Comment on the Dominion Road Mixed-use Development Application
1.

Contact Details
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Organisation name (if relevant)

Auckland Council
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*Home phone / Mobile phone
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enables us to communicate
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n/a

Ian.Smallburn@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Please cc: Tracey.Grant@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

All sections of this form with an asterisk (*) are mandatory.
2.

*We will email you draft conditions of consent for your comment

✓
3.

I can receive emails and my email address is

I cannot receive emails and my postal address is

correct

correct

Please provide your comments on this Application

Auckland Council’s comments on the Dominion Road Mixed Use Development (DRMU) are broken down into the
following categories, which the council considers to be most relevant to this proposal:
•

Land use

•

Transportation

•

Stormwater

•

Urban Design and Landscape

•

Noise and Vibration

•

Other

Land use
The application site falls within the Business - Mixed Use Zone of the Auckland Unitary Plan
(Operative in Part) (AUP(OP). The BMU zone seeks to enable moderate to high intensity
residential activity. The council supports residential units in this area.
The BMU zone also enables smaller scale commercial activities. The Council therefore supports
commercial activities in this area, however we have concerns with the scale of the commercial
activity (the supermarket) proposed and the effects from this proposal.
Transportation
The development will generate a substantial amount of vehicle movements during peak hour –
largely as a result of the supermarket. Auckland Transport have reviewed the assessment, and
consider that there are some significant effects as a result of the proposal that have not been
appropriately mitigated. This includes the widening of two local roads as a mitigation measure,
which, as currently proposed, would generate adverse effects on user safety in an area already
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highlighted as high risk. There are also pedestrian safety and amenity issues associated with all
four vehicle crossings (including a 13m wide crossing). Other areas of concern are the effects of
the proposed raised crossings, road safety – particularly from the dual lanes approach, public
transport reliability and cycling. Lastly, they have identified major concerns with the transport
modelling assessment undertaken by the applicant.
The Council considers that due to the importance of Dominion Road in the public transport and
cycle network, as well as the need to promote and maintain safe pedestrian access in the area,
careful consideration should be given to the transportation effects of this proposal, including the
effects on public transport, cyclists, pedestrians and private motor vehicles.
Stormwater
Currently the proposal appears to pipe flood flows under the proposed building. This raises
significant concerns from Council’s stormwater asset authority (Healthy Waters) and Council’s road
controlling authority (Auckland Transport). The proposed treatment of stormwater is not supported
from a Code of Practice or resilient flood protection design. Concerns have also been raised on
the potentially significant impact of the stormwater on Dominion Road.
It is noted, that the stormwater infrastructure would need to be retained in private ownership, and
approval would be required from Auckland Transport for locating private stormwater infrastructure
within the road corridor.
The Council recommends that further consideration is given to the conveyance of flood flows and
stormwater infrastructure for this development.
Urban Design and Landscape
The application submitted exceeds the Auckland Unitary Plan’s (Operative in Part) (AUP(OP)
maximum building height limit by three storeys. Council’s landscape expert considers the
proposed height, in conjunction with its length and lack of variation across the Dominion Road
frontage, results in a bulky, monotonous building that is not in-keeping with the special character
overlay of the area. She considers the site is not able to absorb the scale of the proposal and from
a landscape and visual effects perspective, a three to four storey development is more appropriate.
Council’s urban design expert considers that while closeup the architectural expressions, variation
to glazing and façade and colours are well thought through and can be supported, there are
aspects of the building scale and mass, pedestrian access and relationship to neighbouring
properties that are not supported from an urban design perspective.
The Council recommends that further consideration is given to the landscape and urban design
elements of the proposal.
Noise and Vibration
Auckland Councils noise and vibration expert agrees with the applicant that noise and vibration will
be exceeded at some adjacent sites, and that it is not practical to ensure compliance with permitted
standards. He considers that mitigation measures can be addressed via a Construction Noise and
Vibration Management Plan that is proposed as a condition of consent.
Other matters
It is noted that the proposal includes removal of trees in the road reserve. This will require asset
owner approval from Auckland Council and can be done outside the consent process.
Summary
Council planning officers consider the proposed residential activity component of the development
to be consistent with the provisions of the BMU zone. However, there are significant concerns with
the scale and effects of the commercial aspects of the application – particularly as they relate to
transportation. Other significant concerns relate to the proposed stormwater measures, and the
landscape and urban design aspects of the proposal.
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It is noted that only the key matters have been covered above. Other matters that also require
further consideration relate to water and wastewater services, regional stormwater treatment,
general engineering matters etc…
Albert-Eden Local Board
It should be noted that the Albert-Eden Local Board do not support the proposed development.
Their comments are included with this response. Councillor Christine Fletcher has also endorsed
the local board’s position.
Further information and technical memos

