9) One supermarket of up to 1500m? of retail floor space P
adjacent-to-within 150m of, and accessed from-via, Farm
Road

(A10) Commercial services within 100metres of a supermarket D

(A11) Retail (including food and beverage) adjoining the P
southern-Carrington Road bus-nede-between Access Point
A and D gate-aceess-3-and-4 shown on the-Precinct Plan
1, up to 500m? gross floor area or 5 tenancies

(A12) Retail (including food and beverage) within 100-metres of D
the Carrington Road frontage, not otherwise provided for

(A13) Supermarkets not otherwise provided for NC

(A14) Retail (including food and beverage) not otherwise D
provided for

Community facilities

(A15) Informal recreation P

(A16) Organised sport and recreation P

Auckland Unitary Plan Operative in part
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or Mark Road into the precinct as a public road, and
providing vehicular connections to the western road within

Activity Activity
status

Industry

(A17) Light manufacturing and servicing_greater than 150m from D
Carrington Road

(A17A) | Light manufacturing and _servicing within 150m_of NC
Carrington Road

(A18) Repair and maintenance services_greater than 150m from D
Carrington Road

(A18A) | Repair _and maintenance services within 150m of NC
Carrington Road

(A19) Warehousing and storage_greater than 150m from D
Carrington Road

(A19A) | Warehousing and storage within 150m of Carrington Road NC

(A20) Waste management facilities in the underlying Special D
Purpose — Tertiary Education Zone accessory to tertiary
education facilities

Mana Whenua

(A21) Marae P

(A21A) | Papakainga P

(A21B) | Whare Manaaki P

Development

(A21C) | New buildings RD

(A21D) | Buildings within the Height Areas identified on Precinct RD
Plan 3 — Te Auaunga Additional Height that exceed the
heights specified on Precinct Plan 3 — Te Auaunga
Additional Height

(A21E) | Buildings within Height Area 1 identified on Precinct Plan RD
3 — Te Auaunga Additional Height between 35m and 72m

(A22) Parking buildings RD

(A23) Non-security floodlighting, fittings and supports and P
towers

(A24) Public amenities P

(A25) Sports and recreation structures P

(A26) Parking buildings associated with any Special Purpose — NC
Tertiary Education Zone uses with direct vehicle
connection to Western Road or to Laurel Street, Renton
Road or Rhodes Avenue (or any extension of those roads)

(A27) Extension of Laurel Street, Renton Road, er Rhodes P
Avenue, or Mark Road into the Pprecinct provided that a
cul de sac is maintained

(A28) Connection of any southern roads (or extensions to the C
southern roads that remain cul de sacs) to the Pprecinct
with a private road (non-gated)

(A29) Connection-of anyroads-to-the Precinct with-a-publicroad RD
[Deleted]

(A29A) | Extension of Laurel Street, Renton Road, Rhodes Avenue RD

Auckland Unitary Plan Operative in part

19



1334-Wairaka Te Auaunga Precinct

Activity Activity
status
the precinct
(A30) Direct vehicle connection between Laurel Street, Renton NC
Road er Rhodes Avenue or Mark Road, and the Special
Purpose — Tertiary Education Zone
(A31) Any development not otherwise listed in Table 1334.4.1 RD
that is generally in accordance with the-pPrecinct Plan 1
and Policy 1334.3(15A)
(A32) Any development not otherwise listed in Table 1334.4.1 D
that is not generally in accordance with thepPrecinct
Plan 1 and Policy 1334.3(15A)
(A33) Buildings-thatexceed-Standard1334-6-4-Height[Deleted] b
(A33A) | New buildings or additions to buildings that do not NC
comply with standard 1334.6.6(4)
Subdivision
(A34) Any vacant lot subdivision proceeding in accordance with C
the—pPrecinct pPlan 1 anrd-Poliey1334-3(45A) and which
creates lots consistent with the zone boundaries
(A34A) | Subdivision of land for the purpose of construction and RD
use of dwellings
(A34B) | Subdivision of land for the purpose of construction and for RD
uses other than dwellings
(A35) Any vacant lot subdivision that is not generally in D
accordance with the—pPrecinct pPlan 1 and—Poliey
1334:3(15A)
Table 1334.4.2 Wairaka Te Auaunga Precinct sub-precinct B
Activity Activity status
(A36) | Light manufacturing and servicing associated with the P
commercial laundry services
(A37) | Bulldings—that—exceed—the—Standard—334-6-4—Height b
[Deleted]
(A37A) | Buildings within the Height Areas identified on Precinct RD
Plan 3 — Te Auaunga Additional Height that exceed the
heights specified on Precinct Plan 3 — Te Auaunga
Additional Height
Table 1334.4.3 Wairaka Te Auaunga Precinct sub-precinct C
Activity Activity
status
A3/B Up to three dwellings per site, each of which complies =
with Standards 1334.6.17 to 1334.6.25 inclusive -
A37C The conversion of a principal dwelling existing as at 30
September 2013 into a maximum of three dwellings P
each of which complies with Standards 1334.6.17 to -
1334.6.25 inclusive

Auckland Unitary Plan Operative in part

20



1334-Wairaka Te Auaunga Precinct

(A37D) | Accessory buildings associated with a development of
dwellings each of which complies with Standards P
1334.6.17 t0 1334.6.25 inclusive
(A37E) Internal and external alterations, and additions to
existing dwellings which complies with Standards P
1334.6.17 to 1334.6.25 inclusive
(A37F) | Additions to an existing dwelling which complies with p
Standards 1334.6.17 to 1334.6.25 inclusive -
(A37G) | Buildings for one or more dwellings which do not comply
with any of the Standards 1334.6.17 to 1334.6.25 RD
inclusive
(A37H) Four or more dwellings per site RD
(A38) Informal recreation P
(A39) Public amenity structures P
(A40) Student accommodation, boarding houses and visitor P
accommodation accessory to tertiary education facilities
(A41) Tertiary education and ancillary activities existing in the
Residential - Mixed Housing Urban and Residential - =
Terrace Housing and Apartment Buildings zones at 1
November 2015
(A42) Any development not otherwise listed in Table 1334.4.3
that is generally in accordance with the-pPrecinct pPlan RD
1 and-Policy-1334-3(45A)
(A43) Any development not otherwise listed in Table 1334.4.3
that is not generally in accordance with the-pPrecinct D
pPlan 1 and-Policy13343(15A)
(A44) Any vacant lot subdivision proceeding in accordance
with thepPrecinct pPlan_1 ard-Policy1334-3(45A) and C
which creates lots consistent with the zone boundaries
(A44A) | sybdivision of land for the purpose of construction and RD
for uses other than dwellings —
(A45) Any vacant lot subdivision that is not generally in
accordance with the-pPrecinct pPlan 1 and-Pelicy D
1334:3(15A)
(A46) Parking buildings within the Residential — Mixed Housing NC
Urban Zone
(A47) Parking buildings within the Residential --Terrace Housing NC
and Apartment Buildings Zone for any uses other than
serving the residents of that zone
(A48) ildi b
Height[Deleted]

Subdivision for the purpose of the construction or use of dwellings
(A48A) | Subdivision of land in accordance with an approved land C
use consent for the purpose of the construction, or use of

dwellings as permitted or restricted discretionary
activities in the precinct and meeting Standard 1334.6.26
Standards for controlled subdivision activities

Auckland Unitary Plan Operative in part
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(A48B) | Subdivision of land for up to three sites accompanied by:

a) A land use consent application for up to three
dwellings, one or more of which does not comply with
any of Standards 1334.6.17 to 1334.6.25 inclusive but
does comply with all applicable zone, Auckland-wide and
overlay standards; or

(b) A certificate of compliance for up to three dwellings
each of which complies with Standards 1334.6.17 to
1334.6.25 inclusive and applicable zone, Auckland-wide
and overlay standards

(@)

(A48C) | Any subdivision listed above not meeting 1334.6.26 to
1334.6.28 Standards for controlled subdivision activities

(A48D) | Any subdivision listed above not meeting Standards for
subdivision in residential zones E38.8.1.1(1) and
E38.8.1.2

(A48E) | Any subdivision listed above not meeting General
Standards E38.6.2 to E38.6.6 inclusive

Table 1334.4.4 Wairaka Te Auaunga Precinct sub-precinct A

Activity

Activity
status

Development

(A49) All new buildings, and additions to existing buildings
unless otherwise specified below

(A50) Demolition

(A51) Internal alterations to buildings

(A52) Additions to buildings that are less than:

(a) 25 per cent of the existing gross floor area of the
building; or

(b) 250m? GFA

whichever is the lesser

(A53) New buildings or additions to existing buildings that
increase the building footprint by more than 20 per cent
or 200m? GFA (whichever is the lesser), that are located
within 10m of the eastern boundary

RD

(A54) New buildings or additions to buildings not complying
with 1334.6.14 (2)

NC

(A55) Any development not otherwise listed in Table 1334.4.4
that is generally in accordance with Precinct Plan 1 the

precinetplan and-Policy-1334-3(45A)

RD

(A56) Any development not otherwise listed in Table 1334.4.4
that is not generally in accordance with Precinct Plan 1

the-precinetplan and-Policy 1334.3(15A)

(A57) Justice Facilities

(AS58) Justice Facilities ancillary to forensic psychiatric services
provided at the Mason Clinic

Auckland Unitary Plan Operative in part
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1334.5. Notification

(1)An application for resource consent for a controlled activity listed in Tables
1334.4.1, 1334.4.3 and 1334.4.4 above will be considered without public or limited
notification or the need to obtain written approval from affected parties unless the
Council decides that special circumstances exist under section 95A(9) of the
Resource Management Act 1991.

(1A) Any application for resource consent for new buildings or additions to existing
buildings in Sub-precinct A that increase the building footprint by more than 20 per
cent or 200m? GFA (whichever is the lesser) that are located within 10m of the
eastern boundary of the Sub-precinct will be considered without public or limited
notification or the need to obtain the written approval from affected parties unless
the Council decides that special circumstances exist under section 95A(9) of the
Resource Management Act 1991.

(1B) An application for resource consent for a restricted discretionary activity listed in
Tables 1334.4.1, and 1334.4.3 Activity table above that complies with the 1334.6.4
height standard will be considered without public or limited notification or the need
to obtain written approval from affected parties unless the Council decides that
special circumstances exist under section 95A(9) of the Resource Management
Act 1991.

(2)Any other application for resource consent for an activity listed in Tables 1334.4.1,
1334.4.2,1334.4.3, and 1334.4.4 which is not listed in Standards 1334.5(1) and
1334.5(1A) above will be subject to the normal tests for notification under the
relevant sections of the Resource Management Act 1991.

(3)When deciding who is an affected person in relation to any activity for the
purposes of section 95E of the Resource Management Act 1991 the Council will
give specific consideration to those persons listed in Rule C1.13(4).

Sub-precinct C

(4) Unless the Council decides that special circumstances exist under section
95A(9) of the Resource Management Act 1991, public notification of an
application for resource consent is precluded if the application is for the
construction and use of one, two, or three dwellings that do not comply with
Standards 1334.6.17 to 1334.6.25 inclusive.

(5) Unless the Council decides that special circumstances exist under section
95A(9) of the Resource Management Act 1991, public and limited notification
of an application for a subdivision resource consent is precluded if the
subdivision is associated with an application for the construction and use of:

(@) one, two or three dwellings that do not comply with one or more of the
Standards 1334.6.17 to 1334.6.25; or

(b) four or more dwellings that comply with all Standards 1334.6.17 to
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1334.6.25 inclusive

(6) Any application for a resource consent which is listed in 1334.5(1) to 1334.5(4)

above which also requires resource consent under other rules in the Plan will

be subject to the normal tests for notification under the relevant sections of the

Resource Management Act 1991.

1334.6. Standards

Unless specified below, all relevant overlay, Auckland-wide and zone standards

apply to all activities listed in Activity Tables 1334.4.1 to 1334.4.4 above.

