16 September 2016

The Registrar,
Environment Court,

Level 2, 41 Federal Street,
Auckland

Dear Sir/Madam: |

Notice of Appeal under the provisions of the Local Government (Auckland
Transitional Provisions) Act 2010

Enclosed for filing is a Notice of Appeal and a copy of the relevant parts of the
decision appealed against.

Details of our instructing Solicitor and our Counsel are included in the Appeal.

Also enclosed are the original submissions lodged by our two Societies, further
submissions that were lodged and a copy of an Appeal lodged by one of us
(SEPG) to the High Court. The relevant sections of the Auckland Council
decision on Topic 080 and 081 are also attached.

Yours faithfully,

| /f .
(‘_’,ﬁ% A eee. L{(

A.R.Bellam G R.Bryant,

President, . President,

South Epsom Planning Group Three Kings United Group (Inc)
6 Landscape Rd, Mt Eden 43B Peary Rd, Mt Eden,

Auckland 1024 Auckland 1024




Before the Environment Court ENV-2016-AKL~

In the Matter

And

In the Matter

Between

And

of the local Government (Auckland Transitional
Provisions) Act 2010 (LGATPA} and the Resource
Management Act 1991 (RMA)

of an appeal under section 156 of the LGATPA against
a decision of the Auckland Council on a
recommendation of the Auckland Unitary Plan
Independent Hearings Panel (Hearings Panel) on the
proposed Auckland Unitary Plan (the Unitary Plan)

South Epsom Planning Group Inc and Three Kings
United inc

Appellants
Auckiand Council

Respondent

Notice of Appeal

Dated 16 September 2016

Rob Enright

Barrister

Northern Steamship
Level 1, 122 Quay Street
Britomart

Auckiand 1010

e: rob@publiclaw9.com
m: 021 276 5787




To:

the Registrar
Environment Court

Auckland

South Epsom Planning Group Incand Three Kings United Group [nc (Societies)
appeal against a decision of the Auckland Council {Council) on provisions of

the proposed Auckland Unitary Plan.

The Societies appeal the Council’s decision under section 156(3) of the
LGATPA. The Auckland Unitary Plan independent Hearings Panel (Hearings
Panel) recommended approval of the Three Kings precinct as being within
scope. The Hearings Panel was wrong and there was no scope in refation to:
(A} Maximurm building height;

(B)  Excavation and quarrying of Council owned land;

{C) Location of buildings on F-Ietcher and Council land (building

footprints).

Council adopted that recommendation. It therefore made a decision beyond
the scope of any submission to the Proposed Plan on provisions identified
above. The Council’s decision resulted in precinct provisions being included
in the proposed plan different from those in the notified version. The

Societies are unduly prejudiced by the precinct decision.
The Societies provide further details of the reasons for appeal below.

The Societies are not trade competitors for the purposes of section 308D of

the Resource Management Act 1991.
The Societies received notice of the decision on 19 August 2016.

The decision that the Sacieties are appealing is the recommendation to
include the Three Kings Precinct in the decisions version of the proposed plan:
333 Three Kings Precinct
1. Summary of recommendations

The Panel recommends that the Three Kings Precinct is included in the
Unitary Plan as largely agreed between the Council and the
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predominant land owner, Fletcher Construction Developments Limited
(Fletcher}.

The Panel also recommends that the Three Kings Residential Design
Guide is included in the Unitary Plan.

This precinct was heard in Topic 081.

This appeal relates to the recommendations in the Hearings Panel “Report
to Auckland CouncH Hearing Topics 016, 017; Changes to the Rural Urban
Boundary; 080, 081 Rezoning and precincts” at pp 64-73 (precinct
decision/Three Kings precinct). Council adopted without alteration the
precinct decision. Accordingly, reasons given by the Hearings Panel are also

reasons of Council as decision-maker.

Recommendations made by the Hearings Panel are to be read as an
integrated whole, meaning that other recommendations (and Council’s
decision adopting same) may have some relevance to the appeal (such as
Topic 080). Also relevant is the Hearings Panel’s “Overview of
Recommendations” {in particular “Scope”, which outlines case law,

methodology and approach to scope).

The reasons for the appeal are as follows ({references to Unitary Plan

provisions are to the decisions version unless otherwise stated):

Scope is defined by reference to the plan provisions as notified, relief sought
in submissions made on the proposed plan, consequential amendment, and
the test as to scope identified in High Court authority including the
"Clearwater” tests. Relevant case law was referred to and adopted by the

Hearings Panel at [4.2] of its “Overview of Recommendations.”

In rezoning the Three Kings precinct, the Hearings Panel acted outside
$144(5) LGATPA and the High Court authority it cited. Decisions on scope
have material consequences. There is “potential for adversely affected

persons to be disenfranchised and unable to ascertain that their interests




have been apprdpriate]y addressed.” Maximum building height exceeded
refief sought by al relevant submitters. Building footprint affects density of
development. Blasting “has potential adverse effects which cannot readily
be identified and are peculiar to the circumstances of the Site.” Quarrying
“_.was completed some yeafs ago. Therefore any renewal of that activity will

need rigorous assessment..””

13 Provisions of the Three Kings Precinct in relation Maximum building height,
Excavation and quarrying of Council owned land, Location of buildings on

Fletcher and Council land {building footprints):

{A)  Areoutside the scope of relief of the notified plan and primary / further

submissions on the Three Kings Precinct;
(B}  Were not the subject of any s32AA RMA or statutory analysis;

{C)  Arenotin accordance with the purpose of the RMA, relevant statutory
provisions, and does not have regard to relevant provisions of Part 2

RMA, in sections 5, 6(b) and 7 RMA.
14  We seek the following relief:

* Deletion of the out of scope provisions and replacement with

provisions identified in the primary and further submissions of the

Appellants;
. a merits hearing on same;
° costs.

15  An electronic copy of this notice is being served today by emait on the

Auckland Council at unitaryplan@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz. *

1[2016] NZEnvC 140 Ngati Te Ata Walohua & Ngati Tamaoho Trust v Auckland Council at
[211]
Z |bid at [211]




16 We attach the following documents to this notice:

Dated this 15% day of September 2016

b By

Authorised representative for Societies

This Notice of Appeal is filed by Colin Lucas, Solicitor for the Appellants, of the firm
Sellar Bone. Documents for service on the Appellant may be served by courier, post

or email at the following address, with copy by email to Counsel:

Solicitors:

Sellar Bone

3 Owens Road (Ground Floor)
Epsom

Auckland 1023

t: 09 623 7541

m: 0274 475-921

e: colinl@sellarbone.co.nz

Attention: Colin Lucas

Counsel:

Rob Enright on email at rob@publiclaw9.com
Advice to recipients of copy of notice of appeal
How to become party to proceedings

You may become a party to the appeal if you are one of the persons described in
section 274(1) of the RMA.




To become a party to the appeal, you must, 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 of the Resource Management (Forms, Fees, and
Procedure) Regulations 2003) with the Environment Court by email {to
unitaryplan.ecappeals@justice.govt.nz) and serve copies of your notice by email

on the Auckland Council (to unitaryplan@auckfandcouncil.govt.nz) and the
appellant. ‘

Your right to be a party to the proceedings in the Court may be limited by the
trade competition provisians in section 274(1) and Part 11A of the RMA.

You may apply to the Environment Court under section 281 of the Resource
Management Act 1991 for a waiver of the above timing or service requirements
(see form 38 of the Resource Management (Forms, Fees, and Procedure)
Regulations 2003).

Advice
If you have any questions about this notice, contact the Environment Court in

Auckland.
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From: donotrepIy@aucklandcouncii.go{;t.nz
Sent: Monday, 24 February 2014 4:31 p.m,
To: Unitary Plan
Cc: d.bellamy@auckland.ac.nz
Subject: Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan Submission - Alfred Richard Bellamy
Attachments: SEPG Unitary Plan submission 24.2.14.pdf; SEPG Attachments 182.pdf; Condition 77
cont.pdf

Thank you for your submission to the proposed Auckland Unitary plan.

You should receive an acknowledgement within 10 working days. Please retain this as your copy. If you do
not receive this, could you email unitaryplan@aucklandcouncil. aovt.nz or phone 09 301 0101.

‘e@a#sam&@&@m
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Submitter dotails

Full name: Alfred Richard Bellamy

Organisation: South Epsom Planning Group {Inc)

Postal address: c/o 6 Landscape Rd,, Mt Eden, Auckland 1024
Email address: ¢ bellamy@auckland.ac.nz

Post code: 1024

L.ocal board: Puketapapa local board

Contact Person: Emeritas Professor A R Bellamy

Date of submission: 24-Feb-2014
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Scope of submission
The spacific provisions that my submisslon relates to are:

Provision(s):

(1) Residential zoning in Sth Epsom (St Andrews Rd 'hill* area) (2) Three Kings Precinct area that adjoins
Sth Epsom (3) Quarry zone at Thres Kings (4) Single house zone at Three Kings (5) Council administered
reserve fand at Three Kings (6) DOC administered reserve land at Three Kings

Property addrass:
Refer attached maps

Map:
Refer Attached maps

Other:

Submission

Please indicate whether you support or oppose the spscific provisions or wish to have them
amended and the reasons for your views.

o
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1 support the specific provisions identified above

I wish to have the provisions identified above amended:
Yes

The reasons for my views are: )
The bulk of the provisions are supported but please refer to the detailed submission attached which

identifies those provisions thaf are supported and those for which ammendments are sought.

| seek the following decision by Council: :
Accept the Propossed Plan with amendments as outlined below

If the Proposed Plan is not declined, then amend it as outlined below:
See detalled reasons and relief sought in the attached submission.

] wish to be heard in support of my submission:
Yes

If others make a slmllar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing:
Yes

Telephone: (021) 869148

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade compstition through the submission, your right to
make a submission may be limited by clause 6 (4) of part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management

Act 1981
I could not galn an advantage In trade competition through this submission
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PROPOSED AUCKLAND UNITARY PLAN

Submission by the South Epsom Planning Group (Inc) concerning the Unitary Plan {as notified 30
September 2013)

1. Brief background information concerning the submitter

The South Epsom Planning Group {Inc) s composed of local residents that reside on elevated
land which lies within both the Eden Albert and Puketapapa Local Board areas. Residential
zoning that applies to our area of South Epsom has been a focus of interest for the Soclety
dating fram the creation of the South Epsom Planning Zone as patt of the District Scheme of the
former Mt Roskill Borough Council. Following a favourable decislon of the (then) Town and
Country Planning Appeal Board, the “hill’ area received a separate residential zoning as the
South Epsom Zone. The South Epsom Area, together with bulk of the rules specified for the zone
were Incorporated into Residential 2B zone of the former Auckland City Council when
amalgamation of Auckland City and the Mt Roskill Borough Councll occurred.

Part of our membership overlocks the Three Kings Precinct, an area which is defined by the tuff
ring of the Threé Kings volcanic explosion crater; many members visit this area for recreation,
shopping and interaction with city and government agencies.

The Soclety was involved In the original Mt Roskill Borough Council hearings concerning the
rezoning of the area known as the Gordon Hunter Quarry. The land is now zoned both
cornmercial and residential at the Northern boundary of the current quarry land.

With hindsight it is now clear that a number of inapproprlate uses and final landform outcames
were permitted for this land

A more recent involvement of the Soclety concerned detailed submlssions made before the
Environment Court hearing of the RMA consent sought by Fletcher Bulldings Ltd to commence
filling the Three Kings Quarry. Filling of the quarry land is now underway under the conditions
approved by the Environment Court in 2011 {as recorded In their declslon NZEnvC 130).

The Society’s submission on the Unitary Plan notified by Council in September 2013 focuses on
two issues, namely:-

° The Single House Residential zone controls and associated overlays
° The zoning applied to the area known as the Three Kings Precinct - the area that lfes to the
west of our neighbourhood. These two areas are defined in the Planning Map (Attachment
1)
1

b




2. Submission concerning the Single House resldential zone applying to Epsom as notified In the
Unitary plan {Part 3; Reglonal and District Rules; Chapter H; 2.3.1.Residential Zones)

2.1

2.2

The Society supports the proposed zoning of our neighourhood (the area
identifled in Attachment 1) as Residential Single House. This area
corresponds largely to the North-facing slopes of the St Andrews Road
“hill” area.

The Society also supports the assoclated rules and heritage and other
overlays. Of particular concern to the Soclety is retention of the minlmum
subdivisible area in the Single House zone as 600 sq metres (as specified in
Tablel of 2.3.1 Residential zones). The Scclety also supports the pravislons
of the pre-1944 heritage overlay as it applies to the area we have identified
in Attachment 1, as well as the many notable trees identified for listing in
the Plan, particularly those listed on the Tongan High Commission and
Royal residence (marked T in Attachment 1)

2.3 Grounds on which the Saciety supports the Single House Residentlal Zone
applying to South Epsom are:-

2.3.1.The application of the Single House Residential Zone (SHRZ) is appropriate

to the area given that many of the controls are closely aligned with those
that have applied for many years under the residential 28 zone of the
current Operative Plan of the (former) Auckland City Council. The SHRZ
zoning will ensure the continued stability of the neighbourhood.

2.3.2.The minimum area for any new site able to be created by subdivision in the

SHRZ is 600 square metres (Table 1 of Section 2.3.1). This area is the
minimum required for the current streetscape and ambiance of Epsom to
be maintained; the extent of the drip-line of trees, site coverage and other
factors require a minimum lot of this size for the presence of large trees to
be maintained. Detailed evidence was provided before the (former) Town
and Country Planning Appeal Board supporting this contention when the
South Epsom residential zone was first approved,

2.3.4.The application of the SHRZ zone to the area of South Epsom identified in

Attachment 1, together with the associated additional controls identified in
the Plan is consistent with sound planning principles and in accordance
with the provisions of the Resource Management Act.

2.4, The Saclety’s submissions on Residential Zoning would be met by:-

Retention of the Single House Resldential zone for the area Identified In Attachment 1-
including all associated rules and controls that apply to that zone.

1

2
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3. Submission concerning the Three Kings Precinct and the zaning of properties identified within
that Precinet

3.1 The Society has a long standing interest and invalvement in the future of
Council administered reserve land and that land administered by the
Crown which is commonly referred to as the Big King Reserve. The Soclety
also has been involved for many years In discussions involving the future
use of the quarried land that Is known as the Three Kings Quarry; this land
Is currently owned by Fletcher Building Ltd (the area is marked G on
Attachment 1)

3.2 The Socisety is represented on the Reference Group established by the
Puketapapa Local Board to provide feedback on matters involved In the
Three Kings Precinct Planning exerclse. The membership of this group
largely reflects the stakeholders whose land falls within the Precinct
boundary, these parties controlling land in the ratfo of approximately
1:1:1:1:1; Council; DOC/Iwi: Commercial owners: Housing New Zealand:
local residents

3.3 The current Precinct Planning exerclse was initiated in 2013 but Is yet to be
completed. The Precinct has been defined by Council as being that land
that falls within the tuff ring of the Three Kings explosion crater. Within
that area lie significant areas of land zoned reserve, these heing
administered either by Council or by the Crown. Future administration of
the Crown land will soon fall within the joint management of the Crown
and lwi once the relevant Bill which currently is before Parliament Is
enacted,

3.4 The soctety supports the Precinct Planning approach currently being
undertaken by Council to identify and guide future development of the
land within the Three Kings Precinct {identifled by the bounding red line in
Attachment 2},

3.5 The Society supports the proposed zoning by Council of the land identified

In Attachments 1 &2, namely :-

3.5.1 Area A: as Quarry Zone

3.5.2 Area B1,B2,B3: as Council- administered reserve land

3.5.3 Area C: as Crown- administered Reserve land

3.5.4 AreaD:as land zoned as Single Dwelling and owned by elther private
owners or more generally by Housing New Zealand

3.5.5 AreaE: as land zoned for commercial purposes and owned by Antipodean

Properties Ltd.




3.6 Grounds upon which the Soclety bases Its support for the xoning applied in the
notlfied Unitary Plan to areas idantifled in Attachment 2 as areas A through E:-

3.6.1 The zonings currently applled in the Unltary Pian (as notified) are
appropriate because they correspond to the cusrent use to which the

tand Is being put.

3.6.2 Itis appropriate that the zoning of iand not yet restored, this land belng
largely quarry and reserve land, should correspond to current uses
because Council has yet to complete the Investigations current underway
(February 2014) as part of the Precinct Planning process. This work will

provide information upon which any future desired changes to the zoning

of land might be based once It Is restored to an appropriate contour.