In addition to the summarised information above, the following technical memos are provided as part of this
response:
a) Planning considerations (prepared by Tracey Grant, Principal Project Lead)
b) Auckland Transport (prepared by Sarah Jaff, Senior Development Planner)
c) Healthy Waters (prepared by Mark Iszard)
d) Landscape (prepared by Ainsley Verstraeten, Principal Landscape Architect)
e) Urban design (prepared by Karin McCoach, Principal Urban Designer)
f) Noise and Vibration (prepared by Andrew Gordon, Specialist)
g) Watercare (prepared by Tarso Luiz dos Santos Girio, Technical Lead Engineer)
h) Development Engineering (prepared by Matthew Revill, Principal Project Manager)
i) Stormwater (prepared by Arsini Hanna, Senior Specialist)
j) Subdivision (prepared by Emerald James, Senior Subdivision Advisor)
k) Contamination (prepared by Paul Crimmins, Senior Specialist)
l) Albert-Eden Local Board comment

Consent conditions

Should the Panel be minded to grant consent, the council refers to the recommended conditions contained
within the specialist memos.
It is also recommended that the Panel refers to the council’s ‘Consent Conditions Manual’ for standard
conditions which may be appropriate for this development. The Consent Conditions Manual can be accessed
at the following URL: http://www.aucklanddesignmanual.co.nz/regulations/consent-conditions-manual.
The council would like to have the opportunity to further comment on the draft conditions prior to any decision
being issued.

Thank you for your comments

Asset Owner / Specialist Response
From: Tracey Grant, Planner/Principal Project Lead, Auckland Council (Planning
Comments)
Date: 14/6/2021
Overall Summary:
Broadly speaking, the key actual and potential adverse effects of the proposal are
transportation and the management of stormwater. Landscape and urban design effects are
also identified as a potential issue.
Transportation
The zone anticipates small scale supermarkets (up to 450m2 as a permitted activity). The
proposal includes a supermarket that will be significantly largely than this (2787.3m2) 1. The
development would generate in the order of around 500 vehicles per peak hour – and this is
considered mainly due to the supermarket.
Auckland Transport has reviewed the application documents and provided a summary
response (attached) 2. In summary, the transportation effects of the proposal are not supported
due to a number of factors including that the measures proposed to mitigate the substantial
increase in level of vehicular trip generation are unsafe and mainly encourage private vehicle
trips. There are safety and pedestrian amenity issues with all the proposed vehicle crossing’s
(in particular the 13m crossing) and there are adverse effects from widening of the two local
roads at the intersection with Dominion Road.
Auckland Transport have also identified major concerns with the transport modelling
assessment undertaken by the applicant. These deficiencies with the model prevent it from
accurately representing the transportation impacts of the proposal.
Stormwater
The proposal to pipe flood flows under the building and into Dominion Road legal road corridor
is not supported from a Code of Practice or resilient flood protection design. It also would
require Auckland Transport’s approval for locating private stormwater infrastructure within the
road corridor. Both Auckland Transport and Healthy Waters have raised significant concerns
with this approach.
Landscape and Urban Design comments
The application submitted exceeds the Auckland Unitary Plan (Operative in Part) (AUP(OP) by
three storeys. Council’s landscape expert considers the proposed height, in conjunction with its
length and lack of variation across the Dominion Road frontage, results in a bulky, monotonous
building that is not in-keeping with the special character overlay of the area.
Council’s urban design expert considers that while closeup the architectural expressions,
variant to glazing and façade and colours are well thought through and can be supported, there
are aspects of the building scale and mass, pedestrian access and relationship to neighbouring
properties that are not supported.