The following Auckland-wide and zone standards do not apply to the activities listed

in Activity Tables 1334.4.1 to 1334.4.4 above:

(a) H13 Business — Mixed Use zone:

H13.6.0 Activities within 30m of a Residential Zone (but only as it
relates to sites fronting Carrington Road)

H13.6.1 Building height

H13.6.2 Height in relation to boundary

H13.6.3 Building setback at upper floors

H13.6.4 Maximum tower dimension and tower separation

H13.6.5 Yards

H13.6.6 Landscaping

H13.6.8 Wind

The following Auckland-wide and zone standards do not apply to the activities (A37B)

to (A37F) listed in Activity Table 1334.4.3 above:

e Residential - Mixed Housing Urban Zone:

o

Ye)

Yo}

H5.6.3 The conversion of a principal dwelling existing as at 30
September 2013 into a maximum of two dwellings

H5.6.5 Height in relation to boundary

H5.6.6 Alternative height in relation to boundary
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H5.6.7 Height in relation to boundary adjoining lower intensity zones

H5.6.8 Yards

H5.6.10 Building coverage

H5.6.11 Landscaped area

H5.6.12 Outlook space; and

H5.6.14 Outdoor living space

e Residential - Terrace Housing and Apartment Buildings Zone:

o

|O

|O

|O

|O

ke

ke

°

°

H.6.6.3 The conversion of a principal dwelling existing as at 30

September 2013 into a maximum of two dwellings

H6.6.6 Height in relation to boundary

H6.6.7 Alternative height in relation to boundary

H6.6.8 Height in relation to boundary adjoining lower intensity zones

H6.6.9 Yards

H6.6.11 Building coverage

H6.6.12 Landscaped area

H6.6.13 Outlook space

H6.6.15 Outdoor living space

The activities listed as a permitted activity in Activity Table 1334.4.3 must comply

with permitted activity standards 1334.6.17 to 1334.6.25 inclusive.

The activities listed as a controlled activity in Activity Table 1334.4.3 must comply

with 1443.6.2.26 to 1334.6.28 Standards for controlled subdivision activities and the

E38 subdivision standards listed in Activity Table 1334.4.3.

1334.6.1. Floodlights

(1) Where floodlights are located adjacent to a residential zone, the hours of
operation must not extend beyond:

(a) 10pm Monday to Saturday; and

(b) 7.30pm Sunday and Public Holidays.

(2) Floodlights must comply with the lighting standards in E24.6 Auckland-wide

Standards — Lighting.

1334.6.2. Retail thresholds
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(1) The following thresholds apply in this precinct:

(a) Fthe total gross floor area of retail (including food and beverage and
supermarket) must not exceed 6,500m? for the whole precinct:;

(b) the total gross floor area of retail (including food and beverage) within the
Business - Mixed Use Zone must not exceed 4500m?4,700m?; and

(c) Fthe total gross floor area of retail (including food and beverage) within the
Special Purpose - Tertiary Education Zone must not exceed
3000m21,800m?.

(2) The total gross floor area of retail (including food and beverage) in the Histeric
Heritage-Place Oakley Hospital Main Building must not exceed 1,000-m?
subject to Standard 1334.6.2(1)(a) above, provided that any unutilised gross
floor area may be used elsewhere within the Business — Mixed Use Zone within

the precinct.

(3) All retail activities adjacent to, or within, 100m of-te the supermarket must not
exceed 4200m21,700m? gross floor area, provided that:

(a) any unutilised gross floor area may be used elsewhere within the Business
— Mixed Use Zone within the precinct; and

(b) the 1,700m? gross floor area may be increased by any transferred gross
floor area under Standard 1334.6.2(2).

(4) Any supermarket within 150m of,-adjacentte and accessed frem-via, Farm
Road, must not have vehicle access or parking directly off Carrington Road.

1334.6.3. Stormwater

(1) All subdivision and development of the land in the precinct must be consistent
with the-an approved stormwater management plan.

1334.6.4. Height
(1

specified—Buildings-must-not-exceed-the-heights-set out below: [Deleted]
(1A) The maximum permitted height standard of the underlying zone applies, unless
otherwise specified on Precinct Plan 3: Wairaka Te Auaunga Additional Height.

(2) The 43.5m high tower must be the most eastern tower within Height Area 1 on
Precinct Plan 3, and the closest tower to the Oakley Hospital Main Building.

(3) The 72m high tower must be the centrally located tower of the three towers
within Height Area 1 on Precinct Plan 3.

(4) Any part of a building fronting Carrington Road that is within 6m of the set back
required by 1334.6.6 (3) must not exceed 27m in height where the land at the
directly opposite side of Carrington Road is included within the Residential -
Mixed Housing Urban Zone.
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Buildinglocation-[Table deleted] Maximum-height-{m)

1334.6.5. Business - Mixed Use Zone — Landscaping

(1A) At least 20 per cent of the of a site zoned Business — Mixed Use must be

landscaped. For the purpose of this standard site means the first site subdivided

after (operative date of PC 94) which contains an approved development. This

standard does not apply to any subsequent subdivision provided that the 20%

landscaped area provided on the first site is retained.

(2) For the purpose of this standard, “landscaped” includes hard and soft landscaped

areas.

1334.6.6. Precinct boundary set back

(1) Buildings on land within Sub-precinct C adjoining residential zoned land outside
the precinct and to the south must be set back a minimum width of 5m from the

external precinct boundary. Planting requirements of Standards H13.6.5

(Yards) and H13.6.6 (Landscaping) Business - Mixed Use Zone in Sub precinct

C apply. (Note: this is a qualifying matter in Sub-precinct C).

(2) Buildings on land adjoining Open Space — Conservation zoned land outside the
precinct must be set back a minimum width of 10m from the external precinct

boundary. Planting requirements of Standards H13.6.5_ (Yards) and H13.6.6
(Landscaping) Business - Mixed Use Zone apply. (Note: this is a qualifying
matter in Sub-precinct C).

(3) Buildings on land fronting Carrington Road must be set back a minimum width
of 2830.2m when measured from the eastern edge of the Carrington Road road
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reserve as at 1 November 2015. This setback area may be used for walkways,
cycleways, public transport facilities, site access, street furniture, outdoor dining
and cafes. Other areas within the 2830.2m not used for these activities must be
landscaped. This A 2m setback from the western side of Carrington Road dees
notapply applies once the road widening affecting the-Wairaka Te Auaunga
Precinct Carrington Road frontage has been vested in the Auckland Council.

Buildings on land adjoining the northern boundary of Sub-precinct A must be

set back a minimum width of 5m from the Sub-precinct A boundary. These
setbacks must be landscaped and planted with mature trees no more than 5m
apart, with the balance planted with a mixture of shrubs or ground cover plants
(excluding grass) within and along the full extent of the setback. The purpose of
this planting is to provide a well vegetated visual screen between buildings and
activities within the Sub-precinct and the adjoining land, to mitigate adverse
visual and privacy effects.

For the purposes of Standards clauses (3) and (4) above, the following do not
apply:

(a) retaining walls with landscaping of any retained ground and any land
at the base of the retaining wall, up to a distance of 5m from the
boundary.

(b) underground car-parking buildings less than 1.5m in height above

ground level with landscaping above, up to a distance of 5m from the
boundary.

1334.6.7. Tree protection

(1)

(2)

In addition to any notable tree, Ssubject to Standard 1334.6.7(2) below, the
following trees identified in 1334.140.2 Precinct Plan 2 — pProtected {Trees and
in Table 1334.6.7.1 below must not be altered, removed or have works
undertaken within the dripline except as set out in 1334.6.7(2) below. Trees
located within an existing or future road-widening area along Carrington Road
frontage are not subject to this control.

Tree works to the trees identified below must be carried out in accordance with
all of the provisions applying to Notable Trees in D13 Notable Tree Overlay,
with the exception that up to 20 per cent of live growth may be removed in any
one year.

Table 1334.6.7.1 - Identified Trees

ID |Common Auckland Numbers Location/ Street Legal
name district of trees address description
1 Pohutakawa  Isthmus 1 Carrington Road 1, Mount Lot 1 DP 211427
Albert (Unitee) 2.62ha
2 Pohutakawa  Isthmus 1 Carrington Road 1, Mount Lot 1 DP 211427
Albert (Unitec) 2.62ha
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Common Auckland
name district
Pohutakawa  Isthmus
Oak Isthmus
Karaka Isthmus
Oak Isthmus
Oak Isthmus
Oak Isthmus
Oak Isthmus
Oak Isthmus
Pohutakawa  Isthmus

Swaine's Gold, Isthmus
Italian cypress
Michelia Isthmus
Isthmus
Deleted]

New Zealand Isthmus
Ngaio-[Deleted
Mediterranean |Isthmus
Cypress[Delete

d]

Mediterranean Isthmus
EanPalm

[Deleted]

Mountain Isthmus
Coconut, Coco
Chinquapin Isthmus

White Mulberry [Isthmus

Totara Isthmus

Australian Isthmus

Franaipani

Kauri Isthmus

Three Kings
i [Deleted]

Numbers
of trees

1

1

Location/ Street
address

Carrington Road 1, Mount
Albert (Unitee)

Carrington Road 1, Mount

Albert (Unitec)
Carrington Road 1, Mount

Albert (Unitee)
Carrington Road 1, Mount

Albert (Unitee)

Carrington Road 1, Mount

Albert (Unitee)
Carrington Road 1, Mount

Albert (Unitee)
Carrington Road 1, Mount

Albert (Unitec)
Carrington Road 1, Mount

Albert (Unitee)
Carrington Road 1, Mount

Albert (Unitec)
Carrington Road 1, Mount
Albert {(Unitec)
Carrington Road 1, Mount
Albert (Unitee)
GCarringion-Road-4-Mount

Carrington Road 1, Mount

Albert {Unitee)
Carrington Road 1, Mount

Albert {Jnitec)
Carrington Road 1, Mount

Albert {Unitec)
Carrington Road 1, Mount

Albert {Unitee)
Carrington Road 1, Mount
Albert Unitec)
Carrington Road 1, Mount
Albert {Unitee)

Carringion-Reoad-4—Meunt
Albert (Unitec)

Legal
description

Lot 1 DP 211427
2.62ha

Lot 1 DP 211427
2.62ha

Lot 1 DP 211427
2.62ha

Lot 1 DP 211427
2.62ha

Lot 1 DP 211427
2.62ha

Lot 1 DP 211427
2.62ha

Lot 1 DP 211427
2.62ha

Lot 1 DP 211427
2.62ha

Lot 1 DP 211427
2.62ha

Lot 5 DP 314949
Lot 5 DP 314949
Lot 5-BDP314949

Lot-5-BP-314949

Lot 5 DP 314949
Lot 5 DP 314949
Lot 5 DP 314949
Lot 5 DP 314949
Lot 5 DP 314949
Lot 5 DP 314949

Lot 4 DP 314949
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Common Auckland
name district
Norfolk Pine Isthmus
PepperTree; Isthmus
Peruvian

MasticTree

[Deleted]

Golden Ash Isthmus
Jacaranda Isthmus
Golden Ash Isthmus
Variegated-Fivelsthmus
Finger

[Deleted]

Maidenhair Isthmus
Tree

Brazilian Coral [Isthmus
Tree

Dogwood Isthmus
Camphor Tree (Isthmus
Plum Pine Isthmus
Camellia Isthmus
Kohaha Isthmus
Silver Poplar  Isthmus
Liquidambar  Isthmus

1334.6.8. Access

Numbers
of trees

1

1

Location/ Street
address

Carrington Road 1, Mount
Albert Unitec)

CarringtonRoad-4-—Meount
Albert (Unitec)

Carrington Road 1, Mount

Albert {Unitee)
Carrington Road 1, Mount

Albert {Unitec)
Carrington Road 1, Mount

Albert (Unitec)

GCarringion-Road-4,-Mount
Albert-(Unitec)

Carrington Road 1, Mount

Albert {Unitee)
Carrington Road 1, Mount

Albert {Unitee)
Carrington Road 1, Mount

Albert {Unitec)
Carrington Road 1, Mount

Albert {Unitee)
Carrington Road 1, Mount

Albert {Unitee)
Carrington Road 1, Mount

Albert (Unitec)
Carrington Road 1, Mount

Albert {Unitee)
Carrington Road 1, Mount
Albert {(Uniteg)
Carrington Road 1, Mount

Albert Jnitee)

Legal
description

Lot 5 DP 314949

Lot-5-BP-314949

Lot 4 DP 314949
Lot 4 DP 314949
Lot 4 DP 314949

Lot-4-DP-314949

Lot 4 DP 314949
Lot 4 DP 314949
Lot 4 DP 314949

Pt Allot 33 Parish
of Titiranqi
Pt Allot 33 Parish
of Titiranai
Pt Allot 33 Parish
of Titiranai
Pt Allot 33 Parish
of Titiranqi
Lot 2 DP 406935

Lot 2 DP 406935

(1) The primary traffic access to the precinct must be from Carrington Road at
locations shown on the-Precinct pPlan 1.