3.6.3 The Three Kings Precinct contains many differant classes of land of very
difficult current contour, as well as site boundaries likely to reguire
adjustment. A comprehensive Flan Change initiated by a single party {viz:
Council itself) represents a sound planning approach, because this wifl
enable changes to the zoning of the land to be coordinated,

3.7 TheSociety's Qubmiss!ons on Zonlng within the Three Kings Precinct would be
met by:~

3.7.1 Retalning the zoning of areas A-D {Identified In Attachments 1& 2) that
have been incorporated into the Unitary Plan

3.7.2  Incorporating Into the Unitary Plan a Three Kings Precinet, Including a
Description of the Precinct, Objectives and Policles and Rules.

3.7.3 Including {under Part 2 Reglohal and District Objectives and Policles;
Chapter F: Precinct objectives and policles; 2 Central; 2,1 Three Kings) the
following obJectives and policy statements for the Three Kings Precinct,
or similar and consequential relief:
The future end uses of the lond within the large area of undeveloped land located within the Three Kings
Precinct wiit be guided by the preparation by Council of a Plan Change following consultetion with local
stakeholders. The criterla by which any future development will be assessed shall also apply to any Private
Plan Change which any individual party may propose. These criteria ara.-

1 All future proposed developments must be consistent with the obfective for the mixed use of the
Precinct for residential, commercial and reserve purposes and proposals must be consistent with both sound
planning principles and the overall objectives of the Unltary Plan.
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2, The ratio of reserve land to commerclal and residential fand shall not be reduced below than that
currently applylng and desirably should increase significantly the overall area of reserve lund accessible to the
public. Within this requirement, where rationalization of reserve boundaries through land exchanges is
_considered to be in the public Interest, the affected areus shall be identified and be the subject of public
notification and the preparation of a new Reserve Management Plar under the provisions of the Reserves
Act,

!

3 Subject to the avaifability of financlol resources, a primary Councll obfective will be to increase the
combined areo of accessible lond zoned reserve In the Precinct beyond thot identified in the Proposed Unitary
Plan notified on 30 September 2013 (refer Attachment 1) and to ensure the area [s more useable and
efficient.

4, For all land previously quarried, no Plan Change shall be initiated by Gouncil and no Private Pian
Change considered by Councit until o finfshed Contour and Landscaping Plan Is submitted not less than 24 -
maonths prior to the cessatlon of fill operations, or not less than & months prior to the consuitation with the
parties identified in conditions #76 and #77 of the Fill Consent approved by the Environment Court dated
Maoy18th, 2011. (refer decislon NZEnvC 130 — part of which is recorded in Attachment 3).

5 For both fand currently zoned for Quarry purposes ond Reserve previously quarried, the Contour and

Landscaping Plun must identify the desired sequencing of restoration of land and its subsequent

development, In particular, the desirabllity of developing an Integrated final landform and a more useable 6
and efficlent open space network surrounding development sites must be addressed to the satisfaction of

Council,

6. Development proposals must have regard to Council’s objective of promoting the harmonious relation
of any development proposed to the surrounding averall topography and land form, In particular Blg King
reserve, the former Hunters Quarry and Council-administered reserve land.

7 Restoration or redevelopment of the private land known as the Three Kings Quarry {refer to the area
marked A In Attachment 2} which obuts on the Council-administered reserve land previously subjected to
quarrying (Wentifiad as areas B1, B2 and B3 in Attachment 2}, shall not create an overoll stope that excegds
12 degrees where it joins the external boundary of the reserve land, and no local slope of the restored or
rezoned land may exceed an average of 12 degrees when measured over o horlzontal distance of 5 metres.

8. Restoration or redevelopment of Council-administered reserve land,, (areas B1, B2 and B3 of
Awrtachment 2), where it abuts elther private land or lond administered by Government agencies (viz Housing
Corporation of New Zealand {areas D and E of Attachment 2), shall be to an overall und local slope of no
more than 12 degrees determined in the manner specified In rule 7 above,

8. Any land which abuts on the slopes of the remaining Maunga, (Te Tatua-a-Riukluta -Blg King} which
currently Is administered by the Crown {area C of Attachment 2), shall be restored to an overall and locol

slope based on the natural angle of repose of the scoria deposited following the eruption which formed the
Southern und Northern slopes of the Big King reserve (that average slope being approximately 23 degrees),

this slope being determined as described in rule 7 above,

10.Proposals for land development must Indicate how practicable publlc access to reserve land wiil be
facliitated within the Precinct and how waolking access will be achieved to both Councll reserve fand and that |
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fand administered by the Crown. Development proposols must olso provide for access and movement within
and across the overall precinct and to public roads In a manner that is both feasible and sultable for aduits
and children as well as for the elderly and infirm.

11, All proposed developments must demonstrate how servicing requirements including traffic, storm

water and sewage disposal can be accommodated within the capacity of existing roads, drains and sewers

and where this capocity may not currentfy be avoilable, how additional capacity will be provided !

contemporaneously with the sequence of ony new development that may be proposed, }
J
|

12, Compllance Is required for all proposed developments that fall within current volcanic sight fines
specified In the relevant overlay of the Unitary Plan {as notifled September 30, 2013).

13. Al proposed developments must demonstrate compliance with the resource consent granted in

Environment Court decision Envirowoste Services Umited v Auckland Council [2011] NZEnvC 214, including f

compliance with Drawing 122314~ FIG-002 dated 29/ 8/8 prepared by Harrison Grierson Consultations. ( 3
!

3.7.4 Including {under Part 3 Regional and District Rules, Chapter K Precinct Rules, !
2 Central 2.1 Three Kings) the following rules for the Three Kings Precinct, or '
by similar and consequential relief;

Activity Activity Status
Any land use or development complying with an approved framework | P 5
plan

Any land use or develapment prior to the approval of a framework NC

plan or not complying with an approved framework plan
A framework plan or replacement framework plan complying with the | D
objectives and policies above
A framework plan, amendments to an approved framework planora | NC
replacement framework plan, not complying with the objectives and

policies above

Amendments to an approved framework plan complylng with the RD
objectives and policies above

Rehabilitation of former Quarry Land RD

In addition to the relief sought above, the Society seeks any similar and consequential rellef
necessary to give effect to this submission.

The Society wishes to be heard in support of this submission. j

Address for service:

The Secretary,

South Epsom Planning Group (Inc)
6 Landscape Rd,

it Eden,

Auckland, 1024
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lavels mat 58l out in the finished contouy plan and
andr-should the slte s to remaln vacant with no fither bullding or earthworks fo be
conidusted on the site In the following 3 month parlod (following the complation of
fiip, then the elte shall bo hydrossedsd or othurvise sown with approprate ground
cover to the sallefaction of the Manager. [Replaces Land Use Gondition 33]

PART D: ADVICE NOTES APELYING TO ALL CONSENTS

The consent holder Is advised that the date of the commencemesnt of this consent will be
a8 determined by Section 118 of the RMA, unless a fater date Is stated as a conxdition of
this consetit, [Dlssharge Advice Note 1 and Land Use Advice Note 12

The consant holder ls referred to Sectlon 124 of the Resource Management Aot 1891,
whioh provides for tho exerclsing of a congent while applylng for & new consent for the
seme activity, [Diacharge Advios Note 2 and Land Use Advioe Note 14)

This consent does not absolve the grantes from obtaining all other niecessury consents
or permite thet may be required for the activity, The epplicant needs to obtaln all other
hecessary eonsents and permits, inclikding those under the Bullding Act 2004, and
comply with ali relevant Councll Bylaws. [t Is furlher noted that this consent does not
constitute buliding cohsent approval. Pleass check as to whether or not a bullding
consent Is required under the Bullding Act 2604, If a bullding consent applcation Is
already lodged with Gounell or has already been obtalned, you are advised that, unless
otherwiae ataled, the uss shall not commence until condlions of thiv resource congent
have been mel Furthermore, if {hls consent and ita conditions alter or effect a
previously approved bullding consent for the same projest, yvou are advised thet a new
buliding consent may need te ba applled for. if the tree/s to which this consent relates
are not loated on land owned by the consant holder, the approval of the tree ownar/s or
an order to be made by the court under Seotion 1200 of the Property Law Amendment
Act 1952 may need to be obtalned to give effect to the consent, {Dlscharge Advice
. Note 8and Land Uso Advice Netes Sand18) .~ =

Tha conaent holder shall ensure that thero are adequate provislons on slie to prevent
possible fuel spiflage, [Dlacharge Advice Note 4 and Land Use Advice Note 16]

The purpose of the Flil Managament Plan is to ensure that the consent holder
Implemente, and compllas with, the conditions of the consents, [Discharge Advice

Nota 8]
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FURTHER SUBMISSION CONCERNING THE AUCKLAND CITY UNITARY PLAN
SUBMITTER DETAILS 3“\'

Full name: South Epsom Planning Group {Inc)

Original Submissfon number: 5716

Address for service: ¢/o, Professor AR, Bellamy, 6 Landscape Rd, Mt Eden, Auckland 1024
Email address: d.bellamy@auckland.ac.nz

Telephone number: (021) 869148

Further submission:

1 This is a further submission in support of a submission on the proposed Auckland Unitary Plan.
Standing:

2 The South Epsom Planning Group {Inc} is:

s aperson representing a relevant aspect of the public interest; and

* aperson who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general
public has. .

s Grounds include:

INTEREST IN THE SUBMISSION

The South Epsom Planning Group {Inc) is composed of members who are local residents that reside
on elevated land which lies within both the Eden Albert and Puketapapa Local Board areas. This
neighbourhood comprises the high land and surrounds centred on the intersection of 5t Andrews Rd
and Landscape Rd, Mt Eden/Epsom. The overall landscape in this area has been shaped by volcanic
deposits derived from the Three Kings volcanic crater.

Of specific interest and concern to the Society is the potential fmpact on social and cultural
wellbeing and amenity values of the future development of the Three Kings Precinct, an area which
is defined overall by the extensive tuff ring of the Three Kings volcanic explosion crater- of which the
‘Landscape Rd hill’ forms the northern rim.

Some of ouwr members overlook the quarried land; many visit the Three Kings Precinct. Its future
redevelopment will impact on our adjoining neighbourhood. The quarry is currently being filled
{refer NZ EnvC 130} and both the SEPG and the local community generally have a strong interest in
the appropriate restoration of the uniqtie volcanic landscape and its surrounds {for further details,
please refer to our SEPG submission #2359).

General reasons:
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The reasons for my support are:

(1} General reasons are outlined below;

(2} Specific reasons are also provided in relation to specific submission points. The specific
reasons do not limit the general reasons which are adopted in relation to all of the
submission points.

SEPG supports Auckland 2040’s submission. In refation to the identified submission points, the relief
sought by Auckland 2040:

(a} Achieves the purpose of the Act, and the statutory imperatives in sections 30, 31, 32, Part V
RMA, relevant provisions of Schedule 1 and relevant national planning instruments;

(b} Protects and enhances social, cultural weltbeing and amenity values as matters of national
importance under Part 2 RMA;

{¢) Sequencing of development with infrastructure is an essential planning tool. Allowing ad hoc
development that is not matched with infrastructure will result in significant actual and
potential adverse effects.

A central issue involved In the restoration and rezoning of the quarried land in the Three Kings
precinct area, is the need for provision of appropriate infrastructure. Specifically, the combined
storm water and sewage underground infrastructure is known currently to be at or near capacity.
Any major additional leading of the system friggered by extensive intensification of the site will
require a major new storm water and sewer connection (probably to the proposed but yet to be
built Central Interceptor currently being planned by Watercare Ltd).

Restoration of the land currently zoned for quarry purposes followed by rezoning through the Plan
Change process will eventually fead to major increased net volumes of wastewater. It follows that
out of sequence rezoning or infrastructure provision should both specifically be avoided. Indeed our
submission #5716 supports Council’s current zoning of the quarry land {viz: for Quarry purposes} for
that reason. The site is currently 30 metres deep, is being filled at a slow rate and is at a location
where there are current major constraints on the provision of underground infrastructure. Either
out of sequence rezoning or infrastructure provision {or both together} would be contrary to sound
resource management practice.

This is reflected in Policy 4{b} of the notified version of the PAUP:

4. Stage the structure planning and rezoning of future urban zoned land and the provision of
infrastructure within the RUB, in accordance with the following principles:

a. land should be rezoned following the approval of a structure plan prepared by either the council,
the private sector, or public private sector partnership in accordance with Appendix 1.1

b. rezoning and infrastructure provision should be done in a logical sequence, and out of sequence
infrastructure provision should be specifically avoided




REQUEST TO BE HEARD

FS# 3262

SEPG wishes to be heard in support of its further submission. If others make a similar submission,
SEPG will consider presenting a joint case with therm at a hearing.

FURTHER SUBMISSION

FURTHER SUBMISSION

Submitter | Submission | Support/Oppose | Provision Reasons Allow/Disallow
Name Number Number

Auckland | 5716 Support 9 Urban Growth B.2.3 of PAUP Allow

Councll {Developrment capaclty &supply of land

for urban development) requires
amendment to ensure that rezoning or
infrastructure provision should be done
in a fogical sequence and out of
sequence rezoning or infrastructure

provision should be specifically avolded.
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FURTHER SUBMISSION CONCERNING THE AUCKLAND CITY UNITARY PLAN

SUBMITTER DETAILS

22 JUL 2014

Full name: South Epsom Planning Group {Inc)

Original Submission number: 5716

Address for service: ¢fo, Professor A.R. Bellamy, 6 Landscape Rd, Mt Eden, Auckland 1024
Email address: d.bellamy@auckland.ac.nz

Telephone number: (021) 869148

Further submission:

1 This is a further submission in support of a submission on the proposed Auckland Unitary Plan.
Standing: |

2 The South Epsom Planning Group {Inc) is:

» aperson representing a relevant aspect of the public interest; and

« aperson who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general
public has.

¢ Grounds include:

INTEREST IN THE SUBMISSION

The South Epsom Planning Group (Inc) Is composed of members who are local residents that reside
an elevated land which lies within both the Eden Albert and Puketapapa Local Board areas. This
neighbourhood comprises the high fand and surrounds centred on the intersection of St Andrews Rd
and Landscape Rd, Mt Eden/Epsom. The overall landscape in this area has been shaped by volcanic
deposits derived from the Three Kings volcanic crater.

Of specific interest and concern to the Society is the potential impact on social and cultural
wellbeing and amenity values of the future development of the Three Kings Precinct, an area which
is defined overall by the extensive tuff ring of the Three Kings volcanic explosion crater- of which the
‘Landscape Rd hill’ forms the northern rim.

Some of our members overlook the quarried land; many visit the Three Kings Precinct. Its future
redevelopment will impact on our adjoining neighbourhood. The quarry is currently being filled
{refer NZ EnvC 130) and both the SEPG and the local community generally have a strong interest in
the appropriate restoration of the unique volcanic fandscape and its surrounds (for further details,
nlease refer to our SEPG submission #2359).

General reasons:
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The reasons for my support are:

(1) General reasons are outlined below;

(2) Specific reasons are also provided in relation to specific submission points. The specific
reasons do not limit the general reasons which are adopted in relation to all of the
submission points.

SEPG supports Auckland 2040’s submission. [n refation to the identified submission points, the relief
sought by Auckland 2040:

(a) Achieves the purpose of the Act, and the statutory Imperatives in sections 30, 31, 32, Part V
RMA, relevant provisions of Schedule 1 and relevant national planning instruments;

(b} Protects and enhances social, cultural wellbeing and amenity values as matters of national
importance under Part 2 RMA;

{c) Sequencing of development with infrastructure is an essential planning tool. Allowing ad hoc
development that is not matched with infrastructure will result in significant actual and
potential adverse effects.

A central issue involved in the restoration and rezoning of the quarried land in the Three Kings
precinct area, is the need for provision of appropriate infrastructure. Specifically, the combined
storm water and sewage underground infrastructure is known currently to be at or near capacity.
Any major additional loading of the system triggered by extensive intensification of the site will
require a major new storm water and sewer connection {probably to the proposed but yet to be
built Central Interceptor currently being planned by Watercare Ltd).

Restoration of the land currently zoned for quarry purposes followed by rezoning through the Plan
Change process will eventually lead to major increased net volumes of wastewater. It follows that
out of sequence rezoning or infrastructure provision should both specifically be avoided. Indeed our
submission #5716 supports Council’s current zoning of the quarry land {viz: for Quarry purposes} for
that reason. The site Is currently 30 metres deep, is being filled at a slow rate and is at a location
where there are current major constraints on the provision of underground infrastructure. Either
out of sequence rezoning or infrastructure provision (or both together) would be contrary to sound
resgurce management practice.

This is reflected in Palicy 4(b) of the notified vetsion of the PAUP:

4. Stage the structure planning and rezoning of future urban zoned land and the provision of
infrastructure within the RUB, in accordance with the following principles:

a. land should be rezoned following the approval of a structure plan prepared by either the council,
the private sector, or public private sector partnership in accordance with Appendix 1.1

b. rezoning and Infrastructure provision should be done in a logical sequence, and out of sequence
infrastructure provision should be specifically avoided

YAy




REQUEST TO BE HEARD

T4 B

SEPG wishes to he heard in support of its further submission. If others make a similar submission,
SEPG wlll consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.