This is total gross floor area. The breakdown of the supermarket floor area is provided in section 6.4 of the
AEE.
2
They have also provided a full response directly to the EPA.
1

Other effects of the proposal to consider include: construction effects, demolition of a character
supported building, increased retail and effects on other centres, volcanic viewshaft and
geotechnical considerations. From a planning perspective, there do not appear to be any
obvious concerns relating to these other effects such that they cannot be managed to an
acceptable level, however this is dependent on expert input.
Adverse effects will need to be balanced against the positive effects of the proposal which is
the delivery of 122 residential units of a variety of typologies and sizes. In addition the proposal
will create temporary and permanent employment opportunities.
In terms of consideration of relevant statutory documents, with regard to the AUP(OP), I
consider that the section of most relevance is the Business – Mixed Use Zone (Chapter H13).
Planning context
The Business – Mixed Use Zone provides for residential activity as well as predominantly
smaller scale commercial activity that does not cumulatively affect the function, role and
amenity of centres. The provision of residential units is in keeping with the anticipated
outcomes of the zone, which includes the provision of moderate to high intensity residential
activity. This part of the proposal is supported from a planning perspective.
Whilst a small scale supermarket is supported from a planning perspective, the acceptability of
the commercial infringements (as a result of a much larger supermarket) will need to be
assessed against the objectivities and policies of the AUP(OP) including:
•

Objective H13.2.4: Business activity is distributed in locations, and is of a scale and form,
that:
a) provides for the community’s social and economic needs;
b) improves community access to goods, services, community facilities and
opportunities for social interaction; and
c) manages adverse effects on the environment, including effects on infrastructure
and residential amenity

•

Policy H13.3.3 Require development to be of a quality and design that positively
contributes to:
a) planning and design outcomes identified in this Plan for the relevant zone;
b) the visual quality and interest of streets and other public open spaces; and
c) pedestrian amenity, movement, safety and convenience for people of all ages
and abilities.

•

Policy H13.3.21 Require activities adjacent to residential zones to avoid, remedy or
mitigate adverse effects on amenity values of those areas.

The proposed development will provide for increased access for the community to goods and
services in the form of a supermarket. In addition, the provision of increased housing of various
typologies and sizes also contributes to the wider communities social and economic needs in
the form of housing and employment opportunities.
Objective H13.2.4 requires the business activity to be of a scale and form that manages
adverse effects on the environment. As noted above, Auckland Transport have raised
significant concern with the proposed supermarkets adverse effects on the local roading
infrastructure and pedestrian safety/movement in the area. I therefore consider that the effects
of the proposed supermarket have not been adequately managed and the proposal does not
meet the requirements of Objective H13.2.4. In addition, the proposed development (in

particular the 13m vehicle crossing) does not positively contribute to pedestrian amenity,
movement, safety ….in the area (Policy H13.3.3).
The effect on transport, pedestrians and cyclists is considered to be particularly important, due
to Dominion Road’s role as a key bus route for Auckland as well as part of the Strategic Cycle
Network.
The issues raised by both Healthy Waters and Auckland Transport with regard to Stormwater,
also need to be carefully considered in relation to Objective H13.2.4(c).
As noted above, the design form of the building also raises some issues from an urban design
and landscape perspective. This would need to be considered further, particularly in respect to
Policy H13.3.3 (c).
I do not anticipate that the proposal would be highly inconsistent or contrary to the provisions of
other chapters of the AUP(OP).