(2)

1334.6.9. Par

king

nethave-vehicle-access-directhy-off-Carrington-Read-[Deleted]

(1) No parking is required for activities located within the scheduled-heritage
building Oakley Hospital Main Building other than for the provision of loading
requirements.
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[Deleted]

1334.6.9A. Building to building set back

Purpose: to ensure adequate separation between taller buildings.

(1) In Height Area 1 on Precinct Plan 3 — Te Auaunga Additional Height the

minimum separation distance between buildings must be 14m. This control

must be measured 8.5m above ground level.

1334.6.9B Maximum tower plan dimension — Height Area 1

Purpose: to ensure that high-rise buildings in Height Area 1 on Precinct Plan 3 —Te

Auaunga Additional Height:

enable an appropriate scale of building to increase land efficiency in this part
of the precinct;

allow adequate sunlight and daylight access to public streets and public open
space;

provide adequate sunlight and outlook around and between buildings;
mitigate adverse wind effects;

discourage a high podium base on any one building, in order to positively
respond to Area 1’s qualities as a visual gateway and its wider landscape
setting; and

manage any significant visual dominance effects by applying a maximum
tower dimension.

(1) This standard only applies in Height Area 1 identified on Precinct Plan 3 — Te

Auaunga Additional Height.

(2) The tower maximum dimensions applying in Height Area 1 identified on

Precinct Plan 3 — Te Auaunga Additional Height must not exceed the

dimension specified in Table 1334.6.9B.1 below.

Table 1334.6.9B.1: Maximum tower plan dimensions

Maximum Tower Plan Dimension

Buildings up to 35m No max. tower plan dimension applies

Building with height up to

50m max. tower plan dimension

43.5m

Building with height up to

50m max. tower plan dimension

54m

Building with height up to

42m max. tower plan dimension

72m
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(3) The maximum tower plan dimension is the horizontal dimension between the

exterior faces of the two most separate points of the building and for the
purposes of this standard applies to that part of the building as specified in
Figure 1334.6.119B.2 below.

Figure 1334.6.9B.2 Maximum tower plan dimension

A

F Internal
Balcony void

Plan

Plan view B Plan view B view

A-B = The dimension between the two most separate points

of the building, measured from the external face

1334.6.9C. Wind

Purpose: to mitigate the adverse wind effects generated by tall buildings.

(1) A new building exceeding 27m in height and additions to existing buildings that

increase the building height above 27m must not cause:

(a) The mean wind speed around it to exceed the category for the intended
use of the area as set out in Table 1334.6.9C.1 and Figure 1334.6.9C.2
below;

(b) The average annual maximum peak 3-second gust to exceed the
dangerous level of 25m/second; and

(c) An existing wind speed which exceeds the controls of Standard
1334.6.9C.(1)(a) or Standard 1334.6.9C.(1)(b) above to increase.

(2) A-report and certification from a suitably qualified and experienced person,
showing that the building complies with Standard 1334.6.9C.(1) above, will
demonstrate compliance with this standard.

(3) If the information in Standard 1334.6.9C.(2) above is not provided, or if such

information is provided but does not predict compliance with the rule, a further

wind report including the results of a wind tunnel test or appropriate alternative

test procedure is required to demonstrate compliance with this standard.
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Table 1334.6.9C.1 Categories

Cateqory

Description

Category A

Areas of pedestrian use or adjacent dwellings containing

significant formal elements and features intended to
encourage longer term recreational or relaxation use i.e.
public open space and adjacent outdoor living space

Category B

Areas of pedestrian use or adjacent dwellings containing

minor elements and features intended to encourage short
term recreation or relaxation, including adjacent private
residential properties

Category C

Areas of formed footpath or open space pedestrian linkages,

used primarily for pedestrian transit and devoid of significant
or repeated recreational or relaxational features, such as
footpaths not covered in categories A or B above

Category D

Areas of road, carriage way, or vehicular routes used

primarily for vehicular transit and open storage, such as
roads generally where devoid of any features or form which
would include the spaces in categories A-C above

Category E

Category E represents conditions which are dangerous to the

elderly and infants and of considerable cumulative discomfort
to others, including residents in adjacent sits. Category E
conditions are unacceptable and are not allocated to any
physically defined areas of the city

Eigure 1334.6.9C.2 Wind Environment Control

Probability of Time V is Exceadad P(>V)

,_

Fl ¥ i T B ] 10 1 12 13 14 15

Maan Hourly Wind Velocity \V metres/second
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Derivation of the wind environment control graph:

The curves on the graph delineating the boundaries between the acceptable categories
(A-D) and unacceptable (E) categories of wind performance are described by the
Weibull expression:

P(>V) = e-(v/c)*

where V is a selected value on the horizontal axis, and P is the corresponding value of
the vertical axis:

and where:

P(>V) = Probability of a wind speed V being exceeded,;
e = The Napierian base 2.7182818285

v = the velocity selected;

k = the constant 1.5; and

c = a variable dependent on the boundary being defined:

A/B, c =1.548
B/C, c=2.322
C/D,c=3.017
D/E, c=3.715

1334.6.9D Central Open Space - Shading

(1) Development adjoining the Central Open Space, as identified on Precinct
Plan 1, must ensure that 80% of a 30m x 30m area with Central Open Space
(as shown in Figure 1334.6.9D.1 below) is free from shading between the
hours of 10am and 3.30pm on the 21t of June.

Figure 1334.6.9D.1 — Central Open Space Shading
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CENTRAL
OPEN SPACE

Standards in Sub-precinct A

All activities listed as permitted, controlled and restricted discretionary in Table
1334.4.4 must comply with the following standards.

1334.6.10. Height in relation to Boundary

(1) Buildings in Sub-precinct A must not project beyond a 45-degree recession
plane measured from a point 3m vertically above ground level along the north
and south boundaries of the Sub-precinct.

1334.6.11. Height
(1) 1334.6.4 applies.

1334.6.12.-Landscaping-[Deleted]

1334.6.13. Tree Protection

(1) 1334.6.7 applies.
1334.6.14. Sub-precinct A Boundary setback
(1) 1334.6.6(2) applies.

(2) Buildings on land within Sub-precinct A adjoining the northern and southern
boundaries of the Sub-precinct must be set back a minimum width of 5m from
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the Sub-precinct A boundary. These setbacks must be landscaped and planted
with mature trees no more than 5m apart, with the balance planted with a mixture
of shrubs or ground cover plants (excluding grass) within and along the full
extent of the setback. The purpose of this planting is to provide a well vegetated
visual screen between buildings and activities within the Sub- precinct and the
adjoining land, to mitigate adverse visual and privacy effects.

For the purposes of clause (2) above, the following do not apply to the northern
boundary:

(a) _ retaining walls with landscaping of any retained ground and any land
at the base of the retaining wall, up to a distance of 5m from the
boundary

(b) underground car-parking buildings less than 1.5m in height above
ground level with landscaping above, up to a distance of 5m from the
boundary.

(3) Buildings on land within Sub-precinct A adjoining Strategic Transport Corridor
zoned land outside the precinct must be set back a minimum width of 5m from
the external precinct boundary. This setback shall remain landscaped with

mature trees, with the Identified Trees in this location supplemented as
necessary to maintain a heavily treed frontage.

1334.6.15. Stormwater
(1) 1334.6.3 applies.
1334.6.16. Parking

(1) No minimum and no maximum parking is required in Sub-precinct A.

Standards in Sub-precinct C

The development of dwellings on land zoned Residential — Mixed Housing Urban and
Residential — Terrace Housing and Apartment Buildings must comply with the
following Medium Density Residential Standards as specified below.

1334.6.17 Number of dwellings per site

(1) There must be no more than three dwellings per site.

1334.6.18 Building height

(1) In the Residential — Mixed Housing Urban Zone, buildings must not exceed
11 metres in height, except that 50% of a building’s roof in elevation,
measured vertically from the junction between wall and roof, may exceed this
height by 1 metre, where the entire roof slopes 15° or more, as shown in
Figure 1334.6.18.1 below:
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Figure 1334.6.18.1 Building height

| ‘ 12m
|

| 11m
| 15° or more

| - P, 10

1334.6.19 Height in Relation to Boundary

(1) Buildings must not project beyond a 60 degree recession plane measured
from a point 4m vertically above ground level along the side and rear
boundaries, as shown in Figure 1334.6.19.1 below.

(2) Standard 1334.6.19(1) above does not apply to a boundary with a road.

(3) Standard 1334.6.19(1) above does not apply to a boundary, or part of a
boundary, adjoining any Business Zone.

(4) Standard 1334.6.19(1) above does not apply to site boundaries where there is
an existing common wall between two buildings on adjacent sites or where a
common wall is proposed.

(5) Where the boundary forms part of a legal right of way, entrance strip, access
site or pedestrian access way, the control in Standard 1334.6.19(1) applies
from the farthest boundary of that legal right of way, entrance strip, access
site or pedestrian access way.

(6) The height in relation to boundary standard does not apply to existing or
proposed internal boundaries within a site.

Figure 1334.6.19.1 Height in relation to boundary
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Site boundary

~
s
11m

4m

1334.6.20 Yards

(1) A building or parts of a building must be set back from the relevant boundary by
the minimum depth listed in Table 1334.6.20.1 below except that when Standard
1334.6.6 applies the relevant yard in Table 1334.6.20.1 is not required by
Standard 1334.6.20(1).

Table 1334.6.20.1

Yard Minimum Depth
Front 1.5
Side im
Rear im

(2) This standard does not apply to site boundaries where there is an existing
common wall between two buildings on adjacent sites or where a common wall
is proposed.

1334.6.21 Building Coverage

(1) The maximum building coverage must not exceed 50 per cent of the net site
area.

1334.6.22 Landscaped Areas
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(1) A dwelling at ground floor level must have a landscaped area of a minimum of
20 per cent of a developed site with grass or plants, and can include the canopy
of trees regardless of the ground treatment below them.

(2) The landscaped area may be located on any part of the development site, and
does not need to be associated with each dwelling.

1334.6.23 Outlook Space

(1) An outlook space must be provided for each development containing up to three
dwellings as specified in this standard.

(2) An outlook space must be provided from habitable room windows as shown in
Figure 1334.6.23.1 below.

(3) The minimum dimensions for a required outlook space are as follows and as
shown in Figure 1334.6.23.1 below:

(a) a principal living room must have an outlook space with a minimum
dimension of 4 metres in depth and 4 metres in width; and

(b) all other habitable rooms must have an outlook space with a minimum
dimension of 1 metre in depth and 1 metre in width.

(4) The width of the outlook space is measured from the centre point of the largest
window on the building face to which it applies.

(5) Outlook spaces may be over driveways and footpaths within the site or over a
public street or other public open space.

(6) Outlook spaces may overlap where they are on the same wall plane in the case
of a multi-storey building.

(7) Outlook spaces may be under or over a balcony.

(8) Outlook spaces required from different rooms within the same building may
overlap.

(9) Outlook spaces must:

(a) be clear and unobstructed by buildings; and

(b) not extend over an outlook space or outdoor living space required by
another dwelling.

Figure 1334.6.23.1 Outlook Space requirements for developments
containing up to three dwellings
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1334.6.24 Outdoor Living Space

4m

—

(1) A dwelling at ground floor level must have an outdoor living space that is at least
20m?2 and that comprises ground floor, balcony, patio, or roof terrace space that:

(a) where located at ground level, has no dimension less than 3 metres and

(b) where provided in the form of a balcony, patio, or roof terrace, is at least
8m? and has a minimum dimension of 1.8 metres; and

(c) is accessible from the dwelling; and

(d) may be:

(i) grouped cumulatively by area in 1 communally accessible location; or

(i) located directly adjacent to the unit; and

(e) is free of buildings, parking spaces, and servicing and manoeuvring areas.

(2) A dwelling located above ground floor level must have an outdoor living space in
the form of a balcony, patio, or roof terrace that:

(a) is at least 8m? and has a minimum dimension of 1.8 metres; and

(b) is accessible from the dwelling; and
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(c) may be:

(i) grouped cumulatively by area in 1 communally accessible location, in
which case it may be located at ground level; or

(ii) located directly adjacent to the dwelling. it

1334.6.25 Windows to street

(1) Any dwelling facing the street must have a minimum of 20 per cent of the street
facing facade in glazing. This can be in the form of windows or doors.