FURTHER SUBMISSION

FURTHER SUBMISSION

‘Submitter | Submission | Support/Oppose | Provision Reasons Alfow/Disallow
Name Number Number

Auckland | 5716 Support 9 Urban Growth B.2.3 of PAUP Allow

Council {Development capacity &supply of land

for urban development) reqgutres
amendment to ensure that rezoning or
Infrastructure provision should be done
in a logical sequence and out of
sequence rezoning ar, infrastructure
provision should be specifically avoided.

ks
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FURTHER SUBMISS!ION CONCERNING THE AUCKLAND CITY UNITARY PLAN
SUBMITTER DETAILS

Full name: South Epsom Planning Group (Inc)

Original Submission number: 2359

Address for service: cfo, Professor A.R. Bellamy, 6 Landscape Rd, Mt Eden, Auckland 1024
Emall address: d.bellamy@auckland.ac.nz

Telephone number: (021) 869148

Further submission:

1 This is a further submission in opposition to a submission on the proposed Auckland Unitary
Plan.

Standing:
2 The South Epsom Planning Group (Inc) Is:

s aperson representing a relevant aspect of the public interest; and
+ aperson who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general
public has.

Grounds in support are:

INTEREST IN THE SUBMISSION

The South Epsom Planning Group (Inc) is composed of members who are local residents residing on
elevated land that lies within both the Eden Albert and Puketapapa Local Board areas. This
neighbourhood comprises the high land and surrounds centred on the intersection of St Andrews Rd
and Landscape Rd, Mt Eden/Epsom. The overali landscape in this area is elevated, and is highest
residential area of the central isthmus. The landform has been shaped by volcanic deposits derived
from the Three Kings volcanic crater.

Social and cultural wellbeing, and amenity values in our area are impacted by the form of Residential
zoning that applies to South Epsom; these values have been a focus of interest for the Society over
many years. Also of interest and concern to the Society is the potential impact of the future
development of the Three Kings Precinct, an area which is defined overall by the extensive tuff ring
of the Three Kings volcanic explosion crater- of which the ‘Landscape Rd hill' forms the northern rim.

Recently, the SEPG area of Epsom (refer submission 2359} has been impacted upon by increased
aircraft noise that has resulted from a flight path trial implemented by Auckland Airport Ltd, Airways
Corporation and the Board of Airfine Representatives New Zealand {inc).
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The Society is aware that there are a set of rules that apply nationally to aircraft noise generated by
approach and departure paths. With this knowledge, the Society submitted in July on the Draft
Report of that trial (SMART Flight Path Trial: Draft Report, 54pp, 2014). This Trial — and other
changes in flights paths indirectly associated with it - indicated to the Society, inter afia, that there is
a clear need for a much better statement of Policy and Objectives required for the management of
aircraft noise assaciated with approach paths for take-offs and landings at Auckland International
Airport Ltd. These matters need to be addressed so that airport operations do not impact upon
actlvities sensitive to aircraft noise (ASAN) unless those impacts can be adequately avoided as a first
response; alternatively remedied or mitigated. |t is the view of the Society that the current
provistons of the Draft Unitary Plan are inadequate.

General reasons:

The reasons for my opposition are:

(1) General reasons are outlined below;

(2} Specific reasons are also provided in relation to specific submission points. The specific
reasons do not limit the general reasons which are adopted in relation to all of the
submission points.

SEPG opposes and opposes in part the Auckland International Airport Ltd submission. In relation to
the identified submission points, the relief sought by Auckland International Alrport Ltd does not:

{a) Achieve the purpose of the Act, and the statutory imperatives in sections 30, 31, 32, Part vV
RMA, relevant provisions of Schedule 1 and relevant national planning instruments;

{b) Protection and enhancement of social, cultural wellbeing and amenity values are matters of
national importance under Part 2 RMA;

{c) Reverse sensitivity effects are relevant impacts as Auckland International Airport Ltd has
elected to alter existing flight paths. This has adverse character, intensity and scale impacts
on a different section of the Auckland residential community.

REQUEST TO BE HEARD

SEPG wishes to be heard in support of its further submission. If others make a similar submission,
SEPG will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.

FURTHER SUBMISSION

Submitter Submission | SupportfQppose | Provision Reasons Allow/Disallow
Name Number Number

Auckland 5294 Oppose 5294-159 Reverse sensitivity effects can impact Disaliow, and
International upon alrport business operations when | redefine the
Atrport Ltd noise exceeds acceptable limits. ahjective

However the obfective has been
crafted based on current operattonal
protocals which are in the process of
undergoing substantial change driven
by the application of new GP$
technologies, The technology enables
approach paths to be significamtly

5]2.%
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shortened to achleve better fuel
economy. These changes {‘smart
approaches’) render the current
objective 1 inadequate in addressing
reverse sensitivity Issues,

Oppose 5294-160 Objective 3 is based on laudable goals, | Disallow, and
tut Is based on remedying impacts redefine the
located within current overlay areas. objective

However these overlays will almost
certainly change within the Planning
Perlod; currently they do not
adequately reflect the impacts likely to
be ganerated by radically different
flight approach paths that are now
under investigation,

This objective therefore requires
refinement rather than deletion. it
rieeds to better reflect the new
geopraphic areas where raverse
sensitivity is likely to ba generatad in a
time frame llkely to fall well within the
planning perlod.,

Oppose In part 5294-161 The proposed new pollcy stated herels | Disallow, and
unsatisfactory because it appears tobe | develop new
based on the notion that flight paths poflcy

will remaln as currently defined which
appears to be very unlikely. A better
approach would be to define a new
policy that {s cognisant of impacts of
the new approach paths that will be
generated in response to new
guldance technologies.

If new approach paths are located over
greenfield areas or waterways, then
the suggested amendment could be
appropriate. However If they are to be
located over existing urbanised areas
on the central Isthmus (as Is proposed),
a completely different policy will be
required. In this circumstance there s
the need for a new policy requiring 2
more comprehensive nolse
management plan to be developed for
incorporation Into the AUP.

Oppose in part 5294-162 New policy Is requirad, but that Disallow, and
suggested here s entirely Inadequate. | devalop new
A comprehensive review of nolse poficy

controls and a more detailed Nolse
Management Plan (NM#} s required.
Such a plan needs to be broad encugh
to cover changes likely to occur within
the forthcoming planning pertod, and
to cover existing as well as new
residential areas.

Oppose 5294-163 The proposed new sub-policy does not | Bisallow
adequately reflect the future major
changas foreshadowed for filght

approach paths to Auckland Alrport
{refer SMART Flight Path Trial Draft

9 j2%
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Report 2014; Airways , Auckland
Airport and BARNZ, 54pp, 2014).

Itis agreed that aimport operations
should not impact upon ASAN unless
Tmpacts can as a priority be avoided or
adequately remedied or mitigated.
However this is best achieved by
Inserting a new policy into the AUP
under E1.1 {Airport Approach Paths}
requirtng a comprehensive NMP to be
prepared prior to approval of any new
fiight approach paths, with the NMP to
assess adverse effects on rasidential
neighbourhoods and sensitive
activities. Studies as part of
development of the NMP should
include a baseline evaluation to assess
current background noise levels sa that
impacts can be assessed
comprehensively when trials are
undertaken; this should be done well
prior to changes being implemented.

The feasibility of relocating current and
new paths over greenfield rural areas
to the south, or the Manukau Harbaur
{as opposed to established residential
areas) should also be investigated Ina
transparent manner. As part of the
development of a NMP for Auckland
airport, reference should be made to Disallow
the situation at other airports which
have such a NMP,

Oppose 5294-164 The new policy statement proposed
here is entirely Inadequate. Refer
reasons stated above.

10/28'
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FURTHER SUBMISSION CONCERNING THE AUCKLAND CITY UNITARY PLAN
SUBMITTER DETAILS

Full name: South Epsom Planning Group (Inc)

Original Submission number: 2359

Address for service: ¢/o, Professor A.R. Bellamy, 6 Landscape Rd, Mt Eden, Auckiand 1024
Email address: d.bellamy@auckland.ac.nz

Telephone number: (021) 869148

Further submission:

1 This is a further submission in support of a submission on the proposed Auckland Unitary Plan.
Standing:

2 The South Epsom Planning Group (Inc) is:

¢ @ person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest; and

¢ aperson who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general
public has.

e Grounds include:

INTEREST IN THE SUBMISSION

The South Epsom Planning Group {Inc) is composed of members who are local residents that reside
on elevated land which lies within both the Eden Albert and Puketapapa Local Board areas. This
neighbourhood comprises the high land and surrounds centred on the intersection of St Andrews Rd
and Landscape Rd, Mt Eden/Epsom. The overall landscape in this area has been shaped by volcanic
deposits derived from the Three Kings volcanic crater.

Social and cultural wellbeing and amenity values in our area are impacted by the form of Residential
zoning that applies to South Epsom; these values have been a focus of interest for the Society over
many years. The current zoning of our area {refer SEPG submission #2359) is Residential 2B under
the Operative Plan of the (former) Auckland City Council. The minimum lot size of 600sq metres is a
key provision of that Plan and has been central to the preservation of the amenity of the area over
many years dating from the South Epsom Zone first implemented in the District Plan of the (former)
Mt Roskill Borough Council; this followed a successful appeal by SEPG to the (then) Town and
Country Planning Appeal Board.

The Society does not necessarily oppose some greater level of flexibility in minimum lot size in the
Single House zone where amenity values (particularly the treed ambiance) are not always at stake.

/1 [Q.‘@"
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However the Society is concerned that at a minimum, premium residential areas, where heritage
values are almost invariably also involved, and where there also is a green and more spacious
ambiance, protection is afforded by the minimum 600sq metres specified in Table 1 of 2.3.1 of the
proposed AUP Single House Residential zone. Key additional provisions are the site coverage and
streetscape protection and other controls specified in #1473. For further detalls refer our
submissions in #2359-1 through to #2359- 4,

REQUEST TO BE HEARD

SEPG wishes to be heard in support of its further submission. If others make a similar submission,
SEPG will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.

FURTHER SUBMISSION
General reasons:

The reasons for my support are:

(1) General reasons are outlined below;

(2) Specific reasons are also provided in relation to specific submission points. The specific
reasons do not limit the general reasons which are adopted in relation to all of the
submission points.

SEPG supports Auckland 2040’s submission. In relation to the identified submission points, the relief
sought by Auckland 2040:

{a) Achieves the purpose of the Act, and the statutory imperatives in sections 30, 31, 32, Part V
RMA, relevant provisions of Schedule 1 and relevant national planning instruments;

(b} Protects and enhances social, cultural wellbeing and amenity values as matters of national
imporiance under Part 2 RMA;

{¢) Is of a character, intensity and scale that is appropriate for the location.

Submitter | Submission | Support/Oppose | Provision Reasons Allow/Disallow
Name Number Number
Auckland | #1473 Support 39 Refer our submission #2359 Allow
2040
Support 40 Streetscape and character of the zone Allow

merits protection

Support 41 Proposed added text will improve Allow
transparency of the decision making
process and avoid “spill-over” issues

Suppaort 44 #2359 specifies the importance of the Allow
treed ambience of the central isthmus
suburbs currently zoned R2b under the
ACC Operative Plan

(7. /2,8
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S:l-pport 45 Useful clarification of text Allow

Support 76 The current 35% site coverage of ACC Allow
Operative Plan is already enabling out of
scale davelopment, particularly given
that the footprint area does not include
building eaves. The proposed increase in
site coverage taken together with other
site coverage permittad in the PAUP will
cumulatively impact negatively upon
residential amenity and on the ability to
provide for specimen trees and
adequate green landscaping of the site
in the Single House and other residential
zones. Refer our submission #2359),

328




Fob Bt

FURTHER SUBMISSION CONCERNING THE AUCKLAND CITY UNITARY PLAN
SUBMITTER DETAILS
Full name: South Epsom Planning Group (inc)

Original Submisslon number: 2359

Address for service: ¢/o, Professor A.R. Bellamy, 6 Landscape Rd, Mt Eden, Auckland 1024
Emaif address: d.bellamy@auckland.ac.nz

Telephone number: (021) 869148

Additional Contact:

Legal Counsel, Rob Enright, Barrister

rob@publiclawY.com

Ph: (021)2765787

Further submisston:

1 This is a further submission in opposition to a submission on the proposed Auckland Unitary
Plan.

Standing:
2 The South Epsom Planning Group {Inc} is:

e aperson representing a relevant aspect of the public interest; and

o aperson who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general
public has.

¢ Grounds include:

INTEREST IN THE SUBMISSION

The South Epsom Planning Group {inc) is composed of members who are local residents residing on
elevated land which lies within both the Eden Albert and Puketapapa Local Board areas. This
neighbourhood comprises the high land and surrounds centred on the intersection of St Andrews Rd
and Landscape Rd, Mt Eden/Epsom. The overall landscape in this area has been shaped by voicanic
deposits derived from the Three Kings volcanic crater.
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Social and cultural wellbeing and amenity values in our area are impacted by the form of Residential
zoning that applies to South Epsom; these values have been a focus of interest for the Society over
many years. The current zoning of our area (refer SEPG submission #2359} is Residential 2B under
the Operative Plan of the (former) Auckland City Council. The minimum lot size of 600sq metres is a
key provision of that Plan and has been central to the preservation of the amenity of the area over
many years dating from the South Epsom Zone first implemented in the District Plan of the {former)
Mt Roskill Borough Council; this followed a successful appeal by SEPG to the (then) Town and
Country Planning Appeal Board.

General reasons:

The reasons for my opposition are:

(1) General reasons are outlined below;

(2) Specific reasons are aiso provided in relation to specific submission points. The specific
reasons do not limit the general reasons which are adopted in relation to all of the
submission points,

SEPG opposes Fletcher Residential Ltd’s submission. In relation to the identified submission points,
the relief saught by Fletcher Residential:

{a) Does not achieve the purpose of the Act, and the statutory imperatives in sections 30, 31,
32, Part V RMA, relevant provisions of Schedule 1 and relevant national planning
instrumants;

{b} Fails to protect and enhance social, cultural wellbeing, historic heritage and amenity values
as matters of national importance under Part 2 RMA.

The Society does not necessarily oppose some greater level of flexibility in minimum lot size in the
Single House zone where amenity values (particularly the treed ambiance) are not always at stake.
However the Society is concerned that at a minimum, premium or established residential areas,
where heritage values are almost invariably also involved, receive the protection afforded by the
minimum 600sq metres specified in Table 1 of 2.3.1 of the proposed AUP Single House Residential
zone. For further details refer our submissions in #2359-1 through to #2359- 4.

Also of interest and concern to the Society is the potential impact of the future development of the
Three Kings Precinct, an area which is defined overall by the extensive tuff ring of the Three Kings
volcanic explosion crater of which the ‘Landscape Rd hill’ forms the northern feature. The Three
Kings Precinct is currently the subject of work undertaken to develop a Three Kings Plan, this work
being undertaken by Council staff on behalf of the Puketapapa Local Board.

Many of our members visit the Three Kings Precinct and its future redevelopment will impact on our
adjoining neighbourhood. The quarry is currently being filled (refer NZ EnvC 130} and both the SEPG
and the local community generally have a strong interest in the appropriate restoration of the
unique volcanic landscape and its surrounds, For further details, please refer to our submission
#2353-5, 2359-6 and 2359-7. In this area preservation and restoration of volcanic landforms and

YA




sight lines, as well as other heritage values are involved, particularly for restored land that subjected
to shading by the remaining Maunga and by the topography of the filled land.

REQUEST TO BE HEARD

SEPG wishes to be heard in support of its further submission. If others make a similar submission,
SEPG will conslder presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.

FURTHER SUBMISSION

FURTHER SUBMISSION

PSHELE

Submitter
Name

Submission
Number

Support/Qppose

Provision
Number

Reasons

Altow/Disallow

Fletcher
Residential
Ltd

1731

Oppose

Oppose

Oppose

56

61

67

Added clause weakens the proposed
control; topographical factors are
refevant but extreme examples that will
result in excessive shading likely need
to he discouraged

Reduction to 450 sq metres would
adversely affect herltage, social
wellbeing and amenity values In areas
where 600sq metres has applied over
many years. See SEPG submission 2359
for further detalls,

Provision of maximumn access to
sunfight becomes more important the
greater the density. In the urban
satting, road allgnment Is a major
controlling factor, particularly if site
contours are an Issue

Disallow

Disallow

Disallow
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FURTHER SUBMISSION CONCERNING THE AUCKLAND CITY UNITARY PLAN
SUBMITTER DETAILS

Fult name: South Epsom Planning Group (Inc)

Original Submission number: 2359

Address for service: ¢fo, Professor A.R. Bellamy, 6 Landscape Rd, Mt Eden, Auckland 1024
Emuail address: d.bellamy@auckland.ac.nz

Telephone number: (021) 869148

Further submission:

1 This is a further submission in opposition to a submission on the proposed Auckland Unitary
Plan.

Standing:
2 The South Epsom Planning Group (Inc) is:

« aperson representing a relevant aspect of the public interest; and

« aperson who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general
public has.