Asset Owner / Specialist Response
From: Auckland Transport - prepared by Sarah Jaff – Principal Development Planner
Date: 09 June 2021
Overall Summary:
Background
Auckland Council (AC) engaged Auckland Transport (AT) as part of a pre-application process in late 2020. Schedule 7 of the
COVID-19 Recovery Fast-track Consenting Order 2020 lists further information that must be submitted to the panel with the
consent application. This includes an Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA), including modelling and analysis. AT provided
guidance on what would be required to be assessed in an ITA (noting that Auckland Transport has published ITA Guidelines). AT
also advised that the highest modal priorities for Dominion Road are public transport and walking, and emphasised the
importance of user safety given the existing crash statistics on Dominion Road. In addition, AT supplied various traffic count data,
information on an AT motorcycle safety trial, copy of the ITA guidelines and the Vision Zero for Tāmaki Makaurau strategy and
action plan to 2030.
The applicant’s team was advised, via feedback to AC in 2020, that options/mitigation measures require a level of transport
assessment/analysis on the first instance and that their assessment should not be modelling lead. An assessment of the
applicant’s preferred scenario was first made available to AT on the 23rd of March 2021 via a draft ITA. AT provided initial
feedback on the draft ITA which included additional peer review from Commute Transportation Specialists (consultant) and the
Auckland Forecasting Centre (AFC) respectively. The review highlighted the ITA was more of a traffic impact assessment (TIA); it
did not provide emphasis on alternative modes of transport and was more focused on providing for private vehicles which
resulted in the preferred scenario put forward in the ITA. Several matters were not addressed, appropriately assessed nor
mitigated in the ITA including the transport modelling, adverse effects on user safety, public transport operations, motorcycle
safety, effect on operation and safety of the local roads and adjacent intersections affected by the additional trips generated.
AT advised that specialists did not support the dual vehicle exit lane approach. The applicant subsequently revised their ITA and
the final was sent to AT on the 21st of April 2021 for comment with summarised feedback sent to AC on the 30th of April 2021. It
was noted that no mitigation measures or proposed changes to the transport network were revised in the final ITA.
AT’s ITA Guidelines
ITA guidelines place emphasis on considering the full range of transport modes and that the response to transport impacts is
different to that of a TIA. The first form of mitigating such effects are firstly on reducing travel demand including measures to
achieve this, how to utilise the network more efficiently considering priority modes, encouragement of alternative modes of
transport and active modes, all prior to adding roading capacity. Such an option should only be considered as the last resort and
must thoroughly assess user safety, operations and its appropriateness to the local transport environment. The ITA provides
minimal assessment and evidence of such considerations, how the above was assessed in relation to what an ITA achieves, and
prefers an option which adds vehicle capacity in an unsafe manner without first assessing measures to reduce the demand. More
specifically, the guidance notes;
“ITAs are more comprehensive than traditional Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA), which tended to consider only the traffic impacts
of a proposal on the surrounding road network, with the underlying assumption that all people would be travelling to and from
a site or area by private motor vehicle only. Such an assessment ignores other users of the transport system, namely pedestrians,
cyclists and public transport users. Transport and planning policy in the Auckland region has moved towards a more holistic view
of transport that considers access by a range of modes. The Auckland Plan puts strong emphasis on increasing the mode share of
public transport and supporting walking and cycling initiatives.”
“Consideration of the traffic impacts of a proposal is still an important part of an ITA assessment; however, the response to those
effects is expected to be different. Rather than proposing the provision of more roading capacity as an automatic solution, an
applicant and their advisors, through the preparation of an ITA would be expected to look first at measures to reduce travel
demand, followed by measures to utilise existing transport networks more efficiently, encouragement of other modes, and finally
adding more road capacity if no other alternatives exist. This approach is termed the “four stage intervention process” and is a
key driver of the AT / NZTA Integrated Transport Programme 2012 to 2041 (ITP).”
Previous feedback to the applicant noted;
“AT place a strong emphasis on increasing the mode share of public transport and supporting walking and cycling initiatives. An
ITA should provide an assessment of the accessibility of a proposal by walking, cycling, public transport as well as private motor
vehicles. It also should assess the potential effects a proposal could have on the transport network (all of the network) and any