1334.6.26 Subdivision in accordance with an approved land use consent for
the purpose of the construction or use of dwellings as permitted or restricted
discretionary activities in the precinct

Purpose: To provide for subdivision of land for the purpose of construction and use
of dwellings in Sub-precinct C in accordance with MDRS permitted and restricted
discretionary land use activities.

(1) Any subdivision relating to an approved land use consent must comply with
that land use consent.

(2) Subdivision does not increase the degree of any non-compliance with
standards 1334.6.17 to 1334.6.25 except that Standard 1334.6.19(1) does not
apply along the length of any proposed boundary where dwellings share a
common wall.

(3) No vacant sites are created.

1334.6.27 Subdivision around existing buildings and development

Purpose: To provide for subdivision of land for the purpose of construction and use
of dwellings in Sub-precinct C in accordance with Standards 1334.6.17 to 1334.6.25
inclusive.

(1) Prior to subdivision occurring, all development must meet the following:

(a) Comply with the relevant overlay, Auckland-wide, zone and precinct
rules:; or
(b) Be alegally established dwelling.

(2) Subdivision does not increase the degree of any non-compliance with
standards 1334.6.17 to 1334.6.25 except that Standard 1334.6.19(1) does not
apply along the length of any proposed boundary where dwellings share a
common wall.

(3) No vacant sites are created.
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1334.6.28 Subdivision for up to three sites accompanied by a land use consent
application or certificate of compliance for up to three dwellings

Purpose: To provide for subdivision of land for the purpose of construction and use
of dwellings in Sub-precinct C.

(1) The subdivision application and land use consent application or certificate of
compliance relate to a site on which there are no dwellings.

(2) The subdivision application and land use consent application or certificate of
compliance must be determined concurrently.

(3) Each dwelling, relative to its proposed boundaries, complies with Standards
1334.6.17 to 1334.6.25.

(4) A maximum of three sites and three dwellings are created.

(5) No vacant sites are created.

1334.7. Assessment — controlled activities
1334.7.1. Matters of control

The Council will reserve its control to the following matters when assessing a
controlled activity resource consent application, in addition to the matters specified
for the relevant controlled activities in the zone, Auckland-wide, or overlay provisions:

(1) Connection of Pprecinct to Laurel Street, Renton Road or Rhodes Avenue with a
private (non-gated) road:

(a) traffic effects on adjoining streets and the transport network;
(b) amenity and safety of adjoining streets and those within the precinct;
(c) design of road connections;

(d) benefits of connections (excluding benefits related to diversion of traffic from
Carrington rRoad);

(e) provision of walkway and cycle access; and

(f) turning restrictions within the precinct to reduce the likelihood of traffic
entering the precinct through the southern roads to access car parking
buildings within the Special Purpose — Tertiary Education Zone.

(2) Subdivision-All controlled subdivision activities in Table 1334.4.1:

(a) Boundaries of the precinct, sub-precincts, and/or zone alighing are
consistent with the proposed site boundaries.
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(2A) All controlled subdivision activities in Table 1334.4.3:

(a) compliance with an approved resource consent or consistency with a
concurrent land use consent application or certificate of compliance;

(b) compliance with the relevant overlay, Auckland-wide, precinct and zone
rules:;

(c) the effects of infrastructure provision.

(3) All New Buildings, and Additions to Existing Buildings in Sub-precinct A:
(a) high quality design and amenity;
(b) functional and operational (including security) requirements;
(c) the integration of landscaping;
(d) safety;

(e) effects of the location and design of access to the sub-precinct on the safe and
efficient operation of the adjacent transport network having regard to:

(i) visibility and safe sight distances;

(i) existing and future traffic conditions including speed, volume, type, current
accident rate, and the need for safe manoeuvring;

(iiif) proximity to and operation of intersections;

(iv) existing pedestrian numbers, and estimated future pedestrian numbers
having regard to the level of development provided for in this Pprecinct; and

(v) existing community or public infrastructure located in the adjoining road,
such as bus stops, bus lanes and cycleways;

(f) The location and capacity of infrastructure servicing:

(i) the extent to which stormwater, wastewater, water supply, electricity and
telecommunication infrastructure needs to be provided to adequately service
the nature and staging of anticipated development within the Sub-precinct;

(i) management and mitigation of flood effects, including on buildings and
property;

(iif) methods and measures to avoid land instability, erosion, scour and flood
risk to buildings and property;

(iv) location, design and method of the discharge; and

(v) management of stormwater flow and contaminants and the implementation
of stormwater management devices and other measures.
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1334.7.2. Assessment criteria

The Council will consider the relevant assessment criteria below for controlled
activities, in addition to the assessment criteria specified for the relevant controlled
activities in the zone, Auckland-wide or overlay provisions:

(1) Connection of Pprecinct to Laurel Street, Renton Road or Rhodes Avenue with a
private (non-gated) road:

(a) the extent to which the design of the road and associated landscapirge
creates:

(i) access consistent with the local road function; and

(ii) street trees, planting and other landscapinge features that ensure a
good standard of amenity;

(b) the extent to which the introduction of appropriate traffic calming measures
discourages non-local traffic and to manage speed;

(c) the extent to which the management of the private road through such
measures as signage, surface treatment, landscaping and speed restrictions
does restrict the use of these roads to only those vehicles with authorised
access;

(d) the extent of any positive benefits arising from the proposed connection
(excluding benefits relating to diversion of traffic from Carrington fRoad);

(e) the provision of walkway and cycleway access is not restricted. The extent
to which landscaping and treatment reflects an appropriate standard of
design for public walkways and cycleways; and

(f) the extent to which turning restrictions within the precinct are needed to
reduce the likelihood of traffic entering the precinct through the southern
roads to access car parking buildings within the Special Purpose — Tertiary
Education Zone.

[Heading Deleted]

(1) [Deleted]
(2) Subdivision

(a) The extent to which subdivision boundaries align with the sub-precinct
boundaries and with the-PrecinetPlan-shown-in Precinct Plan 1 and-with

Poliey1334-3(46A)-(or with any approved road network).

(b) Compliance with an existing approved resource consent or concurrent land
use consent application or certificate of compliance.

(c) Compliance with the relevant overlay, Auckland-wide, precinct and zone
rules.

(i) Refer to Policy E38.3(1) and (6)

Auckland Unitary Plan Operative in part 44



1334-Wairaka Te Auaunga Precinct

(d) The effect of the site design, size, shape, contour, and location, including
existing buildings, manoeuvring areas and outdoor living space.

(e) The adequate provision and capacity of infrastructure.

(i) Refer to Policy E38.3(1), (6), (19) to (23)

(f)__The effect on historic heritage and cultural heritage items.

(3) All New Buildings, and Additions to Existing Buildings in Sub-precinct A

(@) The extent to which the building and associated landscaping contributes to
a high quality amenity outcome when viewed from neighbouring land and
buildings, including the appearance of the roofscape;

(b)  Whether the design recognises the functional, operational, and security
requirements of the intended use of the building, and addresses the safety
of the surrounding residential community and the public realm;

(c) The extent to which effects of the location and design of access to the sub-
precinct on the safe and efficient operation of the adjacent transport
network have been adequately assessed and managed having regard to:

(i) visibility and safe sight distances;

(i)  existing and future traffic conditions including speed, volume, type,
current accident rate, and the need for safe manoeuvring;

(iii)  proximity to and operation of intersections;

(iv) existing pedestrian numbers, and estimated future pedestrian numbers
having regard to the level of development provided for in this
Pprecinct; and

(v) existing community or public infrastructure located in the adjoining
road, such as bus stops, bus lanes and cycleways;

(d) The location and capacity of infrastructure servicing:

(i)  the extent to which stormwater, wastewater, water supply, electricity
and telecommunication infrastructure needs to be provided to
adequately service the nature and staging of anticipated development
within the application area; and

(i)  the extent to which stormwater management methods that utilise low
impact stormwater design principles and improved water quality
systems are provided.

1334.8. Assessment — restricted discretionary activities

1334.8.1. Matters of discretion

Note — For the purpose of the following provisions, ‘dwelling’ means a residential
dwelling that has an approved land-use consent or building consent.
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e 1334.8.1(1A)(d)(iv)
e [334.8.1(1A)(f)(ii) and (iii)

The Council will restrict its discretion to the following matters when assessing a
restricted discretionary activity resource consent application, in addition to the
matters specified for the relevant restricted discretionary activities in the zones,
Auckland-wide, or overlay provisions:

(1) Retail (including food and beverage) comprising up to one tenancy between
201m22 and 300m22gross floor area adjacent-to-within 150m of, and accessed

from-via, Farm Road_(A6); and or-adjacentto-the-bus-hub-or Oakley-Hospital

building-Retail (including food and beverage) comprising up to one tenancy
between 201m? and 300m? gross floor area adjacent to the Historic Heritage

Overlay (A7):
(a) building-interface-with-any-public place;-[Deleted]

(b) safety[Deleted]
(c)—services:[Deleted]

(d)—traffic;[Deleted]
(e)—travelplans-and-integrated-transport-assessments:[Deleted]

(f)—design-of parking-and-access;-and[Deleted]
(aa) matters of discretion 1334.8.1(1A)(d) - 1334.8.1(1A)(h); and

(g) degree of integration with other centres.

(1A)New buildings which comply with Standard 1334.6.4 Height (does not apply to
Sub-precinct A):

(a) Ground contours:

(i) whether proposed finished contour levels at a subject site abutting land
identified as open space on Precinct Plan 1 or vested public roads
across the subject land area adequately manages pedestrian access
from the ground floor level of buildings to the adjoining identified open
space land and public roads variations between the ground floor level of
future buildings and adjoining existing and proposed public open space
(where information is available and buildings are adjoining); and

(i) where ground floor dwellings or visitor accommodation is proposed,
whether some minor variations between the ground floor level and the
level of adjoining open space or street (where adjoining) may be
acceptable to provide for the privacy of residents and occupants/users.

(b) Building form and character:

(i) whether building design and site layout achieves:
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e in mixed use buildings;

e |egible entrances and exits from buildings to open spaces
and pedestrian linkages;

e articulation of any building facades which adjoin public
roads and identified open space on Precinct Plan 1, to
manage the extent of large blank and/or flat walls and/or

facades;
e corner sites provide the opportunity for additional building

mass and height so as to makes a positive contribution to
the streetscape;

e a high quality, clear and coherent design concept utilises a
palette of durable materials to express the building form;

¢ high quality visual interest through the use of facade
modulation and articulation, and/or the use of materials
and finishes and ensures any otherwise unavoidable blank
walls are enlivened by methods which may include
artwork, mahi toi, articulation, modulation and cladding
choice to provide architectural relief;

e rooftop mechanical plant or other equipment is screened or
integrated in the building design;

e parking areas are designed and located to be visually
discreet when viewed from public roads and open space
identified on Precinct Plan 1;

¢ long building frontages are visually broken up by facade
design and roofline, recesses, awnings, balconies and
other projections, materials and colours;

e building form is designed to allow a reasonable level of
daylight into land identified as open space within Precinct
Plan 1 within the precinct, (but excluding public roads)
appropriate to their intended use;

e a sympathetic relationship with the Oakley Hospital Main
Building and the Pumphouse;

(ii) Numbering activities at ground level engage with and activate existing
and/or proposed open spaces, streets and lanes;

iii) outdoor living areas and internal living spaces achieve privacy from
publicly accessible areas while maintaining a reasonable level of
passive surveillance; and
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(iv) whether any proposed publicly accessible spaces within a development,

(v)

including pedestrian and cycle linkages, are integrated into the existing
or planned pedestrian network.

The extent to which communal or private open space in the Business —

Mixed Use Zone is provided and whether:

e private open space provides a functional area and shape
accessible from the primary living area.

e communal open space in the form of plaza, podium, balcony or
roof top spaces provides functional areas for the outdoor
enjoyment and/or meeting of residents and their guests.

e open space connections linking through the site as part of a
multi-unit development join up with the precinct walkway and
cycleway network, as shown on Precinct Plan 1.