¢ Grounds include:

INTEREST IN THE SUBMISSION

The South Epsom Planning Group (Inc) is composed of members who are local residents that reside
on elevated land which lies within both the Eden Albert and Puketapapa Local Board areas. This
neighbourhood comprises the high land and surrounds centred on the intersection of St Andrews Rd
and Landscape Rd, Mt Eden/Epsom. The overall landscape in this area has been shaped by volcanic
deposits derived from the Three Kings volcanic crater.

Social and cultural wellbeing and amenity values in our area are impacted by the form of Residential
zoning that applies to South Epsom; these values have been a focus of interest for the Society over
many years. Also of interest and concern to the Soclety is the potential impact of the future
development of the Three Kings Precinct, an area which is defined overall by the extensive tuff ring
of the Three Kings volcanic explosion crater- of which the ‘Landscape Rd hill’ forms the northern rim.

Many of our members visit the Three Kings Precinct and its future redevelopment will impact on our
adjoining neighbourhood. The quarry is currently being filled (refer NZ EnvC 130) and both the SEPG
and the local community generally have a strong interest in the appropriate restoration of the
unique volcanic landscape and its surrounds. Of prime importance for amenity and the fandscape
form will be the final contour of the land, the slope and the (partial) restoration of unique volcanic
features, of which the remaining Maunga is the most (but not sole) important feature.
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For further details on restoration, please refer to our submission #2359,

General reasons:

The reasons for my support are:

{1) General reasons are outlined below;

{2) Specific reasons are also provided in relation to specific submission points. The specific
reasons do not limit the general reasons which are adopted in refation to all of the
submission points.

SEPG supports Geoscience Society of New Zealand’s submission. In relation to the identified
submission points, the relief sought by Geoscience:

(a) Achieves the purpose of the Act, and the statutory imperatives in sections 30, 31, 32, PartV
RMA, relevant provisions of Schedule 1 and relevant national planning instruments;

(b) Protects and enhances social, cultural weltbeing and amenity values as matters of national
importance under Part 2 RMA;

(¢) Identifies for protection volcanic cone and viewshafts that are a matter of national
importance and merit priority treatment in the PAUP, This creates spiritual and cultural
wellbeing and protects viewshafts for future generations. Inter-generational equity requires
that these be protected.

REQUEST TO BE HEARD

SEPG wishes to be heard in support of its further submission. If others make a similar submission,
SEPG will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.

FURTHER SUBMISSION

Submitter | Submission | Support/Oppose | Provision | Reasons Allow/Disallow
Name Number Number
Geoscience | 93 Suppoart 93-2 Scheduling part or whole for Allow
Society of {Three restoration
New Kings)
Zealand
Support 93-20 Protection of significant views Allow

between Maunga

Support 93-54 Expand Three Kings mapped Allow
area (paragraph 222)

Support 93-82 Addition of Three Kings SE tuff Allow
ring and remnant lava lake rim
ring and remnant lava lake rim
to Schedule

Support 93-149 Need to schedule volcanic Allow
features not within reserves in
a consistent way

Support 93-163 Addition to height sensltive Allow

828
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Support

93-174

areas around Three Kings
{paragraph at Pg 14 and 15)

Rules 4.4.6.2.1.11s inadequate.
Bulldings should not be able to
penetrate the floor of the view
shaft. Such penetration should
not be a restricted discretionary
actlvity; replace that with

Prohibited Status.

Allow

19 /2_8/’
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FURTHER SUBMISSION CONCERNING THE AUCKLAND CITY UNITARY PLAN
SUBMITTER DETAILS

Full name: South Epsam Planning Group (Inc)

Original Submission number: 2359

Address for service: cfo, Professor A.R. Bellamy, 6 Landscape Rd, Mt £den, Auckland 1024
Email address: d.hellamy@auckland.ac.nz

Telephone number: {021) 869148

Further submission:

1 This is a further submission in opposition to a submission on the proposed Auckland Unitary
Plan.

Standing:
2 The South Epsom Planning Groug {(Inc) is:

+ aperson representing a relevant aspect of the public interest; and
» aperson who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general
public has.

Grounds in support are:

INTEREST IN THE SUBMISSION

The South Epsom Planning Group {Inc) is composed of members who are local residents that reside
on elevated fand which lies within both the Eden Albert and Puketapapa Local Board areas. This
neighbourhood comprises the high land and surrounds centred on the intersection of St Andrews Rd
and Landscape Rd, Mt Eden/Epsom. The overall landscape in this area has been shaped by volcanic
deposits derived from the Three Kings volcanic crater.

Social and cultural wellbeing, and amenity values in our area are impacted by the form of
Residential zoning that applies to South Epsom; these values have been a focus of interest for the
Society over many years, Also of interest and concern to the Society is the potential impact of the
future development of the Three Kings Precinct, an area which is defined overall by the extensive
tuff ring of the Three Kings volcanic explosion crater of which the ‘Landscape Rd hill’ forms the
northern rim. The Three Kings Precinct is currently the subject of work undertaken to develop a
Three Kings Plan, this work being undertaken by Council staff on behalf of the Puketapapa Local
Board.

Many of our members visit the Three Kings Precinct and its future redevelopment will impact on our
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adjoining neighbourhood. The quarry is currently being filled {refer NZ EnvC 130) and both the SEPG
and the local community generally have a strong interest in the appropriate restoration of the
unigue volcanic landscape and its surrounds. For further details, please refer to our submission
#2355.

Of key hmportance In restoration of the areas quarried Is the preservation of sightlines to the
remaining Maunga and other volcanic features. These sightlines cover land owned by Housing New
Zealand which is on the Western side of the Precinct. The volcanic tuff ring extends to Housing New
Zealand land- which abuts in the Western sector onto the quarried [and that requires restoration.

REQUEST TO BE HEARD

SEPG wishes to be heard in support of its further submission. if others make a similar submission,
SEPG will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.

FURTHER SUBMISSION
General reasons:

The reasons for my opposition are:

{1) General reasons are outlined below;

(2) Specific reasons are also provided in relation to specific submission points. The specific
reasons do not limit the general reasons which are adopted in relation to all of the
submission points.

SEPG opposes and opposes in.part the Housing NZ submission. In ralation to the identified
submission polnts, the relief sought by Housing NZ does not:

{a) Achieve the purpose of the Act, and the statutary imperatives in sections 30,31, 32, Part v
RMA, relevant provisions of Schedule 1 and relevant national planning instruments;

(b} Protection and enhancement of Volcanic cones is a matter of natlonal importance under
Part 2 RMA and Volcanic Cones legislation;

() identify for protection volcanic cone and viewshafts that are a matter of national importance
and merit priority treatment in the PAUP. This creates spiritual and cultural wellbeing and
protects viewshafts for future generations. Inter-generational equity requires that these be
protected.

(d) Public notification and involvement in soctal housing and intensive housing use is
appropriate and reflects the public participatory ethic of the RMA.

Submitter { Submission | SupportfOppose | Provision Reasons Allow/Disallow

Name Number ) Number )

Housing 839 Oppose in the 10290 The deletions sought would have the Disatlow

New main and effect of removing any significant level deletions; allow

Zealand support in part of protection from what is one of the comprehensive

. most important volcanic sites on the analysis and

{sthmus. Such a comprehensive review review of Three
is supported but should Include also the | Kings height
wider area of the cones bounded by sensitive areas

QJ/?,?S’
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Oppose

10291

their tuff ring; much of the western
poriion of this feature is located an
Housing New Zealand fand.

PAUP Rule 2 providing for notification is
entirely reasonable for developments
having the potential to Impact adversely
on what is arguably the most unique
feature of the Auckland Isthmus regian.
The international status of the Auckland
field is reinforced by consideration for
listing as a World Heritage site.
Removal of controls to the extent
sought would undermine the policles
and objectives of the AUP, and would
impact particularly negatively on the
unigue Three Kings volcanic area and
associated amenity values.

Oppose

UL
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FURTHER SUBMISSION CONCERNING THE AUCKLAND CITY UNITARY PLAN

SUBMITTER DETAILS

Fulf name: South Epsom Planning Group (Inc)

Original Submisslon number: 2359

Address for service: ¢/o, Professor A.R. Bellamy, 6 Landscape Rd, Mt Eden, Auckland 1024

Email address: d bellamv@auckland.ac.nz

Telephone number: (021) 869148
Additional Contact:
Legal Counsel, Rob Enright, Barrister

rob@publiclawS.com

Ph: (021)2765787

Further submission:

1 This is a further submission in opposition to a submission on the proposed Auckland Unitary
Plan.

Standing:
2 The South Epsom Planning Group (Inc) is:

¢ aperson representing a relevant aspect of the publicinterest; and

 aperson who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general
public has.

e« Grounds include:

INTEREST IN THE SUBMISSION

The South Epsom Planning Group {Inc) is composed of members who are local residents residing on
elevated land which lies within both the Eden Albert and Puketapapa Local Board areas. This
neighbourhood comprises the high fand and surrounds centred on the intersection of St Andrews Rd
and Landscape Rd, Mt Eden/Epsom. The overall landscape in this area has been shaped by volcanic
deposits derived from the Three Kings volcanic explosion crater and associated volcanic cones.

Social and cultural wellbeing and amenity values in our area are impacted by the form of Residential
zoning that appiies to South Epsom; these values have been a focus of interest for the Soclety over
many years. Also of interest and concern to the Society is the potential impact upon the Precinct

9328
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and surrounds of the future development of the Three Kings Precinct, an area which is defined
overall by the extensive tuff ring of the Three Kings volcanic explosion crater- of which the
‘Landscape Rd hill’ forms the northern rim.

Many of our members visit the Three Kings Precinct and its future redevelopment will impact on our
adjoining neighbourhood. The quarry is currently being filled (refer NZ EnvC 130) and both the SEPG
and the local community generally have a strong interest in the appropriate restoration of the
unique volcanic landscape and its surrounds. For further details, please refer to our detailed
submission #2359.

REQUEST TO BE HEARD

SEPG wishes to be heard in support of its further submission. If others make a similar submission,
SEPG will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.

FURTHER SUBMISSION
General reasons:

The reasons for SEPG opposition are:

(1} General reasons are outlined below;

(2). Specific reasons are also provided in relation to specific submission points. The specific
reasons do not limit the general reasons which are adopted in refation to all of the
submission points.

SEPG opposes, and opposes in part, the Fletcher Construction Developments submission. In relation
to the identified submission points, the relief sought by Fletcher Construction Developments Ltd
does not:

{a) Achieve the purpose of the Act, and the statutory imperatives in sections 30, 31, 32, Part V
RMA, relevant provisions of Schedule 1 and relevant national planning instruments.

{b) Protect and enhance social, cultural wellbeing and amenity values as matters of national
importance under Part 2 RMA.

{c) Provide for restoration of a character, intensity and scale that is appropriate for the location,
including its recognitions as a significant volcanic feature that has been partially quarried;
nor are the recreational, social and cultural attributes of the site recognised.

{d) Provide adequate open space areas within its own site, without refiance on Council owned
public space.

(e} Provide for appropriate site restoration. Rather, a development is promoted for private
commercial gain that should not rely on Council land swapping; there should be a net gain of
public space particularly in light of community disturbance from quarrying activities;

(f} Reflect legitimate public expectations for restoration and development arising from the
history of the site, including planning litigation.

{(g) Enhance environmental outcomes appropriately and does not achieve adequate avoidance
of adverse impacts.

(h} Identify for protection the remaining volcanic cone and its viewshafts, these being matters
of national importance which merit priority treatment in the PAUP. inter-generational equity
also requires that these features, which create spiritual and cultural wellbeing, be protected
for future generations.

7By /"L&’ '
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Submitter
Name

Fletcher
Construction
Developments

Submission
Number

2606

Support/Oppose

Oppose

Oppose

Oppose

Oppose

Oppose

Provision
number

2606-1

2606-2
and 3

2606-4

2606-5

2606-6

Reasons

{(a}) Proposed zoningls
appropriate and reflects
current uses for a site stili 30
metres deep and unlikely to
be avallable for
redevelapment within the
current planning period

{b) Current zoning of public
reserve land is appropriate;
proposed change of status is
inappropriate

Replacement of cverlays
inappropriate given reasons stated
above and those in our own SEPG
submission (#2352)

Objectives and Policies proposed are
Inappropriate and In conflict with
community asplrations as stated in
the Three Kings Plan soon to be
finalised. Contrary to sound planning
principles and sound Resource
management practice.

Proposed Three Kings Precinct
objectives and policies are
inappropriate and also in conflict with
landform restoration as specified in
NZEnvC 130

Precinct rules are Inappropriate and
premature given site restoration is at
a very early stage., Development
based on Inappropriate requisitioning
or acquisition of public reserve land.
Activity Table 1 is largely, but not
entirely in conflict with the Activity
Table proposed in Submisston In SEPG
2359. Current zoning and SEPG
Activity Table is more appropriate for
this site which is yet to be filled and
currently Is sl 30 metres deep. Refer
also to reasons stated below for
opposing 2606-9

Refer 2606-1 above

Allow/Disallow

Disallow

Disallow

Disallow

Disallow

Disallow except
for P status of
development
thatisin
accord with a
Framewaork
Plan- once
approved
{table 1)

Disallow

Qj“/ 2%
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Oppose

Oppose

Oppose

Oppose all
except P status
for development
in accord with
Framework Plan

Oppose

Oppose

Oppose

2606-7

2606-8

2606-9

2606-10
and 11

2606-15

2606-18

As for 2606-1 (see above)

Overlay inappropriate for this option
B- a5 is the case for 2606-2 and 2606-3
{optlon A). Access and other slope
Issues make this option even more
inappropriate

Objectives and policles proposed are
inapprapriate. Refer for reasons also
provided under 2606-1 above and
$SEPG subrmission #2358.

This proposal largely, but not entirely
conflicts with the Actlvity Table
proposed In SEPGH# 2359, which
specifles rules we consider more
appropriate for this as yet to be fifled
and undeveloped site- which s
currently still 30 metres deep.

RD for rehahilitation is in conflict with
NZEnC130, which already specifies
other protocols for rehabilitation of
former quarry fand and also fixes
different final contours,

Height measurements and limits
{specified In 6.1 at 14/21) and justified
at 3.13 of 20/21 are [nappropriate.
They will create a terraced landform
in conflict with rehabilitated contours
set in EnvC 130; differential levelsin
Figure at Pg 15/21 also conflict with
approved filf consent and would result
in inappropriate final tandform and
contours.

Proposed changes weaken controls in
an unacceptable manner given the
well- known ma]or adverse actual and
potentiat environmental effects
generated when sediments are
introduced into waterways and
aquifers

Provision of maximum access to
sunlight becomes more important the
greater the density. Inthe urban
setting, road alignment is a major
controlling factor and appropriate
restoration will enable this
reguirement to be met.

Current heights proposed in D.1.7 are
inappropriate. Different controls
proposed for Three Kings quarry

Disallow

Disallow

Disallow all
except for P
status of
development
Disallow all
except for P
status of
development
thatisin
accord with a
Framework
Plan- once
approved

Disallow

Disallow

Disallow

’Lb/z.gf’
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Oppose

Cppose

Qppose

Oppose

2606-22

2606-25

2606-26

2606-35

woutd not be consistent with good
planning practice and may interfere
with volcanic sight lines. Proposed
restoration to 15 metres below
surrcunding land Is Inappropriate and
also is inconsistent with EnvC 130
guidelines concerning final contour.

Suggested wording significantly
waeakens controls envisaged for
Eramework Plans, Those potentially
affected need better certainty than
the entirely discretlonary approach
envisaged in this aspect of the
submission. Inappropriate for
Framework Plan to override UP
provisions. Non-compliance with
controls envisaged at Three Kings and
detalled in 2606-22 cannot reasonably
be considered to be “no more than
minor” and instead results in
potentially significant adverse
impacts.

Changes envisaged In 2606 {options A
and B) appropriately should be
deemed non-complying status with
controls proposed. UP should not be
modifled to facllitate Inapproprlate
development hy but one owner of one
site in a Precinct. Use of the word
*should” is appropriate In this
situation,

What is proposed in the wording of
this UP provision Is not a requirement
for detailed design. Rather It merely
reflects the need for block elevations
to be studied to ensure that the
higher densities now proposed in
some zones and reflected in Precinct
Plans do not have unacceptable
Impacts on amenity values

P status {as apposed to RD) for the
scale of earth movement envisaged is
tnappropriate and urireasonable,
particularly for areas already settled
and zoned residential.

The scale of an activity |s an Important
criterion for the management of
earthworks, The current phraseology
in the AUP is appropriately more
directive because the design phase of
works is generally well separated in
tirne from implementation. Seasonal
influences are covered by current AUP
criterta, but would not be covered by
those proposed here.

Disallow

Disallow

Disallow

Disallow

27) 28
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Oppose

2606-54
to 57

The majority of residential land in the
inner isthmus currently zoned R2B
under the operative ACC Plan, has lot
sizes of the order of 1050 sq metres or
less (equivalent to a quarter acre),
Reduction from the proposed 600 sq
metre mintmum to 450 for the single
house zone would trigger sub-division
onh a major scale {refer to our
submission §2359-1 through 4).

The suggested change would have
wide ranging adverse impacts cn
social and cultural wellbeing and
amenity and be negative for
aestablished central isthmus suburbs,
including Epsom, where amenity
values need to be protected by
current proposed AUP controls that
require a minimum site area of 600sq
metres,

Proposed changes also unacceptable
given the centrality of Table 2.3.1 to
the protection of the single house
residential zone and the protection of
amenity values In area identified by
SEPG in 2359-1

Disallow
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Brbecloin ST € 227136

From: donotreply@aucklandcouncil.govt,nz

Sent: Wednesday, 26 February 2014 6;18 p.m.

Te: Unitary Pian

Cc: gbryant@xtra.co.nz

Subject: Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan Submission - Garry Bryant
Attachments: TKUG Unitary Plan submission.pdf

Thank you for your submission to the proposed Auckland Unitary plan.

You should receive an acknowledgement within 10 working days. Please retain this as your copy. If you do
not receive this, could you email unitaryplan@aucklandcouncil.qovt.nz or phone 09 301 0101.

et Trtepiar BT N -

Submitter details

Full name: Garry Bryant

Organisation: Three Kings United Group Inc

Postal address: PO Box 29115, Greenwoods Corner, Auckland 1347
Email address: gbryant@xtra.co.nz

Post code: 1347

Local board: Albert-Eden local board

Contact Person: Garry Bryant

Date of submission: 26-Feb-2014

e memms e

Scope of submission

The specific provisions that my submission relates to are:

Provision(s):

Property address:

Map:

Other:

As attached

Submission

Please indicate whether you support or oppose the specific provisions or wish to have them

amended and the reasons for your views.

T wish to have the provisions identified above amended:
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF NEW ZEALAND

AUCKLAND REGISTRY

UNDER

AND IN THE MATTER

BETWEEN

AND

Clv 2016

5158 of the Local Government (Auckland Transitional Provisions) Act
2010

of an appeal under s299 of the Resource Management Act 1991
SOUTH EPSOM PLANNING GROUP INCORPORATED an incorporated
soctety with its registered office at 6 Landscape Rd, Mt Eden,
Auckland 1024

Appellant

AUCKLAND COUNCIL a local authority constituted pursuant to the
provisions of the Local Government (Auckland Councll) Act 2009

having its principal office at 135 Albert Street, Auckland

Raespondent

NOTICE OF APPEAL

15 Septemher 2016

Solicitor Acting

Counsel Acting

Sellar Bonea: Attention: Colin Lucas

3 Owens Road (Ground Floor)

Epsom

Auckland 1023
1: 096237541
m: 0274 479-921

Rob Enright

Level 1, Northern Steamship
122 Quay Street

Britomnart, Auckland 1010
m: 021 276 5787

e: rob@publiclaw9.com




e: colinl@sellarbone.co.nz
TAKE NOTICE that the Appellant hereby appeals to the High Court against a decision of the

Respondent (Council} publicly notified on 19 August 2016 UPON THE GROUNDS that the decision is

wrong in faw.

DECISION APPEALED

1

This appeal is against a decision made by Council on a provision or matter relating to the

Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan {proposed plan), The provision or matter:

(A)

(8)

Was the subject of primary and further submissions by the Appellant on the proposed
plan;

Council accepted a recommendation of the Auckland Unitary Plan Independent
Hearings Panel {Hearings Panel) which resulted in the provision or matter being
included in the proposed plan. As Council accepted the recommendations of the
Hearings Panel, references to the findings and reasoning of the Hearings Panel in this

appeal are to be read as references to the Council decision.

The provislon or matter was the recommendation to include the Three Kings Precinct in the

decisions varsion of the proposed plan:

333 Three Kings Precinct

1. Summary of recommendations

The Panel recommends that the Three Kings Pracinct is included In the Unitary Plan as largely
agreed between the Councll and the predominant [and owner, Fletcher Construction

Developments Limited {Fletcher).

The Panel also recommends that the Three Kings Residential Deslgn Gulde Is included in the
Unitary Plan.

This precinct was heard in Topic 081,

This appeal relates to the recommendations in the Hearings Panel “Report to Auckland

Council Hearing Toplcs 016, 017; Changes to the Rural Urban Boundary; 080, 081 Rezoning

and precincts” at pp 64-73 {precinet decision/Three Kings precinct}. Council adopted without

alteration the precinct decision, Accordingly, reasons given by the Hearings Panel are also

reasons of Council as decision-maker.

Recommendations made by the Hearings Panel are to be read as an integrated whole,

reaning that other recommendations {and Council’s decision adopting same) may have some




relevance to the appeal (such as Topic 080}, Also relevant is the Hearings Panel’s “Overview of
Recommendations” {in particular "Scope”, which outlines case law, methedology and

approach to scope).

5 At [4.4] the Panel noted parallel proceedings in the Environment Court, relating to Private

Plan Change 372 {PC372):

The Panel was advised about, and recelved submissions and evidence on, a parallel planning
process under the Aucktand Councll District Plan - Operative Auckland City - Isthmus Section that
Is now subject to appeals to the Environment Court {Ngati Te Ata v AC {(ENV-2015-AKL-000158}
and South Epsom Planning Group Inc v AC (ENV-2016-AKL- 000001)). 1t Is understood that these
appeals have been heard in the Environment Court.

6 The Panel acknowledged that fssues in both sets of proceedings were similar. The higher level

policy frameworks were different:

The Panel acknowledges that the Issues raised in both sets of proceedings may be similar but the
higher level pollcy frameworks of the operative Auckland Council Reglonal Policy Statement and
the Unitary Plan regional policy statement section are different. The Panel's recommendations
on tie Three Kings Precinct are based on the statutory planning framewark, the submisstons and
the evidence that it has heard.

7 Because [ssues were similar, the appellant says that any decision by the Environment Court
issued prior to release of the decisions version of the proposed plan would be relevant to

Council’s decision-making process,

g The Hearings Panel issued recommendations on 22 July 2016. An interim Environment Court
decision was released to all parties (including Council, the appeliant, and the landowner,
Fletcher Restdential Limited (Fletcher)) on 29 July 2016. Because of its public importance, and
Involvernent of the Minister for Environment, this was a Full Court decision: [2016] NZEnvC
140 {EC decision). Council released the decisions version of the proposed plan on 19 August
2016. Accordingly, the FC declsion was released after issue of the Hearings Panel

recommendations but prior to Council making a decision on the Three Kings precinct.

ERRORS OF LAW
9 The EC decision was relevant to Council’s deliherations on the Three Kings precinct. Council
failed to consider or address Impacts of the £C decision for the Three Kings precinct. This was

unlawful {first error). The errors of law were:




{A) The EC decision was disregarded despite being relevant. This was failure to consider
relevant matter,

(B)  The EC decision addressed similar issues to the precinct decision. It was wrong legal test
or breach of doctrine of precedent for Council to disregard a relevant decision of a
superior Court,

{€)  The EC decision was not “submisston or evidence” and it was wrong legal test to
disregard the EC decision in reliance on s148(2) Local Government {Auckland
Transitional Provisions) Act 2010 (LGATPA).

{D)  Council acted unreasonably or irrationally in not having regard to the EC decision.

10 Councll failed to consider a factual finding by the Environment Court that Fletcher breached
condition 77 of the resource consent granted in [2011] NZEnvC 214 {condition 77). Given
Fletcher’s breach of condition 77, there was consequential error by Council in its assessment

of the consented and recelving environment for the Three Kings precinct (second error).

11 The Hearings Panel recommended the Three Kings precinct as being within scope. The
Hearings Panel was wrong and there was no scope in relation to:
(A}  Maximum building height;
(B)  Excavation and quarrying of Council owned land;
(C)  Location of buildings on Fletcher and Council land {building footprints).

Council adopted that recommendation. It therefore acted untawfully (third error),

12 The Hearings Panel was wrong that it had no power to impose a contour fevel higher than that
offered by Fletcher.! Council adapted this error (fourth error). This was error of law, due to:
(A) It was within jurisdiction to do so, demonstrated by the EC decision which imposed a
higher contour than offered by Fletcher;
(B}  wrong legal test;

(C)  errorininterpretation of condition 77.

QUESTIONS OF LAW TO BE RESOLVED

14.1{1i1) “The Panel is not In a position to compel Fletcher to, for example, fill the quarry floor to a higher level
or to arrange development in a manner that the Societies prapose. The Panel heard evidence that to fill to the
level proposed by the Socleties would take many years and signiftcantly delay development.” IHP Report at

ppeg




13 Whether Council failed to consider or address the EC decision for the Three Kings precinct,
prior to release of the decisions version of the proposed plan. If so, whether this was untawful
on the basis of:

(A} failure to consider relevant matter;

(8)  wrong legal test or breach of doctrine of precedent for Council to disregard a relevant
decision of a superior Court;

{C)  wrong legal test to disregard the EC decision in reliance on s148{2} Local Government
{Auckland Transitional Provisions) Act 2010 (LGATPA).

(D)  Council acting unreascnably or Irrationally. {first question)

14 Whether Council failed to consider a relevant matter, thereby acting unlawfully {factual
finding In the EC decision of breach of condition 77); whether, in light of the breach of
condition 77, there was consequential error by Council in assessment of consented and
receiving environment. {second question}

15  Whether Council wrongly decided that there was scope, and thereby acted unlawfully in
relation to:

{A)  Maximum building height;

(B}  Excavation and quarrying of Councli owned land;

(C)  Location of bulldings on Fletcher and Council land (building footprints).
(third question)

16  Whether Council was wrong that 1t had no power to impose a contour level higher than that
offeréd by Fletcher. If so, whether this was unlawful on the basis of:

(A) Tt was within jurisdiction to do so, demonstrated by the EC decision which imposed a
higher contour than offered by Fletcher;
{B) wrong legal test;
{C}  errorininterpretation of condition 77.
{fourth question)
GROUNDS OF APPEAL
17  General grounds for the 4 errors of law are:

{A)  Each erroris a material error of law;




o)

(D)

The errors of law adversely impact matters of national importance and matters under
s7 RMA in relation to the Three Kings environment;

The scope finding {third question of law} means that there is no merits-hased appeal
available to the Envlronment Court. If wrongly declded, the Appellant Is impaired or
prevented from bringing an appeal on the merits; '

Relevant case law and statutory provisions support the alleged errors of law, including

statutory purpose in the LGATPA and Resource Management Act,

18  Specific grounds for the 4 errors of law are:

19  Asto the first error, Issues before the Hearings Panel and Environment Court were simiiar.

There was factual, evidential and legal overfap:

(A}
(B)

(C)

(D)
{E)
{F)
(G)
{H)
{n

Commonality of witnesses and evidence;

Planning framework {legacy planning instruments were relevant to the proposed plan
process);

Contour levels {“..the single most significant decision to be made conecerning PC372 was
the extent of filling that was to take place In the quarry..”?);

Condition 77; 3

Volcanic features and s6(b) RMA considerations;

Super-lot G;

Adequacy of reservefopen space proposals;

Deslgn, location and footprints of bulldings;

Scope in relation to maximum building height and excavation/quarrying of Council

owned land.

290 Fletcher made concessions to the Environment Court, relevant to Council’s decision on the

propased plan:

{A)
(B)

A higher contour for the quarry floor was appropriate (RL63-64, not RL60}; 1

Remnant cone in north-western corner required protection; 5

2 EC declslon at [57); also [91]-[92]

2 1bid at [58], [61]-{62]; “The issue of fill levels has been a live issue at least since the issue of {2011] NZEnvC
214, which had imposed a condition negotliated by the partles {Condition 77). This established a consultation
process for preparation of a final contour plan, which was to form part of any plan change or resource consent
application for development in the quarry at the cessation of cfean fill operations.”

4 Ibid at {90}, [185], [193]

S |bid at [107], [119]




21

22

23

(C)  Fyvie and Barrister exposures were of significance so as to warrant retention as open
space and not have structures against them; °

{D} Reduced helght of buildings:’

(E) Intended number of units for construction (800-1200);3.

(F)  Deletion of Superlot G located on Western Park {“..in his clostng submissions Mr Loutit
indicated that Fletchers was prepared to abandon Its proposal for Superlot G but sought
a ruling from the Court in that regard.”?);

(G) Staging rules to address delivery of sports flelds for public use, ¢

Evidence and subimissions before the Hearlngs Panel referred to the pending EC declsion and
the Hearings Panel noted In its recommendations that there were parallel proceedings,
dealing with simllar issues. Council was aware of the EC decision and had sufficient time to
have regard to it prior to release of the decisions version of the proposed plan. Council
disregarded the EC decision in breach of Hearings Panel Guidelines for consideration of recent

Environment Court decistons on legacy plan provisions.

As to the second error, Fletcher breached condition 77,1 it did not consult with the Appellant
{and 3" partles) to prepare a final contour plan prior to seeking changed zone for the Fletcher
land. Council failed to consider this breach of consent condition in refation to precinct
provisions, and failed to consider how thls impacted the consented and receiving

environment, Condition 77 was relevant to:

“An integrated landform;
Relationship to the Council reserve sites;
Whether the contaur should rise to Blg King in the north, and if so how.”*?

As to the third error, scope is defined by reference to the plan provisions as natified, relief
sought In submissions made on the proposed plan, consequential amendment, and the test as
to scope identified in High Court authority including the “Clearwater” tests, Relevant case law
was referred to and adopted by the Hearings Panel at [4.2] of its “Overview of

Recommendations.” In rezoning the Three Kings preacinct, the Hearings Panel acted outside

& bid at [119], [120]
? thid at [140]

8 |bid at [144]

¥ 1bid ot [147]

10 |bid at [166]

1 1bid at [60]-(62]
12 1hid at [61)




s144{5) LGATPA and the High Court authority it cited. Decislons on scope have materlal
consequences. There is “potential for adversely affected persons to be disenfranchised and
unable to ascertain that their interests have been appropriately addressed.”™ Maxfmum
building height exceeded relief sought by all relevant submitters, Building footprint affects
density of development, Blasting “has potential adverse effects which cannot readily be
identified and are pecullar to the circumstances of the Site.” Quarrying “..was completed

some years ago. Therefare any renewal of that activity will need rigorous assessment, /14

24 Asto the fourth error, Council was wrong for reasons stated at {12] above.
RELIEF
25  The appellant seeks the following relief:

{A)  That the appeal be allowed and the decisions on the Three Kings precinct be quashed
{in whole or in part);

{B)  That Council {or the Hearings Panel, prior to consideration by Council} be directed to
rehear and reconsider the Three Kings precinct provisions, along with such other
matters as this Court determines necessary or appropriate having regard to its findings
on the legal issues raised by the appeal;

{C)  Where the finding is that provisions of the Three Kings precinct are outside the scope of
any submission, that the matter be referred to the Environment Court for a hearing on
the merits under s156 LGATPA;

(D}  Consequential relief;

{E} Costs.

Dated this 15% day of September 2016

A.R Beltamy, President, South: ffsﬁmnning Group (Inc)
L

13 |hid at [211]
¥ |bid at {211]




This Notice of Appeal is filed by Colin Lucas, Solicitor for the Appellants, of the firm Sellar
Bone. Documants for service on the Appellant may be served by courier, post or emall at the

following address, with copy by emall to Counsel:

Solicitors:

Sellar Bone

3 Owens Road (Ground Floor}
Epsom

Auckland 1023

t: 09 623 7541

m: 0274 479-921

e: colinl@sellarbone.co.nz

Attention: Colin Lucas

Counsel:

Rob Enright on emall at rob@publictawd.com
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Fronw: donotreply@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

Sent: Wednesday, 26 February 2014 6:18 p.m.

To: Unitary Plan

Cc: gbryant@xtra.co.nz

Subject: Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan Submission - Garry Bryant
Attachments: TKUG Unitary Plan submission.pdf

Thank you for your submission to the proposed Auckland Unitary plan.

You should receive an acknowledgement within 10 working days. Please retain this as your copy. If you do
not receive this, could you email unitaryplan@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz or phone 09 301 0101.