(c) Safety including passive surveillance:

(i)

whether new buildings are designed in accordance with Crime
Prevention Through Environmental Design principles, including by
providing passive surveillance of publicly accessible areas. For the
purpose of this assessment, internal open spaces, plazas, foyers, lanes
and pedestrian and cycleway linkages within a tertiary education
campus(es) will be considered as if they are public open spaces.

(d) Services including infrastructure capacity and stormwater management:

(0]

(iv)

stormwater, wastewater, water supply, and electricity and
telecommunication infrastructure are provided to adequately service the
nature and staging of anticipated development within the subject land
area;

location of built form, public open space and stormwater management
infrastructure provide for the establishment of future stormwater
management features, which incorporate low impact stormwater design
principles and improved water quality systems;

the effects of potential contamination of stormwater and ground water
arising from discharges from roofing materials; and

whether any development that would bring the total number of

dwellings in the precinct in excess of 4,000 dwellings provides an
infrastructure capacity assessment that demonstrates that there is
sufficient capacity in the bulk water supply and wastewater network to
service the development at the time of occupation.

(e) Traffic:

(i)

whether traffic calming measures on internal roads and those roads
connecting to the south of the precinct discourage through traffic from
outside Te Auaunga Precinct, and slow traffic with an origin or
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destination in the Special Purpose - Tertiary Education Zone or
southern neighbourhoods.

(f) Travel plans and integrated transport assessments:

(i) proposed developments are consistent with any existing integrated
transport assessment applying to the proposed development or any new
integrated transport assessment or other traffic assessment lodged with
any resource consent application and any corresponding travel plans
are provided by way of conditions of any consent prior to occupation;

(ii) whether any development that would bring the total number of dwellings
in excess of 3,000 dwellings within the precinct either demonstrates that
the assumptions of any existing integrated transport assessment are
valid, or, if the transport network and generation is not consistent with
the assumptions within the existing integrated transport assessment,
provides an updated integrated transport assessment demonstrating the
generated travel demand can be appropriately managed; and

iii) whether any development that would bring the total number of dwellings
in excess of 4,000 dwellings either provides an integrated transport
assessment demonstrating the generated travel demand can be
appropriately managed, or demonstrates that the assumptions of any
existing integrated transport assessment for in excess of 4,000
dwellings are valid.

(@) Design of parking structures and vehicular access:

(i) within the Special Purpose - Tertiary Education Zone avoids parking
either at grade or within a building at or above ground level, having
direct access from Laurel Street, Renton Road, Rhodes Avenue (or any
extension of those streets), or the western road shown on Precinct Plan

1;
(ii) minimises the extent to which parking within a building at or above
ground level directly faces Te Auaunga and the Carrington Road

frontage;

iii) parking areas are screened;

(iv) parking structures minimise direct venting to pedestrian environments at
round level;
(v) vehicle crossings and access ways prioritise pedestrian movement and

in particular are designed to reduce vehicle speed and be separated
from pedestrian access, or are designed as a shared space; and

(vi) design of pedestrian routes between parking areas, building
entrances/lobbies and the street ensures that these spaces are
accessible by people of all ages and physical abilities and provide a
high level of pedestrian safety.

(h) Landscape:
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(i) landscaping is provided to contribute to the achievement of quality
amenity that is integrated with the built environment. Landscaping
may be provided in the form of courtyards, plazas and other areas that
are accessed by residents, visitors or the public including lanes and
pedestrian accessways. Landscaping includes the provision of both
soft and hard landscape elements such as trees, shrubs, ground cover
plants, paved areas and outdoor seating areas.

(i) Matters applying to the Carrington Road frontage:

(i) building frontages to Carrington Road are designed to express a scale
of development that responds to Policy 1334.3(13);

(i) the use of architectural treatments and design features, such as
facade and roofline design, materials, separation and layout to
contribute to the visual character, and articulation of the Carrington
Road frontage; and

i) building frontages to Carrington Road are designed to address the
perception of a solid walled mass through technigues including
building recesses, clear visual breaks between buildings, variation in
roofline and overall building silhouette.

(j) Matters applying to development located on a site containing the Wairaka
Stream:

(i) development is designed to recognise and contribute to the values of
the stream, including planting of riparian margins.

(1B) Buildings within the Height Areas identified on Precinct Plan 3 — Te Auaunga
Additional Height that exceed the heights specified on Precinct Plan 3 — Te
Auaunga Additional Height, and Buildings within the Height Area 1 identified on
Precinct Plan 3 — Te Auaunga Additional Height between 35m and 72m:

(a) matters of discretion 1334.8.1(1A)(a) - 1334.8.1(1A)(h);

(b) building design and location:

(i) In Height Area 1 on Precinct Plan 3 — Te Auaunga Additional Height,
how the design for any building greater than 35m in height and
associated landscaping:

e relates to the Tamaki Makaurau cityscape and how it is
seen within the wider receiving environment, with
consideration of how the articulation, modulation, and
materiality of the building breaks up its vertical and
horizontal scale as seen in short (within the precinct) mid
(including within Point Chevalier town centre) and long
distance views;

e contributes to making a visual landmark, either in
isolation or as part of a composition of taller buildings
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including through such design matters as building
composition, modulation of building forms, and facade
treatment (including facade proportion, articulation,
roofline and materials);

e responds to and complements the Oakley Hospital Main
Building and its extent of place, which may include such
design matters as architectural references to the scale
and design of the Oakley Hospital Main Building and/or
sympathetic contrast in form, proportion and facade
treatment; and

e |andscaping responds to the presence of Te Auaunga
and protected trees and vegetation.

(ii) The degree to which buildings provide sympathetic contemporary and
high quality design which enhances the precinct’s built form.

(c) shading:

(i) the extent degree to which the location and design of buildings
ensures a reasonable level of sunlight access (measured at the
Equinox) to residential units and open space areas; taking into
consideration site and building orientation, and the planned built
character of the precinct.

(2) Parking buildings/structures:
(a) ground-contours-[Deleted]
(b) building-interface-with-public-places:[Deleted]
(c) safety[Deleted]
(d) services-including-infrastructure-and-stormwatermanagement;-[Deleted]
(e) traffie-[Deleted]
(f) travelplans-and-integratediransport-assessmenisand-[Deleted]
(g) design-ofparking-and-access—[Deleted]
(h) matters of discretion 1334.8.1(1A)(a), and 1334.8.1(1A)(d) - 1334.8.1(1A)(j).

(3) Connection-of-anyroad-to-the Precinct-with-a-publicroad: [Deleted]

(3A) Extension of Laurel Street, Renton Road, Rhodes Avenue or Mark Road into the
precinct as a public road, and providing vehicular connections to the western
road within the precinct (A29A):

(a) traffic;

(b) amenity and safety;

(c) design of road connections; and
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(d) benefits of road connections (excluding benefits related to diversion of traffic
from Carrington Road);

(e) provision of walkway and cycle access; and

(f) turning restrictions within the precinct to reduce the likelihood of traffic
entering the precinct through the southern roads to access car parking
buildings within the Special Purpose — Tertiary Education Zone.

(4) Any development not otherwise listed in Tables 1334.4.1, 1334.4.3, and 1334.4.4
that is generally in accordance with thepPrecinct pPlan 1 and-Policy

1334.3(15A):
(a) Effects of the location and design of the access on the safe and efficient
operation of the adjacent transport network having regard to:

(i) visibility and safe sight distances;

(ii) existing and future traffic conditions including speed, volume, type,
current accident rate, and the need for safe manoeuvring;

(iii) proximity to and operation of intersections;

(iv) existing pedestrian numbers, and estimated future pedestrian numbers
having regard to the level of development provided for in this Plan; and

(v) existing community or public infrastructure located in the adjoining road,
such as bus stops, bus lanes and cycleways;

(b) The location and capacity of infrastructure servicing:

(i) the extent to which stormwater, wastewater, water supply, electricity
and telecommunication infrastructure needs to be provided to
adequately service the nature and staging of anticipated development
within the application area;

(i) Fthe effects on receiving environments from the location and design of
the Indicative Stormwater Management Area and stormwater devices
including the following:

(i)  management of the adverse effects on receiving environments,
including cumulative effects (which may be informed by any
publicly available current stormwater and/or catchment
management plans and analyses);

(ii BPO for the management of the adverse effects of the stormwater
diversion and discharge on receiving environments;

(ii) implementation of stormwater management devices and other
measures and programmes that give effect to the BPO;

(iv) management and mitigation of flood effects, including on buildings
and property;
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(v methods and measures to minimise land instability, erosion, scour
and flood risk to buildings and property;

(vi) location, design and method of the discharge; and

(vii) management of stormwater flow and contaminants and the
implementation of stormwater management devices and other
measures;

(c) The effects on the recreation and amenity needs of the users of the precinct

and surrounding residents through the provision of:

(i) open spaces which are prominent and accessible by-pedestrians to the
public;

(ii) _communal open spaces which are prominent and accessible to
residents of the associated development; and

(iii) the number, and size, and quality of open spaces in proportion to the
future intensity and needs of the precinct and surrounding area; and

(i) —effective-and-safe-pedestrian-and/or-cycle linkages;-[Deleted]
(d) Fhelocation—physical-extent-and-design-of-open-space-[Deleted]

(e) Fhelocation-of-anticipated-land-use-activitie

[Deleted]
(f) Fhelocation-andphysical-extent-of parking-areas;and-[Deleted]

(g) Fhe ging-ot-development-and-the O ed-reso e-CONSE

—[Deleted]
(i) Building-scale-and-dominance-(bulk-andlocation)-[Deleted]

(j) Effective and safe pedestrian and/or cycle linkages;

(i) thelocation, physical extent and design of open space;
(i) the location of anticipated land use activities within the development;
(ii) the location and physical extent of parking areas; and

(iv) the staging of development and the associated resource consent lapse
period;
(v) the location and form of building footprints and envelopes; and

(vi) building scale and dominance (bulk and location).

(5) For development and/or subdivision that does not comply with Standards:
1334.6.1 Floodlights; 1334.6.2 Retail thresholds; 1334.6.3 Stormwater; 1334.6.4
Height; 1334.6.5 Landscaping; 1334.6.6 Precinct boundary setback; 1334.6.7 Tree
protection; 1334.6.8 Access; 1334.6.9 Parking; 1334.6.10 Height in relation to
Boundary; 1334.6.14(3) Sub-precinct A Boundary setback; the Council will restrict
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its discretion to all of the following matters when assessing a restricted
discretionary resource consent application:

(a) the matters of discretion in Rule C1.9(3) of the general provisions apply;

(b) any special or unusual characteristic of the site which is relevant to the
standard;

(c) where more than one standard will be infringed, the effects of all
infringements considered together; and

(d) the effects on the following relevant matters:

(i) floodlights — the effects on the amenity values of adjoining residential
areas;

(ii) retail thresholds — the needs of the campus and serving the local
demand within the precinct, the role function and amenity of the Point
Chevalier and Mt Albert town centres;

(iii) stormwater — Ssee Matter 1334.8.1(4)(e)(b) above;

(iv) height — the effects on the amenity values of open spaces and adjoining
residential areas;

(v)

ahd-service-areas; [Deleted]

(vi) precinct boundary set back - linterface with the public realm and effects
on neighbouring sites, building scale and dominance (bulk and location),
and Ooutlook and privacy;

(vii) trees — Ssee restricted discretionary activity matters of discretion in
Matters D13.8.1 Notable Trees Overlay;

(viii)access — the primary access to the precinct being on Carrington Road,
the amenity values of existing residents as a result of the southern
connections becoming a direct vehicle entrance to the precinct;

(ix) parking — the heritage values of the Oakley Hospital Main Building; the
i : ) { the bus-hub:
(x) Boundary setback in respect of buildings within Sub-precinct A adjoining

Strategic Transport Corridor zoned land outside the precinct —
landscape amenity;

(xi) Height in relation to boundary — visual dominance, overlooking, shading
and privacy.

(6) New buildings or additions to existing buildings within Sub-precinct A that
increase the building footprint by more than 20 per cent or 200m? GFA
(whichever is the lesser), that are located within 10m of the eastern boundary:

Where buildings do not abut the street frontage
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(a) the effectiveness of screening and/or landscaping on the amenity of the
streetscape;

(b) safety;

(c) functional and operational (including security) requirements;
Where buildings do abut the street frontage

(d) the effectiveness of screening and/or landscaping (if any);

(e) the maintenance or enhancement of amenity for pedestrians using the
adjoining street;

(f) measures adopted for limiting the adverse visual effects of any blank walls
along the street frontage;

(g) measures adopted to provide for the visual interest at the street frontage,
while ensuring the security, and functional and operational requirements of
the Mason Clinic;

(h) safety
Matters applying to all buildings
(i) Those matters contained in 1334.7.1.(3).