T itanPrd oTavedi Mty | anesandtias,

Manel
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Submitter details

Full name: Garry Bryant

Organisation: Three Kings United Group Inc

Postal address: PO Box 20115, Greenwoods Comer, Auckland 1347
Email address: gbryant@xira.co.nz

Post code: 1347

Local board: Albert-Eden local board

Contact Person: Garry Bryant

Date of submission: 26-Feb-2014

o v = e

Scope of submission
The specific provisions that my submission relates to are:

Provision(s):
Property address;
Map:

Other:
As attached
Submission

Please indicate whether you support or oppose the specific provisions or wish to have them
amended and the reasons for your views.

I wish to have the provisions identified above amended:
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The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision by Council:

If the Proposed Plan is not declined, then amend it as outlined below:
| wish to be heard in support of my submission:

Yes

if others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing:
Yes

Telephone: 021 998 305
If you are a person who couid gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to

make a submission may be limited by clause 6 (4) of part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Managsment
Act 1991
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PROPOSED AUCKLAND CITY UNITARY PLAN

Submission by the Three Kings United Group Inc. (TKUG) concerning the
Unitary Plan (as notified 30 September 201 3)

1. Brief background information concerning the submitter

The TKUG was incorporated in 1996 and our membership is made up of local
residents who reside around the Three Kings Precinct within both the Eden Albert
and Puketapapa Local Board areas. Many of our members use this area for
recreation, shopping and interaction with local and national government
agencies.

TKUG has been involved in many submissions over the operation of Winstone
Three Kings Quarry for many years. The most recent was submissions to the
Environment Court hearing of the RMA consent sought by Fletcher Concrete and
Infrastructure Ltd via their division Winstone Aggregates to commence filling the
Three Kings Quarry. Filling of the quarry land is now operational under the
conditions approved by the Environment Court in 2011 (as recorded in their
decision NZEnvC 130).

The TKUG's submission on the Unitary Plan notified by Council in September
2013 focuses on :

e The zoning applied to the area known as the Three Kings Precinct as shown on
Attachment 1 — Extent of Three Kings Precinct.

2. Submission concerning the Three Kings Precinct and the zoning of
properties identified within that Precinct

o TKUG has a long standing interest and involvement in the future of Council
administered reserve land and that land administered by the Crown which is
commonly referred to as the Big King Reserve (Te Tatua-a-Riukiuta). TKUG
has been involved for many years, in discussions involving the future use of the
land which has been quarried that is known as the Winstone's Three Kings
Quarry, this land being currently owned by Fletcher Concrete and Infrastructure
Ltd (the area marked Q on Attachment 1 — Extent of Three Kings Precinct)

¢ TKUG is represented on the Reference Group established by the Puketapapa
Local Board to provide feedback on matters involved in the Three Kings
Precinct planning exercise (a copy of the Discussion Document Three Kings

1

1
78
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Precinct May 2013 — (we call Stage 1} is attached for your information). The
membership of this group largely reflects the stakeholders whose land falls
within the Precinct boundary, namely; Auckland Council inciuding Local Board
Member, Department of Conservation (DOC), Iwi, Antipodean Properties Ltd
the commercial owners of the Three Kings Plaza and surrounding carpark,:
Housing Corporation of New Zealand and local residents representatives,

The current Precinct Planning exercise was initiated in 2013 but is yet to be
completed. The Precinct has been defined by Council as being that land that
falls within-the tuff ring of the Three Kings explosion crater. Within that area lie
significant areas of land zoned reserve, these being administered either by
Council or by the Crown (DOC). Administration of the Crown land will soon fall
within the joint management of the Auckland Council and wi once the relevant
Bill currently before Parfiament is enacted.

TKUG supports the Precinct Planning approach currently being undertaken by
Council to identify and guide future development of the land within the Three
Kings Precinct (identified by the bounding black dotted line in Attachment 1 ).

TKUG supports the following proposed zoning by Council of the land identified
in Attachment 2 :
¢ Area A: as Quarry Zone
* Area B1,B2,B3: as Council- administered reserve land
e Area C: as Crown- administered Reserve land
¢ Area D: as Land zoned as Singie dwelling and owned by either
private owners or more generally by Housing New Zealand
o Area E: as Land zoned for commercial purposes and owned by
Antipodean Properties Ltd and the Auckland Council (Fickling
Centre and Library).




X736

Grounds upon which TKUG bases its support for the zoning applied in
the notified Unitary Plan to areas identified in Attachment 2 as areas A

through E .

The zonings currently applied in the Unitary Plan (as notified) are appropriate
because they correspond to the current use to which the land is being put.

It is appropriate that the zoning of land not yet restored, this land being largely
quarry and Reserve land, should correspond to current uses because Council
has yet to complete the investigations currently underway (February 2014) as
part of the Three Kings Precinct Planning process. This work will provide _
information upon which any future desired changes to the zoning of land might
be based once it is restored to an appropriate contour,

The Three Kings Precinct contains many different classes of land of very
difficult current contour, as well as site boundaries likely to require adjustment.
A comprehensive Plan Change initiated by a singie party (viz: Auckland Council
itself) represents a sound planning approach, because this will enable changes
to the zoning of the land to be coordinated.

TKUG’s submissions on Zoning within the Three Kings Precinct would be
met by :

e Retaining the zonings for areas A to D (identified in Attachment 2) that | \
have been incorporated into the Unitary Plan

s Incorporating into the Unitary Plan (under Part 2 Regional and District
Objectives and Policies; Chapter F: Precinct objectives and policies; 2
Central; 2.1 Three Kings) the following additional objectives and A
policy statements for the Three Kings Precinct :

The future end uses of the land within the large area of undeveloped
land located within the Three Kings Precinct will be guided by the
preparation by Council of a Plan Change following consultation with
local stakeholders (as described above). The criteria by which any
future development will be assessed shall also apply to any Private
Plan Change which any individual party may propose. These criteria
are :

g/u |
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. Alf future proposed developments must be consistent with the
objective for the mixed use of the Precinct for residential,
commercial and reserve purposes and proposals must be
consistent with both sound planning principles and the overall
objectives of the Unitary Plan.

. The ratio of reserve land to commercial and residential land shafl
not be reduced below than that currently applying and desirably
should increase significantly the overall area of reserve land
accessible to the public. Within this requirement, where
rationalization of reserve boundaries through land exchanges is
considered to be in the public interest, the affected areas shall be
identified and be the subject of public nofification and the
preparation of a new Reserve Management Plan under the
provisions of the Reserves Act.

. Subject to the availability of financial resources, a primary Council
objective will be fo increase the combined area of accessible land
zoned reserve in the Precinct beyond that identified in the Proposed
Unitary Plan nofified on 30 September 2013 (refer Attachment 1).

. For all land previously quarried, no Plan Change shall be initiated
by Council and no Private Plan Change considered by Councif until
a finished Contour and Landscaping Plan is submifted not less than
24 months prior fo the cessalion of fill operations, or not less than 6
months prior to the consultation with the parties identified in
conditions #76 and #77 of the Fill Consent approved by the
Environment Court dated May18th,2011, (refer decision NZEnvC
130 —Attachment 3).

. For both land currently zoned for Quarry purposes and Reserve
previously quarried, the Contour and Landscaping Plan must
identify the desired sequencing of restoration of land and its
subsequent development. In particular, the desirability of
developing an integrated final landform and a more useabfe and
efficient open space network surrounding development sites must
be addressed to the salisfaction of Council.

. Development proposals must have regard to Council’s objective of

promoting the harmonious relation of any development proposed to
the surrounding overall topography and land form, in particular Big

oA
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King reserve, the former Hunters Quarry and Council-administered
reserve land.

7. Restoration or redevelopment of the private land known as the
Winstone Three Kings Quarry (refer to the area marked A in
Attachment 2} which abuts on the Council-administered reserve
land previously subjected to quarrying (identified as areas B1, B2
and B3 in Attachment 2), shall not create an overall sfope that
exceeds 12 degrees where it joins the external boundary of the
reserve land, and no local slope of the restored or rezoned land
may exceed an average of 12 degrees when measured over a
horizontal distance of 5 mefres.

8. Restoration or redevelopment of Council-administered reserve
land,, (areas B1, B2 and B3 of Attachment 2) where it abufs
either private fand or land administered by Government agencies
(viz Housing Corporation of New Zealand (areas D and E of
Attachment 2) shall be to an overall and local slope of no more
than 12 degrees determined in the manner specified in rule 7
above.

9. Any land which abuts on the slopes of the remaining Maunga, (Te
Tatua-a-Riukiuta -Big King) which currently is administered by the
Crown (area C of Attachment 2), shall be restored to an overall
and local slope based on the natural angle of repose of the scoria
deposited following the eruption which formed the Southern and
Northern slopes of the Big King reserve (that average slope being
approximately 23 degrees), this slope being determined as
described in rule 7 above and as required under Part 5 —
Restrictions on quarrying operations on volcanic hills in the
Auckland Provincial District of the Reserves and Other Lands
Disposal and Public Bodies Empowering Act 1915.

10 Proposals for land development must indicate how practicable
public access to reserve land will be facilitated within the Precinct
and how walking access will be achieved to both Council reserve
fand and that land administered by the Crown. Development
proposals must also provide for safe access and movement within
and across the overall precinct and to public roads in a manner that
is feasible, safe and suitable for aduits and children as well as for
the elderly and infirm.
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11.All proposed developments must demonstrate how servicing
requirements including traffic, storm water and sewage disposal can
be accommodated within the capacity of existing roads, drains and
sewers and where this capacity may not be available, how
additional capacity will be provided at the same time within the
sequence of any new development that may be proposed,

12. Compliance is required for all proposed developments thaf fall
within current voicanic sight lines specified in the relevant overlay of
the Unitary Plan (as notified September 30, 2013).

Three Kings United Group Inc wishes to be heard in support of this
submission

Address for service concerning this submission is :

The Secretary,

Three Kings United Group Inc
PO Box 29115

Greenwoods Corner
Auckland 1347

Attachments x 3




Q Quarry

Attachment 1 — Extent of Three Kings Precinct

- = - =« - Three Kings Precinct Boundary

O




Attachment 2 — Ownership or Administrators of land in the Three Kings Precinct
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Attachment 3 - Copy of relevant conditions of NZEnvC 130

Hardson Grsrson Plan 122314 Flg 002, so as {o ensure {hat the

8, 10 and 77 are able to be mef.

{H(a) _Where slle olosure s proposed In the following 12 months, the Flan
should also address the following malters:

L Propo;aals for stahiiisation of tha slte; and
il. Proposals for the ongioing lreatment of any discharges from the site;

iil,_Pravision of tha final contour plan following the consuitation sef eutln

Condltlon 744

ve filf lgy hore inesra
{a beain; and
v. Provision of & plan that guantifies the difference between the levels
ghown on Harrizon G an 122314 FlG 002 and & illonal
fillng sought to ma do BXDIBES B consuffatio

required by Gondifton 77,

The Annuat Management Plan commencing 31 May 2011, shall be submilted by 30
Juite evary year, for the perlod ending 31 May of thet year, for the Menagers
review, prior to the commencement of works proposed in the Annual Managsment
Flan, (Replaces Land Use Gondition 48 with an atendment ea per Deolslon at
paragraph 98]

Finlshed Contour Plan and Landacaping

80,77, Nol less than 24 mopthe prlor to the cossation of flll apgrations, o not less 1han_6

ths prior to the censent ho i Plan G & gf YoRoure
lleation In res f d us the site, o & 1 month
I ] applying & site (wh

8 9a0isl) NRRI a¢ 116 [ id B grét] i H
South Epgom Planning, Group, Three Kings United Group. Auckland Goyncll, twl
hd the Auckland Voleante Congs Sqala o H
Eian.

Tha sonsullation progass shall lnvotve gonglderelion of the followlng:

. eslrabl n_Integre andf sable and
s uno e

. ow the landfori t be: 1 at
artloular Bl King Reserve, Hunters Gua o the | Site
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From: Garry Bryant <gbryant@xtra.co.nz>

Sent: Thursday, 27 February 2014 4:37 p.m.

To: Unitary Plan

Subject: Re: Unitary Plan submission additional attachment
Attachments; three kings precinct plan discussion doc.pdf

Hi Team

Please find attached document Three Kings Precinct Plan Discussion Document - May 2013.

Can you please attach this to the Three kings United Group Inc. Unitary Plan submission sent
yesterday. ‘

Thanks

Garry Bryant

From: Unitary Plan <unitaryplan@auckiandcouncil.govt.nz>
To: Garry Bryant <gbryani@xtra.co.nz>

Cc: Unitary Plan <unitaryplan@aucklandcouncil.qovi.nz>
Sent: Wednesday, 26 February 2014 7:07 PM

Subject: RE: Unitary Plan submission question

Hi Garry

You can also send submissions through to this email address.
As long as we can open the document it will be accepted.
Nzku noa nd | Regards

Rereata Hardman-Miller

Unitary Plan Customer Response Team

Auckland Council
Ph 09 3653786

wywnw.aucklandcouncil govt nz/unitaryplan

From: Garry Bryant [mailto:gbrvant@xtira.co.nz]
Sent: Wednesday, 26 February 2014 6:22 p.m.
To: Unitary Plan

Subject: Unitary Plan submission question

Hi Team

I am wanting to include a document that is larger than SMB with my submission (which has been
sent). Can I send it to you for inclusion?

Regards

Garry Bryant
Three Kings United Group Inc

Vi
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CAUTION: This emall message and any attachments contaln information that may be confidental and may be LEGALLY PRIVILEGED.
{f you are not the intended reciplent, any use, disclosure or copying of this message or attachments is sirictly prohiblted. i you have
recelved thls emall message In emor please nolify us immediately and erase all copies of the message and attachments. We do not
accept responslibllity for any viruses or simitar canied with our emzil, or any effects our emai may have on the reciplent computer
system or network. Any views expressed in thls emall may be those of the Individual sender and may not nacessarily reflect the views of
Council,
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The Three Kings Precinct Plan {the Precinct Plan} will outline how the Three Kings area is

envisaged to change over the next 30 years.

Precinct Plans are a key tool in Auckland Council’s
strategic planning framework that show how

the Auckland Plan will be put in place at a local
neighbourhood level.

The precinct plan will itlustrate a ‘place-making’
spatial framework for the future form of Three
Kings as well as Identifying outcormes, actions and
projects that could be undertaken to achieve the
council’s vision of making Auckland the world's
most liveable city.

The Precinct Plan will incorporate and build upon
the aspirations and goals of the community, key
partners, developers and Mana Whenua, while also
addressing the potential for change set out in the
Auckland Plan and draft Unitary Plan.

The delivery of the Precinct Plan will require

a collaborative approach with all of these
stakeholders and key delivery partners including
Council Controlled Organisations (CCO's such as
Auckland Transport, Watercare, Auckland Council
Properties Ltd), Government Agencies and private
tandowners.

Preparing the Precinct Plan

Preparation of the Three Kings Precinct Plan is
being undertaken in two stages, to enable feedback
from the Local Board into both the Draft Unitary
Plan in May 2013 and the notified Unitary Plan due
out later in 2013,

Stage 1 focuses on the wider strategic issues for
the Three Kings area, with a particular focus on the
role and redevelopment of the Winstones Quarry
(the Quarry), and where and how residential
development could be managed,

Reglon-wide
planning
{The Auckland Plan}

Area planning
{e.g. Area Plan)

Precinct planning
(e.g Three Kings)

Figure T: Three levels of planning

Stage 2 will focus on the Three Kings Town Centre
{the Town Centre) in greater detall and bring
together all of the issues for a final Precinct Plan,
due for completion in November 2013,

Stakeholder engagernent on the first stage of the
Plan has been ongoing through March and April.
Feedback on the ideas set out in this document
and at public open days will be considered by the
Puketapapa Local Board later in May 2013, This will
allow the Board to make informed feedback on the
draft Unitary Plan, and into the final Precinct Plan.

i




The Auckland region is forecast to grow by one
million people and 400,000 new households by
2040. The Auckland Plan is the council's high-level
development strategy that sets out how the region
will accommodate this growth through a quality,
compact urban form consisting of well connected,
well designed towns, villages and neighbourhoods.
This will help to maximise the efficient use of
existing land, infrastructure and services for urban
development while preventing excessive expansion
into the productive rural hintertand,

In striving to achieve Auckland’s vision of becoming
“the world’s most liveable city”, the Auckland Plan
outlines the following six ‘transformational shifts"
needed to achieve the vision:

» Dramatically accelerate the prospects of
Auckland’s children and young people

+ Strongly commit to environmental action and
green growth

» Move to outstanding public transport within one
network

« Radically improve the quality of urban living

+ Substantially raise living standards for all
Aucklanders and focus on those most in need

+ Significantly lift Maori social and economic well-
belng.