(7) Subdivision of land for the purpose of construction and use of dwellings in the
Business — Mixed Use zone:

(a) Boundaries of the precinct and sub-precincts aligning with the proposed
site boundaries.

(b) Site size, shape, design, contour, layout and location.

(c) Infrastructure.

(8) Buildings in a residential zone which do not comply with any of Standards
1334.6.17 10 1334.6.25

(a) any precinct and zone policy which is relevant to the standard

(b) the effects of the infringement of the standard

(c) the effects of any special or unusual characteristics of the site which is
relevant to the standard

(d) the characteristics of the development

(e) any other matters specifically listed for the standard

(f) where more than one standard will be infringed, the effects of all
infringements considered together.

1334.8.2. Assessment criteria
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The Council will consider the relevant assessment criteria below for restricted
discretionary activities, in addition to the assessment criteria specified for the relevant
restricted discretionary activities in the zones, Auckland-wide or overlay provisions:

(1) Retail (including food and beverage) comprising up to one tenancy between
201m22 and 300m22 gross floor area adjacentto-within 150m of, and accessed
from-via, Farm Road and-er-adjacent-to-the-bus-hub-or Oakley-Hospital
building(A6); and Retail (including food and beverage) comprising up to one
tenancy between 201m? and 300m? gross floor area adjacent to the Historic
Heritage Overlay (A7):

(a) Buildinginterface-with-any-publicplaces:[Deleted]

(b) Safety—[Deleted]
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provide a high level of pedestrian safety.

(g)  Degree of integration with other centres:

(i) the extent to which the location, scale and staging of anticipated activity
types in the precinct mitigates potential conflicts with activities within
neighbouring centres; and

(ii) the extent to which the location, scale and staging of effices-retail does
not have adverse effects on the role of other centres, beyond those
effects ordinarily associated with trade effects or trade competition.

(1A)  New buildings that comply with Standard 1334.6.4 Height:

(a) Ground contours:

(i) Refer to Policies 1334.3.(13) and (27).

(b) Building form and character:

(i) Refer to Policies 1334.3.(13), (13A), (14) and (27).

(i) Whether the design of buildings adjacent to Oakley Hospital Main
Building responds and relates appropriately to the scale and form of the
Oakley Hospital Main Building and its extent of place, including through the
scale and modulation of the building’s lower floors.

(iii) Whether buildings adjacent to Oakley Hospital Main Building provide
sympathetic contemporary and high quality design which enhances the
precinct’s built form.

(c) Safety including passive surveillance:

(i) Refer to Policies 1334.3.(13), (14) and (27).

(d) Services including infrastructure and stormwater management:

(i) Refer to Policies 1334.3. (4)(f), (26A), (26B) and (27).
(e) Traffic:
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(i) Refer to Policies 1334.3.(20) and (22).

(f) _Travel plans and integrated transport assessments:

(i) Refer to Policies 1334.3. (4)(q). (20), (23), and (27).

(g) Design of parking structures and vehicle access:

(i) Refer to Policies 1334.3.(13), (14), (14A), (14B), (24) and (25).

(h) Landscape:
(i) Refer to Policy 1334.3.(13).

(i) Additional criteria applying to building frontage to Carrington Road:
(i) Refer to Policies 1334.3.(13)-
(i) The matters of discretion in 1334.8.1

(1B)  Buildings within the Height Areas identified on Precinct Plan 3 — Te Auaunga
Additional Height that exceed the heights specified on Precinct Plan 3 — Te
Auaunga Additional Height; and Buildings within Height Area 1 identified on
Precinct Plan 3 — Te Auaunga Additional Height between 35m and 72m:

(a) Refer to Policies 1334.3 (13), (14), (14A), (14B), (14C) and (14D).
(b) Assessment criteria 1334.8.2(1A)(d).
(c) Matters of discretion under 1334.8.1(1B)(b) and (c).

(2) Parking buildings-and-structures;
(a) Ground-contours-[Deleted]
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(c) Safety—[Deleted]

(iii) [deleted]
(d) Services-including-infrastructure-and-stormwatermanagement-[Deleted]
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(f) Fravelplans-andintegrated-transport-assessments:-[Deleted]

(i) the-extentio-which-proposed

(h) Assessment criteria 1334.8.2(1A)(a) and 1334.8.2(1A)(d) - 1334.8.2(1A)(h).

(3) Connection-of-any-road-to-the-Precinet-with-a-public-road—[Deleted]
(a) Fraffie:
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(3A) Extension of Laurel Street, Renton Road, or Rhodes Avenue or Mark Road into
the precinct as a public road, and providing vehicular connections to the Western
road within the precinct;

(a) Traffic:

(i) the extent to which traffic management measures on roads which
connect to the south of the Pprecinct are designed to avoid the southern
connection becoming the primary entrance for tertiary education uses or
becoming an alternative to Carrington Road for non-local traffic;

(b) Amenity and safety:

(i) whether the design of the road and associated landscapinge creates:

e access consistent with the local road function;

e street trees, planting and other landscapinge features that ensure a
good standard of amenity; and

(i) the extent to which the introduction of appropriate traffic calming
measures discourages non-local traffic and manages speed. Methods
could include, but are not limited to, one lane sections, narrow
carriageways, intersections designed to slow traffic and interrupt flow,
avoidance of roundabouts which facilitate speedy movement through
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(d)

(e)

(4)

(a)

(b)

1334-Wairaka Te Auaunga Precinct

the precinct, and designing the carriageway as shared space with a
meandering route.

benefits of road connections (excluding benefits related to diversion of traffic
from Carrington Road):

(i) the extent of any positive benefits arising from the proposed connection
(excluding benefits related to diversion of traffic from Carrington Road)
and ensure the provision of walkway and cycleway access is not
restricted.

provision of walkway and cycle access:

(i) the extent to which landscaping and treatment reflects an appropriate
standard of design for public walkways and cycleways.

turning restrictions within the precinct to reduce the likelihood of traffic
entering the precinct through the southern roads to access car parking
buildings within the Special Purpose — Tertiary Education Zone:

(i) the extent to which turning restrictions within the precinct are needed to
reduce the likelihood of traffic entering the precinct through the southern
roads to access car parking buildings within the Special Purpose —
Tertiary Education Zone.

Any development not otherwise listed in Tables 1334.4.1, 1334.4.3, and
1334.4 .4 that is generally in accordance with the pPrecinct pPlan 1 and

Policy 1334.3(15A):

The extent to which effects of the location and design of the access on the
safe and efficient operation of the adjacent transport network have been
adequately assessed and managed having regard to:

(i) visibility and safe sight distances;

(i) existing and future traffic conditions including speed, volume, type,
current accident rate, and the need for safe manoeuvring;

(iii) proximity to and operation of intersections;

(iv) existing pedestrian numbers, and estimated future pedestrian numbers
having regard to the level of development provided for in this Plan; and

(v) existing community or public infrastructure located in the adjoining road,
such as bus stops, bus lanes and cycleways;

The location and capacity of infrastructure servicing:

(i) the extent to which stormwater, wastewater, water supply, electricity
and telecommunication infrastructure needs to be provided to
adequately service the nature and staging of anticipated development
within the application area; and

Auckland Unitary Plan Operative in part 63



1334-Wairaka Te Auaunga Precinct

(ii) the extent to which stormwater management methods that utilise low
impact stormwater design principles and improved water quality
systems are provided.

(c) The effects on the recreation and amenity needs of the users of the precinct
and surrounding residents through the provision of and pedestrian and/or
cycle connections.:

----- allla' aVa N Q N alTaYal a\Via'
OOV oo Sie 3 oo = OV
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(ca)-the extent to which the design demonstrates the staging of wider network
improvements to public open space, including covered plaza, open spaces,
pedestrian walkways and cycleway linkages including:

e the layout and design of open space and connections with
neighbouring streets and open spaces;

e integration with cultural landmarks, Oakley Hospital Main Building,
the Pumphouse, identified trees in and adjacent to the precinct; and

(d) The extent to which the location, physical extent and design of open space
meets the demand of future occupants of the site and is of a high quality,
providing for public use and accessibility, views, sunlight access and wind
protection within the application area.

(e) The location of land use activities within the development:

(i) the extent to which the location and staging of anticipated activity
types and/or the location, orientation or layout of buildings avoids or
mitigates potential conflicts between activities within the subject land
area; and

(i) opportunities to establish community facilities for future occupants of
the site and for the wider community are encouraged within the
development.

(f)  The location and physical extent of parking areas and vehicle access:

(i) Fthe extent to which parking, loading and servicing areas are integrated
within the application area taking account of location and staging of
anticipated activity types.

(@) The staging of development and the associated resource consent lapse
period:
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(i) Wwhether the proposal adequately details the methods by which the
demolition and development of the site will be staged and managed to
compliment the proposed open space, road and lane network and to
avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects associated with vacant
disused areas of the site.

(h) The location and form of building footprints and envelopes:

(i) the assessment criteria of the zone standards for new buildings and/or
alterations and additions to buildings apply;-and

(i) the extent to which the new buildings or alterations and additions to
buildings are consistent with the elements of thepPrecinct pPlan 1 and
Peoliey1334-3(145A), including the location of the transport network, open
spaces and infrastructure-;_and

(iii) the extent to which buildings that do not comply with the bulk and
location and amenity controls demonstrate that the ground floor of a
building fronting a street or public open space provides interest for
pedestrians and opportunities for passive surveillance of the public
realm.

(iv) Whether buildings activate the adjoining street or public open space by:

e being sufficiently close to the street boundary and of a frontage
height that contributes to street definition, enclosure and pedestrian
amenity;

e having a pedestrian entrance visible from the street and located
sufficiently close to reinforce pedestrian movement along the street;

e providing a level of glazing that allows a reasonable degree of
visibility between the street/public open space and building interior
to contribute to pedestrian amenity and passive surveillance;

e aveiding-minimising blank walls at ground level; and

e providing convenient and direct entry between the street and the
building for people of all ages and abilities.

(v) Whether dwellings located on the ground floor of a building adjoining a
street or public open space positively contribute to the public realm
while achieving privacy and a good standard of amenity for occupiers of
the dwelling, in particular by:

e providing balconies over-looking the street or public open space;
e providing a planted and/or fenced setback to the street or public
open space. Landscaping or fencing should be low enough to allow

direct sightlines from a pedestrian in the street or public open space
to the front of a balcony; and
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e raising the balcony and floor plate of the ground floor dwellings
above the level of the adjoining street or public open space to a
height sufficient to provide privacy for residents and enable them to
overlook the street or public open space.

(vi) The extent to which development that does not comply with the amenity
controls demonstrates that:

e landscaping, including structural tree planting and shrubs, defines
the street edge, delineates pedestrian routes and mitigates adverse
visual and pedestrian amenity effects caused by access ways,
parking and service areas. Whether landscaping is planted to
ensure sight lines to or from site entrances are not obscured; and

. where the side or rear yard controls are infringed, any adverse
visual amenity and nuisance effects on neighbouring sites are
mitigated with screening and landscaping.

(i) Building scale and dominance (bulk and location):

(i) the extent to which buildings that exceed the building height
demonstrate that the height, location and design of the building allows
reasonable sunlight and daylight access to:

e streets and public open spaces;
e adjoining sites, particularly those with residential uses; and
e the proposed building;

(i)  the extent to which such buildings meet policies in the Special Purpose
- Tertiary Education Zone and Wairaka Te Auaunga Precinct;

(iii) the extent to which the building is not visually dominating when viewed
from the street, neighbouring sites, public open spaces and from
distant locations;

(iv) Fthe extent to which buildings on corner sites demonstrate that
additional building mass and height is appropriate in that location and
makes a positive contribution to the streetscape;

(v)  whether activities and buildings that do not comply with the outlook
control demonstrate that:

(vii)—the buildi itivel | . i n ’
rear/sides-of site-and-streetscape-amenityand-[Deleted]

* occupants are provided with a good standard of outlook and
privacy between useable/occupied spaces on the same and

adjacent sites;
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« the building positively contributes to passive surveillance of
the street, rear/sides of site and streetscape amenity; and

(viii)where the requirements of the outlook control are met, whether such
buildings adversely affect the amenity of any complying new/ existing
development on an adjoining site.

(5) For development that does not comply with Standard 1334.6.14 (3): Boundary setback
in respect of buildings within Sub-precinct A or Standard 1334.6.10: Height in relation
to boundary.

For buildings which infringe Standard 1334.6.14(3) Boundary Setback

(a) the extent to which a landscaped buffer between buildings and activities and
adjoining land is maintained to mitigate adverse visual effects;

(b) landscaping that is maintained is of sufficient quality as to make a positive
contribution to the amenity of the outlook to the site from neighbouring land;

(c) whether the design recognises the functional and operational requirements of the
intended use of the building, including providing for security.

For buildings which infringe Standard 1334.6.10 Height in relation to boundary

(d) the extent to which buildings that exceed the height in relation to boundary
standard demonstrate that the height, location and design of the building allows
reasonable sunlight and daylight access to adjoining sites, particularly those with
residential uses;

(e) the extent to which such buildings are consistent with the policies in the Special
Purpose — Healthcare Facility and Hospital Zone, the-\Wairaka Te Auaunga
Precinct — General, and the-\Wairaka Te Auaunga Precinct — Sub-precinct A; and

(f) the extent to which buildings as viewed from adjoining sites are designed to reduce
visual dominance effects, overlooking and shadowing and to maintain privacy.

(6) New buildings or additions to existing buildings within Sub-precinct A that increase the
building footprint by more than 20 per cent or 200m? GFA (whichever is the lesser),
that are located within 10m of the eastern boundary.

Where buildings do not abut the street frontage

(a) the extent to which the visual effects of the building are screened by landscaping,
comprising the planting of a mixture of closely spaced trees, shrubbery and
ground cover;

(b) the extent to which the design of the building and the design of the interface
between the building and the adjacent street contributes to a high quality visual
amenity (including safety) outcome when viewed from the street while meeting the
operational and functional requirements (including security) of the use of the
building.

Where buildings do abut the street

(c) the extent to which the visual effects of the building are screened by landscaping;
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(d) the extent to which design features can be used to break up the bulk of the
building by, for example varying building elevations, setting parts of the building
back, and the use of architectural features to achieve a high quality outcome,
without compromising the functional requirements of the use of the building;

(e) the extent to which the design of safety measures together with the design of the
interface between the building and the adjacent street provide for sensitive design
in a high quality urban environment, while meeting the security requirements for
the Mason Clinic;

(f) the extent to which the ground floor of the building (where fronting a street)
provides interest for pedestrians and opportunities for passive surveillance
(including safety) of the public realm while ensuring the functional and operational
requirements (including security) of the Mason Clinic;

(g) the extent to which buildings respond to the policies contained in the Special
Purpose - Healthcare Facility and Hospital zone, policies the-Wairaka Te Auaunga
Precinct-General, and the-Wairaka Te Auaunga Precinct — Sub-precinct A;

All buildings
(h) Those criteria contained in 133.7.2(3)(c) and (d).

(7) ___Subdivision of land for the purpose of construction and use of dwellings, excluding
Sub-precinct A and Sub-precinct C:

(a) The extent to which subdivision boundaries align with the sub-precinct
boundaries and with Precinct Plan 1 (or with any approved road network).

(b) The effect of the site design, size, shape, contour, and location, including
existing buildings, manoeuvring areas and outdoor living space.

(c) The effect of the layout, design and pattern of blocks and roads in so far as they
contribute to enabling a liveable, walkable and connected neighbourhood;

(d) The adequate provision and capacity of infrastructure is provided prior to
occupation of the buildings.

(e) The layout of sites provides safe, legible and convenient access to a legal road.

(8) For buildings that do not comply with one or more of Standards 1334.6.17 to
1334.6.25

(a) for all infringements to standards:
(i) refer to Policy 1334.3(45)

(ii) the matters of discretion in Rule C1.9(3) of the general provisions apply.

(b) for building height:
(i) refer to Policy 1334.3(41)
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(i) refer to Policy 1334.3(45)

(c) for height in relation to boundary:
(i) refer to Policy 1334.3(41)
(i) refer to Policy 1334.3(45)

(d) for yards:
(i) refer to Policy 1334.3(41)

(i) refer to Policy 1334.3(43)

(e) for building coverage:
(i) refer to Policy 1334.3(41)
(i) refer to Policy 1334.3(43)

(f) for landscaped area:
(i) refer to Policy 1334.3(41)
(ii) refer to Policy 1334.3(43)
(iii) refer to Policy H5.3(10) or Policy H6.3(10)

(q) for outlook space:
(i) refer to Policy 1334.3(1)
(ii) refer to Policy 1334.3(43)
(ii) refer to Policy 1334.3(44)

(h) for outdoor living space:
(i) refer to Policy 1334.3(41);
(ii) refer to Policy 1334.3(44); and

(i) for windows facing the street:
(i) refer to Policy 1334.3(43).

1334.9. Special information requirements

Note — For the purpose of the following provisions, ‘dwelling’ means a residential
dwelling that has an approved land-use consent or building consent.

e [334.9 Integrated Transport Assessment; Water supply and wastewater
Infrastructure Capacity Assessment; Stormwater Management Plan; and Parking
Impact Assessment.
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An application for any subdivision or development must be accompanied by:

Integrated Transport Assessment

(A1)

(2)

Prior to any proposed development that will increase the total number
of dwellings within the precinct to greater than 3,000 dwellings within
the precinct, an assessment of the then actual transport
characteristics compared to the ITA assumptions must be provided. If
the transport network and generation is not consistent with the
assumptions within the precinct ITA, then an updated ITA is required
prior to residential development in excess of 3,000 dwellings.

than-1,000m2-in-the residential zones;-proposed-development that will
increase the total number of dwellings within the precinct to greater
than 4,000 dwellings, the applicant is required to produce an new
integrated transport assessment for the precinct. An-updated

As part of any development, a schedule must be provided which

confirms the number of car-parking spaces approved for resource
consent within the precinct (excluding Sub-precinct A) at the time the
application is made.

Water supply and wastewater Infrastructure Capacity Assessment

(1

As part of any proposed development that will increase the total

(2)

number of dwellings within the precinct to greater than 4,000
dwellings, the applicant is required to produce a bulk water supply and
wastewater Infrastructure Capacity Assessment for the precinct to
demonstrate there is sufficient capacity in the wider water and
wastewater reticulated network.

As part of any proposed development, a schedule must be provided

which confirms the total dwelling numbers approved for resource
consent within the precinct at the time the application is made. The
purpose of this is to keep a current record of the number of dwellings
within the precinct.

Stormwater Management Plan
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precinet-[Deleted]

@) ordance with
stormwater-management-plan-prepared-fortheprecinet—[Deleted]

(1A)  As part of land use applications for development within the precinct, information
must be provided to demonstrate how stormwater will be managed in
accordance with the stormwater management plan for the precinct.

Parking Impact Assessment
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1) As part of land use applications for new development within the precinct a
parking impact assessment is to be provided as part of any transport
assessment. The parking impact assessment must:

(a) Outline the basis for the amount of on-site carparking proposed (including
number and type of dwelling units and details of alternative modes
available to provide for occupant’s travel needs).

(b) Assess the potential for adverse effects that may arise from insufficient
provision for the amount of residential on-site parking, including:

(i) On-street parking capacity within the precinct that is within walking
distance (400m) of the subject site boundary;

(i) Parking activity within the surrounding area which may compromise
the safe operation of the transport network (including potential for
increased conflict between all road users);

(iii) Effects on network operation as a result of displaced parking demand
across the wider road network;

(iv) Effects on network performance as a result of greater or lesser
amounts and rates of parking (than assumed in the approved ITA for
the precinct) and the associated effects on trip generation.

(c) Outline the measures proposed to mitigate any identified adverse effects.

An application for development thatis-oris-hot-generally-in-accordance-with-the Precinet
Plan-and-Poliey1334-3(45A);_must include the following:

(1) Plans showing:

(a) the overall context of the subject land area relative to existing buildings,
public open space and transport connections and any approved buildings
and approved framework plans generally;

(b) where changes are intended, the relationship of site contours to existing and
proposed streets, lanes, any public open space shown;

(c) building footprints, profiles and height relative to existing and proposed
streets, lanes and any existing or proposed public open space;

(d) the location and layout of public open space areas to be associated with the
development proposed {within-the-control-of thelandowner-orleaseholder),
including the general location of soft and hard landscapinge areas, such as
parks, pocket parks, plazas, pedestrian linkages, walkways, covered plazas
and linking spaces that complement the existing public open space network;

(e) the location and layout of vehicle access, entries, exits, parking areas,
emergency access including number of spaces and loading and storage
areas;
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(f) the location and layout of services and infrastructure;

(g) the location and function of pedestrian, cycling and vehicle routes to and
within the precinct, and their relationship to other areas. This must include
representative street and lane cross sections showing the width of footpaths,
cycle paths and traffic lanes;

(h) the general location and function of existing and proposed streets and lanes,
including cross-sections where applicable; and

(i) indicative location and layout of proposed sites, including their site areas and
building types.

(2) Proposed building profile and height as viewed from all existing and proposed street
frontages, existing and proposed public open spaces. For the purpose of this requirement,
building profile means two--dimensional and three--dimensional building block elevations
and building cross- sections showing:

(a) overall building form and height (as opposed to detailed design);
(b) indicative proposed floor to ceiling heights of each building storey;

(c) areas at ground level adjoining public open space intended to be available for active
uses; and

(d) areas of walls likely to contain windows for principal living areas of accommodation
units to demonstrate how the outlook space development control will be met.

(3) A landscape management plan for any landscaped areas to be covenanted, public
open space landscaping, roads and streetscapes and walkways. The plan must
provide details on:

(a) range of appropriate plant species-schedules;
(b)

(c) weed control and management;

(d) implementation; and

(e) the location and design of public seating, vehicle barriers, signage,
pedestrian lighting, litter receptacles, and other amenity features in line with
crime prevention through environmental design principles.
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(6) The general location of activity types with potential to influence the staging and
design of development across the subject land area including:

(a) general proposed activity types at activity interfaces, including
activity types to be established adjacent to existing lawful activities
(including industrial activities);_and

(b) proposed staging of demolition, earthworks and building
development, and where information is available, the staging of
public open space.
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ANNEXURE C

Names and addresses of persons to be served with a copy of this notice:

Name

Address for Service

Auckland Council (Respondent)

christian.brown@aucklandcouncil.gov
t.nz

and

unitaryplan@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

Ministry of Housing and Urban
Development (Applicant)

francelle@greenwoodroche.com

Leon Lu

gllu@hotmail.com

Clement Richer

clement.richer@gmail.com

Michael Thomas Browne

mtjbro@xtra.co.nz

Trevor Keith CROSBY

trevorcroshy@actrix.co.nz

Jennifer Ward

jennifer.m.ward@me.com

Beverley Gay CROSBY bevcrosby@actrix.co.nz
Louise Tu'u talofa@weshouldpractice.com
Tina Salehi tinadelaram@agmail.com