These six transformational shifts are key drivers for
the Three Kings Precinct Plan and, along with the
13 'directives’2 and Development Strategy of the
Auckland Plan, form the basis of how Waterview
and Auckland will grow and change in terms of

its saclal, cultural, economic, environmental and
physical dimensions.

The Auckland Plan Development Strategy identifies
the expected level of change and growth across
Auckland over the next 30 years, and where we
expect to see that growth. A key focus of the
Strategy is to achieve a compact city by focussing
on existing urban areas.?

1 Fora mose deteiled explanztion, see pages 33-34 of the Auckland Plan 2012
2 For» mote detatled explanstion, see pages 31-65 of the Aucldand Plan 2012
3 Foramore detaled expbnation tee pages 36-65 of the Auckland Plan 2012

& | DISCUSSION DOCUMENT - THREEE KINGS PRECINGT PLAN

What does the Auckland Plan
Development Strategy mean for
Three Kings?

Under the Auckland Plan, Three Kings centre is
classified as an "emergent town centre” expected
to undergo & moderate level of change. As a town
centre it will act as a local hub for communities,
providing a wide range of retail and business
services and facilities, and community facilities,

It is intended that it will be accessible by frequent
public transport services, and provide a range of
living options, including mixed-use and higher-
density residential options.

o ; «= Freproed rall eqtesry

- v . Rz Tiwsed Bbeash (AT
Figure 2: Three Kings ares on the Auckland Plan
Development Strategy Map, p.55
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he Local Context

Place

The Three Kings centre is {ocated near the
intersection of Mt Albert and Mt Eden Roads, at
the southem extent of the original tuff ring formed
from the eruption of Three Kings. It is surrounded
by generally low density residential to the east,
west and south and located between the centres of
Mt Roskill to the west and Royal Oak centre to the
east.

The centre s located on the outer east-west
corridor of the Auckland Isthmus, in which Mt
Albert Road acts as a major transport corridor,
When SHZ0 is completed through to Waterview
this will become a key transport connection to
supplement this. Beyond 2030 the Avondale
Southdown Railway is planned to connect along a
similar route to provide raif access.

8 | DISCUSSION BOCUMENT - THREE KIMGS PRECINGT PLAN

The Three Kings Plaza Is a prominent land use
within the centre and surrounding this is an area of
smaller retail and commercial uses located along
the southemn side of Mt Albert Road.

There are also significant community facilities
located within the centre, with the Puketapapa
Local Board currently housed in the Fickling Center.
This building also houses the Three Kings Library
and is located near significant open space facilities.

To the north of the centre is located the Three
Kings Quarry, which is currently being filled.

After filling is complete the owner (Fletcher
Developments Ltd) is seeking redevelopment and
the options for redevelopment of this land will be a
major focus of the Precinct Plan,

Further to the south is located the Carr Road
business area, which is an area of light industrial
activity located near SH20 Mt Roskill.

Figure 3: Location of Three Kings Precinct Plan ares
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People

The current 2006 census information available for
the Puketapapa Local Board area indicates that
there are approximately 53,900 residents. These
figures will be updated when the latest census
information is made available, which is estimated
by Statistics New Zealand to be from December
2013.

There were 3,714 businesses and 10,001 employees

within this area in 2006. Updated figures from

2012 indicate these have subsequently changed to

4,067 businesses and 9,874 employees by 2012.

| DISCUSSION DOCUMENT « THREE KINGS PRECINGT PLAN

2T

Population projections

Statistics New Zealand has prepared a series of
population projections for the Puketapapa Local
Board area. These indicate that the estimated
population of Puketapapa will likely grow to 66,700
by 2031.

This is a total change of 12,800 people and a
percentage change of 24%. These figures are based
on a medium projection, assuming moderate

levels of mortality, birth and migration and will be
updated when new census information is released.




The Local Board Plan outlines the direction and projects to be undertaken in the Puketapapa
Board ares in the short, medium and long term. This document includes coverage of issues
related to Three Kings and the redevelopment of the Quarry.

Key messages in relation to redevelopment of the Quarry include;

- Recognition of its roles as a key site for development, which presents significant opportunities for
redeveloping the surrounding Three Kings area.

- Increase open space in the area to address the low level of open space in the neighbouring Albert-
Eden Local Board area directly to the north of Three Kings.

- Be guided by a design-led process to identify desired future end-use options for the quarry site and
the surrounding area.

- Maximise the level of public open space and protect and enhance the volcanic landscape and views
to and from Te Tatua a Riukiuta.

- Improve connections to and between Te Tatua a Riukiuta, other existing open spaces, Three Kings
town centre, surrounding housing and the quarry site.

- Seek to incorporate surrounding land uses into the redevelopment of the quarry to ensure the best
possible outcome for the community.

- Be preceded by filling and contouring practices that do not constrain the final end use of the
quarry site and the surrounding area. '

DISCUSSION DOCUMENT - THREE RINGS PRECINCT PLAN | 11 l/% %




& 275

This plan, released for public feedback in March 2013, is the land use planning document
that will help to deliver the Auckland Plan. it is the 'rulebook’ that details how we design and

develop the city.

The draft Unitary Plan applies a Town Centre zone
to some areas of Three Kings that provides for
development up to 32.5m or 8 storeys in height.

The centre already contains significant community
facilities and the intention of the Precinct Plan is

to build upon these resources and put in place a
strategy to improve the viability of the town centre
and the surrounding neighbourhood.

The aim is to attract ongoing investment that
lead to improvements to public transport,
roads, infrastructure, parks and reserves white

responding to the.local character, environment and
community.

In the area around the Town Centre and atong
transport corridors such as Mt Eden Road the draft
Unitary Plan proposes higher density residential
development. This will typically be low rise
apartments and terrace houses of up to 16.5m or
4 storeys, except where close to the Town Centre
where in some places development of up to 21.5m
or 6 storeys may be allowed.

t
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In order to guide the Precinct Plan process a series of Public feedback on these Principles and map is saught to

draft principles (the Principles) have been developed. ensure they continue to guide the Precinct Plan, including
These have drawn on the planning processes outlined in any redevelopment of the Quary.

Appendix 1 and were drafted in collaboration with Local

Board members and endorsed onozsll-'ebruary 2013. They Note: There is a wider range of Principles for the whole
have been used to develop the Principles Map facing. Precinct, for space those below focus on those related to

any redevelopment of the Quarry.

Future development of the Quarry should

-

-

Maximise the level of public open space {including the provision of additional playing fields), protect and enhance the
volcanic landscape and views to and from Te Tatua a Riukiuta.

Improve connections between Te Tatua a Riukiuta and surrounding land uses and create more obvious access to the
mountain, particularly from the north and east.

Ensure that open space acts as a high quality network with a range of functions that contribute towards open space
outcomes for the city and the area.

Enable options such as reconfiguration, filling and exchange of reserve land to Improve the open space network, but not
reduce the existing amount of open space land.

Provide an outlet for the original spring /aquifer within the quarry development.

Recognise and enhance Te Tatua a Riukiuta through its design and land use, including connections and the provision of
open space.

Ensure that the views to and from Te Tatua a Riukiuta and other volcanic cones are protected and that design and
structure of any development be underpinned by Te Tatua a Riukiuta as a fundamentat feature and landmark.

Design and locate open space to be compatible with surrounding land uses and arranged for logical and coherent use.
Avold separation between the Quarry and the surrounding urban environment, to create an integrated addition to the
centre.

Incorporate best practice Urban Design at all fevels of development and planning, with high quality design principles built
in to the structure and applied through rigorous Urban Design codes and Guides.

Promote a diversity of land uses that are compatible with the town centre. This should promote a variety of built form
responses and diversity at the scales of the site, street and block.

Sustainably deal with infrastructure constraints of the area, including but not limited to stormwater and wastewater
Issues,

Provide a height and density of development on the site consistent with wider growth objectives but that recognises site
constraints.

Provide a pattern of built form and open space that creates safety and survellance.

* Provide reference to the history of the quarry site and the original volcanic forms, through design within the

development.

Provide direct well designed local pedestrian/cycle linkages that connect surrounding land uses.

Develop another access from the Western side of Three Kings via the Winstones site to Mount Eden Road, from for
example Fyvie, Smallfield or Barrister Avenues,

Integrate open space with the Greenways project and assist in creating a network of city wide cycle / pedestrian linkages.

= Plan with Auckland Transport for strang connections to proposed Public Transport [inkages and Travel Demand

Management (TDM] features to manage local traffic Issues.

Ensure any new road structure creates a permeable and legible network that integrates well with the local area and
provides for a high quality street environment.

Seek opportunities to redevelop in association with adjoining landowners to ensure that all opportunities are explored in

/iy

Contribute to the viabllity of the existing centre and provide development that is compatible and not competing,
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A particular focus of Stage 1 of the Precinct Plan
and of this discussion document is the relationship
between the major structural elements of the:

- Winstones Quany
- Three Kings Town Centre
- Qpen Space resources and Big King

These areas have great potential to shape the
future of the Three Kings area. Of particular interest
is how these areas could grow and develop and
how this can be guided to produce high quality
outcomes that can support the wider Three Kings
area.

As part of the initial engagement on the Three
Kings Precinct Plan two workshops were held on 21
March and 9 April 2013 to discuss the implications
of redeveloping the Quarry and of the draft Unitary
Plan,

These workshops have helped to refine the options
for redevelopment of the Quarry, including how it
integrates with the Town Centre and surrounding
open spaces and other fssues of importance to
stakeholders. This has enabled development of
options, including some that would include tand
swaps.

In addition to these workshops a number

of meetings have been held with other key
stakeholders, for example Winstones/Fletchers,
Antipodean, Housing New Zealand, Auckland
Transport and internal stakeholders within council.
These meetings have enabled the project team

to undeistand the various issues and aspirations
related to the Three Kings area,




HZTE-

A wide variety of opinions about redevelopment of the Quarry were expressed at the two workshops. Some of
the key issues raised include the following conclusions,

1) Any redevelopment of the Quarry for residential use will need to be high quality, utilising best

practice urban design

2) Redevelopment should achieve good levels and quality of open space that connect important
land uses

3) The Quarry site should not be looked at In isolation and all options for reconfiguration of

adjoining land, including open space, should be explored

4) The Quarry could be intensively redeveloped to support the Three Kings town centre and provide
residentlal capacity provided it

a. Is linked well to the Three Kings town centre

b. Is placed appropriately to frame and protect views to the cone of Big King. Quarry
redevelopment should treat this as a major design feature

<, Relates well to adjacent open space

Any redevelopment of the Quarry will require both a rezoning of the Quarry site and a more detailed planning
process for development of the site e,g. a masterplan. Once endorsed by the Local Board the Precinct Plan can
be used to guide any future planning process for the redevelopment of the site. The statutory fever of zoning
control and more detailed planning processes under the Unitary Plan, Is one way the Council can influence
Quarry redevelopment,

The other way Council can influence the outcome is by project investment and planning decisions it makes
over the medium and long term, for example the potential for raconfiguration of Council owned property in

Three Kings.

Three Kings Precinct Plan
[Statutory Levers J [Non Statutory Levers ]
Help inform | Inform Additional Inform Councit Inform land swaps
eventual Land Controls for site and CCO or other council
Use Zoning under redevelopment Projects investment
Unitary Plan eg. Masterplan
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Residential development has the potential to
provide additional open space as part of any
redevelopment. It could also help maximise use of
existing open spaces and provide better open space
cutcomes along with provision of additional land
for housing.

Given that the Quarry will remain in private
ownership, some form of housing development Is
most likely {and is signaled by its current owners),
with the opportunity for new open spaces to be
added. Accordingly the options suggested for
feadback in this document focus on residential
development of the Quarry site with various open
space configurations.

Other options for development suggested by
some stakeholders during the various engagement
processes, include the use of the site as a large,
park-like open space or as a business park.

Open Space Zoning

Development solely as open space is unlikely as

it would require coundil to spend a considerable
amount of money purchasing and developing the
site. In addition there are a number of large open
spaces that already exist in close proximity, such as
Big King, Monte Cecilia Park and One Tree Hill.

Business Zoning

Likewise a large-scale business redevelopment

on the Quarry site would not be in keeping with
the established residential nature of the wider
area. This would create a considerable change in
character and could potentially undermine the
economic viability of the Three Kings Town Centre,

With the paraliel timeframes of these two projects
significant interest and comment on the Unitary
Plan was also expressed at these meetings. The
diagram overleaf has been prepared to graphically
display some of the key issues raised by the
attendees.

T4 DISCUSSION DOCURMENT - THREE KINGS PRECINCT PLAN
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The make up of Auckland is changing. In 20 years
time, there will be more people overall and the
number of retired households will be much greater.
Having a unlt close to shops and transport in the
area where they have lived for a long time will be
important.

Likewise younger families and households need
more affordable housing cholces if Auckland is to
retain its workforce, close to open spaces and local
shops and cafes. There will be more single and
couple only households.

The draft Unitary Plan provides for four residential
zones within an urban context. These include

the Single Housing, Mixed Housing, Terraced and
Apartment Housing and Large Lot zones. A variety
of overlays can apply to particular sites that modify
the zoning controls, such as flood plains or volcanic
cone sightlines.
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The draft Unitary Plan maps show a mixture
of single house, mixed housing and terrace and
apartment zoning in the Precinct Plan area.

The Large Lot Zoning is not considered suitable as
this zone Is designed to provide larger lot housing
where significant environmental constraints timit
any greater density, which is not the case in the
filled Quarry, or sutrounding suburbs,

These other proposed residentlal zones are
described in Appendix 2, with the implications of
applying these zones to any redevelopment of the
Quarry examined on the following page.

g
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Infrastructure

During the engagement phase gquestions were
raised about whether the infrastructure can cope
with more people and housing, Infrastructure will
need to be expanded and upgraded and in some
cases older infrastnicture in the area will need to
be replaced no matter what growth occurs, Greater
population can help spread the costs of this.

In other cases more infrastructure will be needed
and adding to existing services is often mote
efficient than building new elsewhere. For example
more people is often seen to lead to more traffic
congestion. Putting people elsewhere will not
lessen traffic congestion, only move i, Instead
allowing growth in an area that can support more
bus services and better facilities for buses (eg bus
priority on roads) allows greater travel choice and
can reduce congestion,

nt {

H21%

Indicative Quarry Redevelopment
Yields

Applying development efficiencies and estimated
densities to the area of the Quarry, for the different
proposed zones from Appendix 2, gives some
indicative development ylelds. An average of 2.8
persons per dwelling is used to estimate the level of
population that may be provided by development.

Assumptions: 60-70% of the quarry area (15.2ha)
can be used for housing with 30-40% for open
space and roads. A development area of 60%
equates to 9.12ha and 70% to 10.64ha, with the
remainder used for open space and roads.

Note: it is assumed that any zoning would provide
a variety of housing types. A strictly uniform
approach to the provision of residential housing is
not desirable and is not supported by the Unitary
Plan or Urban Design best practice,

apartments)

Single Housing 180-210

(1/500m?)

Mixed Housing 300-450 §40-7260

(1/300m? or (depending on

1/200m2-1/300m?> level of intensity)

for Comprehensive

Redevelopment)

Terrace Housing and 700-T050 T960-2940

Apartment Building (depending on

(1/125m? land area - level of intensity

Terrace and Low Rise and number of

Apartment) (1/83m? apartments)

land area - Medium Rise

Apartment)

Terrace Housing and 1200-1800 3360 - 5040

Apartment Building (depending on e
{1/60-80m? land area - | leve! of intensity included
Medium Rise Apartment) and number of : in @giggﬁai

document
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The Three Kings town centre will grow in the
future as the population of the catchment builds,
More local shops and services will reduce the need
to travel out of the area and support more local
community interaction. it is important to ensure
that any expansion of the town centre occurs in a
way that can improve its viability in the short and
long term.

Two major options are available to allow for
expansion of the town centre itself. The town
centre could expand eastwards along Mt Albert
road, or alternatively It could grow towards the
north, off Mt Albert road towards any redeveloped

Quarry.

Encouraging the centre to grow towards the north
will require councll investment in new streets and
public space. The land that the council controls
could be partly used to help incentivise the mall
owner to redevelop to the north. Both of these
options have been explored in the section below.
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The Council owns or controls land between the
Three Kings town centre and the quarry. This
includes the playing fields to the west and the land

north of Grahame Breed Drive (see diagram below).

There is the potential for this land to be rearranged
1o improve outcomes and overalt configuration.
Under the legislation that the council works with

a fand swap of equal area is more achievable than
any other process,

A land swap could also be seen as a form of land
banking. Council may have to find money to
upgrade and improve land that it swaps.

There have been a variety of options for more open
spaces and these Ideas influence what type of space
is needed. These include:

+ Space for more sportsfields to serve the wider
area

» Passive recreation space (eg lawns, [andscaping,
play areas possibly incorporating a water feature)
to help offset the effects of more people and
housing In the area

» Space to help improve the visual appeal and
landscape and heritage integrity of Big King

« Space for more walkways and cycleways around
the base of the cone, in a north-south direction,
and in an east-west direction




Set out on the following pages are 5 broad development options for the quarry and the town centre. They
look at both the major structuring elements of any redevelopment eg. roads and open space, but more
importantly at what Auckland Council could do to faciltate good quality redevelopment of the Quarry.

For exarnple reconfiguration of Auckland Council owned land or land swaps. They sit alongside the Draft
Principles, which deal with both the large structuring elements and also more detailed aspects of design of any

redeveloped Quarry.

The Local Board does not yet have a view on which is the best option. It is possible that other options could
be developed and the final Precinct Plan could well be an amalgam of a number of options. These optlons
have been developed to help generate feedback on thelr advantages and disadvantages.

Option 1- Do Minimum

The numbers in each of the Options relates to the map on the facing page.

1. Access to site provided from Mt Eden Rd only

2. Small open space buffer area adjacent to Big King

3. Historic pumphouse Included in or near open space

4. New pedestrian and cycle connections created between the town centre and redeveloped quarry
site

5. Limited or no filling of the council controlled land north of the town centre, with filling of the

Quarry in line with current consent conditions
6. Three Kings Plaza remains as it is

realise outcome to their full potential
Land = Little/no integration between major components
configuration of urban form 1.e. town centre, open space,
residential development
« Limited improvement to connections + Usabllity of open space areas not significantiy
Open space between existing open space assets improved
« Potentlal for increased helght for * Insutar / inward {ooking residential development
Town centre residential development in quarry In quarry site
and quarry without affecting views to Big King + No significant improvement to existing Issues In
development Three Kings town centre
+ Small increase in open space « Signlficant grade changes between quany
» Limited improvement to connectlons development and town centre reduces the abllity
between existing open spaces for easy pedestrian and cycle connections
¢ . + Limited connections between redeveloped quamy
onnections and surrounding environment
« Car orientated as no direct access to Three Kings
Town Centre
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Option 2: Open Space Filling by Auckland Council and Eastward Extension of
Town Centre

1. Additlon of a small open space buffer area adjacent to Big King

2. Views to Big King protected by street layout and crientation

3. North/south connection between passible ‘shared space’ in town centre and local road network in
redeveloped quarry site

4, Existing open space filled to 70m contour level by Auckland Council allowing connection between
town centre and redeveloped quarry site

5. Historic purphouse building included in or near open space

6. Extended mainstreet along both sides of Mt Albert Rd with potential steetscape upgrade, Proposed
2-3 storeys along mainstreet with bulldings set back at upper levels.

7. Addition of an open space link between Three Kings town centre, Three Kings Reserve and Big King

Yy p gra
reallse outcomes components of urban form e, town centre,
Land + Filling of existing open space north of open space, residential development
configuration the town centre will allow for better
connections and utilisation
» Significant fmprovement to usabllity of + The coundl may incur cost to fill existing open
existing open space area north of town space area north of town centre
centre
Open space + Improved connection between existing
Open Space areas:
« Opportunity to alleviate many of the « Insular / inward looking restdential

existing Issues identified In the Three Kings |  development in quarry site
town centre through reconfigurationand | .+ smal, fragmented and topographically

Town centre redevelopment ~ constralned sites on southem side of Mt
and quamy » Potential for mainstrest expansion to Albert Rd hinder comprehensive town centre
development provide additional commerdal tenants and |  development

improve economic viability of centre

* Low/moderate grade changes between » Open space configuration Umits ablity to

quarry development and town centre connect the westem portion of the precinct

altow for Improved transport connections plan area with the eastem part
Connections + Views to Big King protected by the

structure of roads
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Option 3: Open Space Filling by Fletchers Development and Eastward Extension
of Town Centre

42T

1. Addition of a larger open space buffer area and link to Big King

2. Views to Big King protected by street layout, orlentation and open space configuration

3. North/south connection between possible ‘shared space’ in town centre and local road network in
redeveloped quarry site

4, Existing open space filled to 70m contour level by Fletcher Developments to create an open space
link with capacity for sports fields

5. Historic pumphouse included in or near open space

6. Extended mainstreet along both sides of Mt Albert Rd with potential steetscape upgrade. Proposed
2-3 storeys along mainstreet with buildings set back at upper levels.

7. Addition of an open space link between Three Kings town centre, Three Kings Reserve and Big King

8. Land ‘swapped’ with Fletcher Development in return for fill and development of the council’s open
space land (ref 4 on Map 3), providing an open space buffer and link to Big King {ref 1 on Map 3) and an

upgrade to Three Kings Reserve

Total area pen

-

Open space areas upgrad

Land conngction space decreased
configuration
= Council owned open space [and to the north of » Total area of open space Is decreased
town centre developed at little/no cost to the
council and reatepayers

Significant improvement to usability of existing
open space area north of town centre

« Significant improvement to existing Three Kings

Open space Reserve
* Improved connection between existing open space
areas
* Views to Big King protected by the structure of
open space
»~ Opportunily to alleviate many of the existing Issues | = Some integration between town
identified in the Three Kings town centre through centre and redeveloped quany site
Town centre reconfiguration and redevelopment » Small, fragmented and
and quarry » Potentfal for malnstreet expansion to provide topographically constrained sites
development additional commerclal tenants and improve on southemn side of Mt Albert Rd
economlc viabllity of centre hinder comprehensive town centre
development
* Views to Big King protected by the structure of = Open space configuration Imits
roads abliity to connect the westemn portion
» Stronger connection between alt open space of the precinct plan area with the
. components eastern part
Connections :

» Low/moderate grade changes between quany
development and town centre allow for Improved
transport connections
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Optlon 4: Western Open Space Provision and Northern Extension of the Town
Centre

Facilitated Through Fletchers Development and Housing New Zealand Land
Swap Description

1. Addition of a larger open space buffer area and link to Big King

2. Views to Big King protected by street layout, orlentation and open space configuration

3. North/south connectlon between possible ‘mafnstreet’ in town centre and local road network In redeveloped
quarry site. Proposed 2-3 storeys alang malnstreet with bulldings set back at upper levels,

4. Sports flelds repositioned '

5. Historic pumphouse Included In or near open space

6. Town centre expands in a northerly direction with mix of town centre and residential activity at northern
edge

7. Redevelopment of Three Kings Plaza site

8. New open space link between Three Kings Reserve, the town centre and Big King

9, Possible land swap with Housing New Zealand

10. New civic space created in the heart of the redeveloped town centre providing connections between
surrounding open space.

1. New coninection to Big King created through possible land swap with Houslng New Zealand

12, Grahame Breed Drive reconfigured

13. Addltional access to Mt Albert Rd from redeveloped Three Kings Plaza

14, Southern extension of town centre activitles along Mt Albert Rd

B B p Y
urban form i.e. town centre, open space, residential | reach desired outcome

Land development » Landowners only likely to be interested in land
' swaps on a like value for like value basls
configuration + Housing New Zealand likely to seek more

development potential on sportsfleld site to
compensate for loss of land In Fyvie Avenue

complicated process to

Reconfiguration of open space would provide an + New clvic space required to provice

and connection of all open space areas other open space components

Open space « Views to Big King protected by the structure of » Open space configuration limits ability to

open space connect the western portion of the precinct

+ Enlarged apen space area could be used for plan area with the eastem part

sportsfields or passive activities

opportunity for redevelopment to improve usability {  connection between Three Kings Reserve and

Town Centre Issues through reconfiguration and redevelopment

:”d (tguany ¢ | * Potential for redevelopment of Three Kings Plaza
evelopmen to provide additional commercial tenants and

Stronger Integration between the town centre and
the redeveloped quany site

+ Opportunity to alleviate many of the town centre

Improve economice viabllity of centre

Connections | « Stronger connection between western open space

Opportunity to better Intégrate town centre with |+ Open space configuration lirmlts ability to

resldential area to the west connect the western portion of the precinct
» Views to Big King protected by the structure of plan area with the eastern part
roads

areas

+ Low/moderate grade changes between quarry
development and town centre allow for Improved

transport conpections
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Option 5: Eastern Open Space Provision and Northern Extension of the Town
Centre

Faciltated through Fletcher Developments Ltd Land Swap Description

H21%

1 Addition of large open space buffer area adjacent to Big King

2. Views to Big King protected by street tayout and orientation

3. North/south connection between possible ‘mainstreet’ in town centre and (ocal road network in
redeveloped quarry site. Proposed 2-3 storeys along mainstreet with buildings set back at upper levels.

4, New open space/playing fletds adjaining Three Kings reserve

5. Historic pumphouse included in or near open space

6. Town centre expands in a northerly direction with mix of town centre and residential activity at
northemn edge

7. Redevelopment of Three Kings Plaza site.

8. New open space link between Three Kings Reserve, the town centre and Big King

11 8& 1 on Map 5)

9. Well treed street connection with pedestrian and cycle facilities between open spaces {references 4,

10. . New civic space created in the heart of the redeveloped town centre

11, New open space adjoining Three Kings Reserve and new open space/sports fields (4)

12.  Grahame Breed Drive reconfigured

13.  Additional access to Mt Albert Rd from redeveloped Three Kings Plaza

14. Southem extension of town centre activities along Mt Albert Rd

+ Stronger integration batween major + Potentially tengthy and complicated process
components of urban form l.e, town centre, to reach desired outcome
Land open space, residential development « Fletcher Developments Ltd may not be
configuration willing to sell the land beside Mt Eden Road

enhance usabliity of all open space centre
Open space + Open space buffer area in north west part of

quarry site may allow for integration between
Big King and surrounding tand use

- Agglomeration of sports facilities adjacent to + Loss of existing open space to wast of quarry
existing Three Kings reserve could potenttally development (sports field) and north of town

Stronger integration between the town centre
and the redeveloped quary site

+ Opportunity to alleviate many of the town

centre issues through reconfiguration and
Town centre redevelopment < _
and quarry Potentiat for redevelopment of Three Kings
development | p1,5 6 provide additional commerciol tenants
oh the northern side of Mt Albert Road and
Improve economic viabllity of centre

-

« Opportunity to better integrate town centre
with residential area to the west

« Opportunity to create east/west road
connection between redeveloped quarry and
residential area to the west of the site

+ Views to Big King protected by the structure of
roads

+ Low/moderate grade changes between quarry

development and town centre allow for
improved transport connections

Connections
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A significant number of planning processes have been undertaken in recent years
for the Three Kings area. These include:

» The Future Planning Framework {2010)
« Community Workshops to look at redevelopment options for the Quarry (2008)

Future Planning Framework

Evaluation of the Three Kings area was undertaken in 2008/2009 as part of analysis of the Mt Roskill /
Hillsborough area. This Included evaluation of the issues and opportunities within the area which recognised
that Three Kings has an important role to play within the Mt Roskill - Hillshorough area. This evaluation

identified that:

= The Three Kings town centre located on key pubtic transport routes (Mt Albert and Mt Eden Roads) should
accommodate growth and more intensive development within and around it.

= Carr Road, located to the south of the centre, can facilitate a new business node to support a future
Avondale Southdown rail link and Three Kings centre.
« Te Tatua a Rlukiuta - Big King Is a significant feature of the area and is important for its geological,
ecological and cultural heritage values,

+ The Winstones Quarry site is identified as a key site to support the town centre.

* The Quarry Is identified for intensive residential development of up to 8 storeys as long as it is linked to
the Three Kings town centre, is placed appropriately to frame and protect views to the cone of Big King and
relates well to adjacent open space.
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A series of community workshops were held in November 2008, which were well attended by Three Kings
stakeholders. From these a series of broad principles were established to guide any future masterplanning of

the site.

The warkshops evaluated redevelopment of the Quarry and a series of agreed principles were developed

to guide how this would take place, along with a map that illustrated these spatially. These principles were
endorsed by the City Development Committee in February 2009 and have been subsequently included in the
draft principles developed to guide the Precinct Plan,

{i} Open Space issues (recreation, reserves and historical areas} and
reconfiguration

Open space with in the quarry site and surrounding area will be planned to act collectively as 2 network

of quality parks providing a range of functions {heritage, active and passive recreation). The master plan

will ensure redevelopment of the site contributes towards open space outcomes for the city, with a strong
emphasis on protection and enhancement of the volcanic landscape and the provision of additional sports
fields. Planning for this open space may include reconfiguration, filling and exchange of reserve land to
improve the quality, functionality and connectivity of the open space network, white not reducing the existing
amount of open space land. Reserve management plans are to be developed in the future or reviewed to
reflect the final characteristics of the new and existing open spaces, once these have been determined.

(it} Creating Connections

Provide direct local pedestrian linkages with views {safe, well 1aid out green corridors} between Big King
Reserve, existing open space, town centre and the quarry site. Explore opportunities for including the adjacent
open space site up to Grahame Breed Drive. Develop another access from the Western side (from, for example
Fyvie, Smallfield, Barrister Avenues) of Three Kings via theWinstones site to Mount Eden Road. Advocate that
Auckland Reglonal Transport Authority (ARTA) take a lead role in providing for better transport initiatives for
the site and surrounding area.

(iti) Redevelopment options

The site be developed as a mixed-use zone with commercial (Including adjacent to the town centre),
residential and open space adjacent to Blg King. Any proposal should seek to sustainably deal with
infrastructure and natural feature constraints of the ares, being stormwater, wastewater, traffic management
and local views to Big King . The master plan may make recommendations regarding adjacent land use,
connections and Interface opportunities for adjacent land parcels where appropriate; and seek opportunities
to redevelop in assoclation with other major adjoining landowners. Master planning of the quarry should also
apply a development height and density, which utilises the valuable land resource in a manner consistent with
the wider city and regional growth objectives.

{iv} Quality of Built Form and Views

The existing quary site has the potential to become a quality legacy development. Recognise views to and
from Big King and between Big King and other volcanic cones. Urban development {bulk, height, location,
form , orientation and landscaping) that is underpinned by Big King as a fundamental design feature. An
opportunity exists for the town centre to also front onto the Winstones site to improve services far the whole
area, Promote bullt form and open space for safety and survelllance. Consider setting development back from

Big King.
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Housing Typologies - Single Housing

This zone Is characterised by detached, low rise
one to two storey dwellings surrounded by areas of
open space for landscaping and leisure activities.

Maximum permitted height: 8m (2
storeys)

Impervious Coverage: 60%

Density: 1 dwelling for every 500m2
of tand

3
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Mixed Housing

This zone enables two storey housing in a variety
of sizes and forms including detached, semi-
detached, town houses terraced housing and
low-rise apartments, The objective is to encourage
new development patterns by providing increased
housing densities on comprehensively developed
large sites with wide road frontages.

Maximum permitted height: 8m (2
storeys)

impervious Coverage: 60%
Density: 1 dweilling for every 300m2
of land for 1-4 dwelling.

If the site is 1200m?2 or greater and has a
minimum frontage of 20m then no density limits
apply but the height and coverage limits still
remain.

iy
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Terrace Housing and Apartment Zone

The zone enables the efficlent use of land and
infrastructure, increases the supply of housing and
allows urban residential living in the form of terrace
housing and apartments. This zone advocates for
mid-rise muitl unit residential living of 4 storeys
{or 6 storeys within 250m of Three Kings, being a
large town centre), and discourages low density
developments.

Height: Generally 14.5m (4
storeys), with allowance for 6
storeys within 250m of a large
town centre,

impervious Coverage: 70%

Density: Not applicable but a
minimum frontage and site width
of 20m for up to 4 storeys and 25m
for more than 4 storeys
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Town Centre Zone

The draft Unitary Plan applies this zone to suburban
centres throughout Auckland, typically located on
main arterial roads to provide good public transport
access. it allows a wide range of business, leisure,
residential and community services,

[t provides for buildings 4-8 storeys high, depending
on the characteristics of the centre. Increased
height within the centres will facilitate increased
residential living opportunities at upper floors,

Maximum permitted height: 32.5m
or 8 storeys

impervious Coverage:
Front Yard: 6m

Side Yard: 3m where it adjoins
residential

- 4%

Mixed Use Zone

The draft Unitary Plan applies this zone normally
around centres, along transport corridors and where
there is a need for a compatible mix of residentiat
and employment actlvities. It acts as a transition
area between residential areas and the centre
zones,

It provides for residential and smaller scale business
activity that does not cumulatively affect the
viability of centres, It does not require a mix of uses
on individual sites or within areas, but bufldings
should be adaptable so that uses can change over
time.

Maximum permitted height: 16.5m
or 4 storeys {or 20.5m and 5 storeys
where adjacent to a Town Centre)

Impervious Coverage:
Front Yard: 6m
Side Yard: 3m where it adjoins

residential q,
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