Samuel John Stewart

stewart1000@gmail.com

Vivek B

viv batra@hotmail.com

Te Akitai Waiohua Investment
Trust

invest@teakitai.com

Emma Chapman

emmachapman40@agmail.com

Anna Radford

anna@radford.co.nz

Penny Cliffin
¢/- NZ Notable Trees Trust
Attn: Brad Cadwallader

notabletrees@rnzih.org.nz

Kerry Stuart FRANCIS

kfrancis49@gmail.com

Te Akitai Waiohua Waka Taua
Incorporated

akitai.waka.taua@gmail.com
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School of Architecture, Unitec Te
Pukenga

swake@unitec.ac.nz

Tom Ang

tomang@orcon.net.nz

Ann Hatherly

a.hatherly@xtra.co.nz

Wendy Gray

wendzgray@orcon.net.nz

Moe Richardson

moerichardson63@gmail.com

Fire and Emergency New Zealand

Nola.Smart@beca.com

Open Space For Future
Aucklanders Incorporated

joanna@beresfordlaw.co.nz

Karen Edney

karene@adhb.govt.nz

Blair Thorpe

blair thorpe@hotmail.com

Geoffrey William John Hinds

geowill4@gmail.com

Carolyn Walker

cw.aklnz@gmail.com

Diana Dolensky

diana.dolensky@absoluteit.co.nz

Rebekah Phillips

rphillips@royalroad.school.nz

Ngati Awa, Te Tawera Hapu

iramoko.marae@gmail.com

Tane Feary

taneofthewoods@gmail.com

Coral Anne Atkins

ccatkinsnz@gmail.com

Jenny Pullar

jenny@jennypullar.co.nz

Deborah Yates-Forlong

deborahayates@gmail.com

Rohan MacMahon

rohmac@yahoo.com

Jennifer Diane Goldsack

nomadsathome@xtra.co.nz

Margaret Evans

mevans@unitec.ac.nz

Auckland Transport

marquerite.pearson@at.govt.nz

Dr Christine Joan Perkins

cijperkins@xtra.co.nz

Garden Design Society of New
Zealand

pcliffin@gmail.com
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Yolanda van den Bemd

yvdbemd@gmail.com

Leonard Matthews

onelen@hotmail.com

Watercare Services Limited

planchanges@water.co.nz

Tina Dean

tina dean@xtra.co.nz

Margie Proposch

margie.proposch@gmail.com

Alison Burt

alisonmayburt@gmail.com

Phillippa Wilkie

pagwilkie@gmail.com

Gordon Wickham Ikin

gordon@ikin.nz

Dennis Katsanos

denniskatsanos@gmail.com

Sue Shearer

sueshearer57@agmail.com

Greta van der Star

gretavanderstar@gmail.com

Kate Battersbhy

katefbattersby@icloud.com

Kate Lowe

katelowe.nz@gmail.com

Fiona Lascelles

f.m.lascelles@gmail.com

Springleigh Residents
Association

greq.storz@orcon.net.nz

Greer Rasmussen

greerjuul@gmail.com

Linda Hill

thehillsinwhiti@gmail.com

Susan Jane Ewen

susanewen@agmail.com

Chris Calvert

chrismcalvert@xtra.co.nz

Judy Keats

judykeats.patternmaker@agmail.com

The Ngaati Tamaoho Settlement
Trust

karleen@tamaoho.maori.nz

Kim Shephard-Tjirn

kimshepthorn@hotmail.co.uk

Te Whatu Ora Health New
Zealand Waitemata

cmcgarr@bentley.co.nz

Te Kawerau a Maki & Te Wai O
Raka Development GP Limited

leon.wijohn@tarapounamu.com
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Waiohua Tamaki Ropu
(Waiohua)

ashley@astudio.net.nz

Auckland Council

warren.maclennan@aucklandcouncil.g

ovt.nz

Auckland Council

unitaryplan@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

Paula Glen Norman

pgnorman@xtra.co.nz

Angela Moon

angela moon@me.com

St Lukes Environmental
Protection Society Inc (STEPS)

elizabeth.walker@xtra.co.nz

Malcolm Wong

malcolmwong8@gmail.com

Melina Ubeda Browne

melinaubedabrowne@icloud.com

Pia Jaaskelainen

piacomms@gmail.com

Kirsten Millen

kirst. millen@gmail.com

Lucianne Holt

lucianneholt@hotmail.com

Toni Farrow

toni farrow@hotmail.com

The Tree Council

info@thetreecouncil.org.nz

Annabel Firth

annabel.fith@gmail.com

Rosemary McGlynn

mcglynn family@xtra.co.nz

Rachel Simpson

rachel simpson@xtra.co.nz

Joanna Waddington

joannakw45@qgmail.com

Roberta Schmulian

robertaschmulian@gmail.com

Sarah Bailey

dr.sarahbailey@gmail.com

Danielle Chew

dell rouse@yahoo.com

Sophie Bostwick

sophiejo1974@gmail.com

Dan Blanchon

danblanchon@hotmail.com

Helen Fitness

hello@helen-fitness.com

Simone Connell

sconnell@mags.school.nz
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Lesley Mitchell

lesleychristinemitchell@gmail.com

Karen Burge

karen@goodthing.co.nz

Weicheng Huang

Qqgsquarel23@gmail.com

Nga Ringa o Te Auaunga -
Friends of Oakley Creek

info@oakleycreek.org.nz

Sonny Rahman

s rs@hotmail.co.uk

Karine David

kdavid014@yahoo.fr

Sara Remnerth

remnerth.sara@gmail.com

Talia Browne Goodger

taliagoodger@hotmail.com

Renee Mathews

reneecatmat@gmail.com

Evelyn McNamara

evelyn@ema-architects.com

Donna Schofield

donnaandco@gmail.com

Haidee Stairmand

haideestar@me.com

Alice van der Wende

alicevanderwende@gmail.com

Sanctuary Community Organic
Garden Mahi Whenua Inc.

trevorcroshy@actrix.co.nz

Ngati Whatua Orakei Whai Rawa
Limited

neild@ngatiwhatuaorakei.com

Elizabeth Johnson

ella.a.joh@gmail.com

Xenia Marcroft

xmarcroft@gmail.com

Emma John

mrsemmajohn@gmail.com

Liz Sertsou

lizsertsou@yaho0.co.nz

Kerry Palmer

Kerrypalmer789@agmail.com

Bobby Willcox

bobby.willcox@gmail.com

Ockham Group Limited

jethro@baseplan.co.nz

Greta Yardley

gretayardley@gmail.com

Jessica Tucker

jessneale@gmail.com
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Christopher Casey

chriscaseyphysio@gmail.com

Jo Kleiner

jo8kleiner@gmail.com

Warren McQuoid

design2detail @outlook.com

Campbell Hodgetts

chodgetts@gmail.com

Natalie Munro

nchwatson@gmail.com

Marutiiahu Ropii

jethro@baseplan.co.nz

Claire Sutton

claire.n.sutton@gmail.com

Christina Miskimmons

write2chris@yahoo.com

Julia Halpin

juliahalpin29@agmail.com

Geoffrey John Beresford

geoff@beresfordlaw.co.nz

Helen Gilligan-Reid

helenoftroyis@hotmail.com

Portia Lawrence

portialawrence@signature.co.nz

Colin Robert Symonds

im.c.snz@gmail.com

Judy Dale 79 Huia Road
Pt Chevalier
Auckland 1022
Paul Tudor ptudor@tonkintaylor.co.nz
Carol Gunn manager@qreylynnfarmersmarket.co.n

z

Katrina Smith

katian23@xtra.co.nz

Kate Rensen

katerensen@xtra.co.nz

Samantha Smith

samlewis6@gmail.com

Jennifer Gibbs

jenandtim@mac.com

Ronald Philip Tapply

tapron@xtra.co.nz

Jade Harris

jadesharris@gmail.com

Rachel Neal

rachsimpson74@agmail.com

Penelope Hansen

pjhansen48@gmail.com
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Ann McShane

cushlam4@gmail.com

Bryce Long

brycelong@gmail.com

Sarah Harris

sarah.harris997 @gmail.com

Ngai Tai ki Tamaki

Lynette@ngaitaitamaki.iwi.nz

Ngai Tai ki Tamaki

billy@ngaitaitamaki.iwi.nz

Mt Albert Residents Association

ecojudd@outlook.com

Timothy James Gibbs

gibbs.t@mac.com

Tim Buchanan

timothyandrewbuchanan@gmail.com

Doris Fryer

dorant@xtra.co.nz

Alice Wong

alicewongl72@agmail.com

Marnie Patten

marniecox@gmail.com

Scott Whitten

scottwhitten@rocketmail.com

Patricia Allen

trishallennz@gmail.com

Aktive

simon.tattersfield@aktive.org.nz

Penelope Savidan

penelope.savidan@gmail.com

Bojan Jovanovic

bojan.jovanovic.nz@icloud.com

Helen Ruth Scott

helenruthscott@hotmail.com

Josephine Williams

jowilliams111@gmail.com

Phillip Anderson

phillip.brass@agmail.com

Brigitte Lambert

brigitte.lambert@hotmail.com

Cameron Michael Owens

camowens@agmail.com

Rachel Mulhern

rach.mulhern@gmail.com

Jill Chestnut

chestnut.jill@gmail.com

Te Auaunga Precinct Residents
and Apartment Dwellers
Association (TAPRADA)

dominik.peter.elsen@gmail.com

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere

infonorthern@heritage.org.nz
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Taonga

Rochelle Taylor

rochellednz@gmail.com

Rochelle Sewell

Rochelle.Sewell@xtra.co.nz

Linda Martin

linda@indietravelmedia.com

Brett Colliver

brettcolliver@gmail.com

Stuart Duncan

swduncan78@gmail.com

Tim Strawbridge

tstrawbridge@gmail.com

Michael Tilley

michaelrobtilley@gmail.com

John Stevenson

john.stevenson@outlook.com

Philippa Martin

philippamartin@xtra.co.nz

Diana McKergow

diana.mckergow@gmail.com

Alexandra

alexandravfarrell@gmail.com

Evie Mackay

10 Boscawen street
Point Chevalier

Auckland 1022

Morgan O'Hanlon

morganbatty@gmail.com

Matt

mattfarrelI86@me.com

Kerrin Brown

kerrin@bellaconsultants.co.nz

Malcolm Lay

malcolmr.lay@gmail.com

Liveable Communities Inc

liveablecommunities@gmail.com

Jo Tilley

joeliason@gmail.com

Marcus Cameron

marcusmc74@gmail.com

Nina Patel

ninapatel@xtra.co.nz

Sandesh Heinicke

sandesh.heinicke@gmail.com

David Ross and Wendy Beverley

Allan

dwallan@xtra.co.nz

Louise Punt

louisemspeed@gmail.com
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Lisa Paulsen

lisajanesherman@gmail.com

Gordon Horsley

8 Rhodes Ave
Mt Albert

Auckland 1025

Tracey Brown

tracey.darryl@xtra.co.nz

Anna Gillan

amcqillan@icloud.com

Alexandra Dare

alexandradare@gmail.com

Yolande Joe

yolandejoe@gmail.com

Michelle Strawbridge

michelle.strawbridge@gmail.com

Julia Helen Woodward

julia.drawdoow@gmail.com

Sport Auckland

mike.elliott@sportauckland.co.nz

Katherine McCallum

katherine.dawe@qgmail.com

Jo Austad

joaustad@gmail.com

Sarah Mavor

sarah@mavornutrition.co.nz

Bridget Judd

bridget judd@yahoo.co.nz

Caroline Botting

carolinebotting@gmail.com

Karen Oliver

mrsk.oliver@gmail.com

Kate Saunders

katejanesaunders@yahoo.com

Cameron Nicholas

cam.nicholas@gmail.com

lain Oliver

iainoliver@xtra.co.nz

Elizabeth Hill

liz.hill@outlook.com

Rebecca Mora

65 Wainui Avenue
Point chevalier

Auckland 1022

Esther and Ross VVernon

esther.vernon@gmail.com

Joanna Spratt

Jospratt@yahoo.com.au
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Tim Farman timba_farman@yahoo.com
Eileen Su eileensusu@gmail.com

Indiana indianamturner@gmail.com
Anke Blundell anke.ballmann@gmail.com

Philippa Wright

pipwright21@gmail.com

Amy Johns

amy.j.johns@gmail.com

Fabricia Foster

fafa2@yahoo.com

Lyndsey Francis

lyndsey.francis@outlook.com

Amanda Thery

amanda.a.thery@gmail.com

Dianne Smyth

di.smythl@gmail.com

Damian Vaughan

damian.m.vaughan@gmail.com

Gael Baldock GaelB@xtra.co.nz

Maria Cepulis handImummy@gmail.com
Abbe Vaughan abbe.vaughan@gmail.com
Claire Reri cgminkys@googlemail.com

Civic Trust Auckland

cta@civictrustauckland.org.nz

Pamela J McFarlane

pam.mcfarlane2@gmail.com

Rebecca Lawson

rebecca@rebeccalawson.co.nz

Waterview School

principal@waterview.school.nz

Private Name

1 Queen Street
Papakura

Auckland 1026

Berys Spratt

berysspratt@xtra.co.nz

Hai-Ling Khor

lingostar@gmail.com

Ministry of Education

Eden.Rima@beca.com

And
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moe.submissions@beca.com

Alice Mary Coventry

allympope@agmail.com

Berys Spratt

berysspratt@xtra.co.nz
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