mitigation measures needed to ensure that any adverse effects of a proposal are avoided, remedied or mitigated. The full ITA
assessment is considered especially important in this location given Dominion Road has little to no private vehicle capacity in the
peak times. Additional capacity on Dominion Road will in the future only be able to be achieved through increases in public
transport patronage. As such as an overall comment, the final ITA should place additional emphases and assessment on
pedestrians, cyclists and public transport users.”
The applicant revised their ITA following feedback on the draft version; however did not revise or improve the proposal to align
with previous feedback. It is considered that the ITA is still focused on addressing private vehicle movement by preferring
scenario B to address congestion. Mitigation measures should place emphasis on the modal priorities for the area and emphasise
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prioritising public transport, walking, cycling and road safety effects in its mitigation measures to address the trips generated to
the site. The proposed measure, Scenario B, does not align with what should be considered with the above. It is unclear how
the proposal prioritises and promotes alternative transport modes, enhances vulnerable road user/pedestrian amenity and
safety as widening the intersections of both Prospect Terrace and Grange Rd would have an adverse effect on user safety and
amenity with no priority for pedestrians.
The above is relevant in the context of the Auckland Unitary Plan (AUP)(OP) as it is intended to support and manage the effects
on the operation and development of an integrated transport network. An application for a Discretionary activity needs to be
fully assessed in terms of the relevant provision of the Plan. AUP A1.7.4 notes;
“Activities are classed as discretionary where they are not generally anticipated to occur in a particular environment, location or
zone or where the character, intensity and scale of their environmental effects are so variable that it is not possible to prescribe
standards to control them in advance. A full assessment is required to determine whether the activity, subject to any conditions,
would be appropriate in terms of the provisions of the Plan, the effects of the activity on the environment and the suitability of
the proposed location.”
More specifically, Transport chapter E27.2 objectives include;
(1) Land use and all modes of transport are integrated in a manner that enables:
(a) the benefits of an integrated transport network to be realised; and
(b) the adverse effects of traffic generation on the transport network to be
managed.
(2) An integrated transport network including public transport, walking, cycling,
private vehicles and freight is provided for.
(3) Parking and loading supports urban growth and the quality compact urban
form.
(4) The provision of safe and efficient parking, loading and access is
commensurate with the character, scale and intensity of the zone.
(5) Pedestrian safety and amenity along public footpaths is prioritised.
(6) Road/rail crossings operate safely with neighbouring land use and development.
Strategic nature and modal priorities of Dominion Rd
Dominion Road is a primary Arterial and is part of the Frequent Transport Network with current modal priorities being public
transport and walking. It is a key bus route for Auckland and its function plays an important role in the wider and local transport
network. Dominion Road is also part of the Strategic Cycle Network and is identified as Regional, with Grange Road being part
of the cycling Connecter-level Strategic Network. There are currently cycle lanes on approach to some extents of Dominion Road
but not adjacent to the development site; however, this does not preclude cyclists from using the route. All three road frontages
of the development site are part of the walking strategic network. Dominion Rd currently carries a high level of traffic and it’s
noted that encountering some congestion can lead to some users being encouraged to use alternative modes of transport;
however, this is done through promotion and priority of alternative modes of transport. As per the ITA, the development would
generate in the order of around 500 vehicles per peak hour (mainly due to the scale of the supermarket) which is substantial,
and therefore assessment of how the additional trips, including ‘people movement’ are appropriately mitigated and managed is
important at this location.
There is an existing road safety issue on Dominion Road, as acknowledged in the ITA, with a number of crashes occurring at some
of the intersections, with some resulting in serious injury to vulnerable road users. Road and user safety is a priority when
assessing mitigation measures for any modes. Given the development would generate a high number of ‘people movement’ to
the area, user safety needs to be thoroughly assessed which AT specialists note has not been appropriately achieved in the ITA.
The proposal seeks to provide two additional traffic lanes on Prospect Terrace and Grange Road as a mitigation measure.
Widening of the two local roads at the intersection with Dominion Rd without appropriate control does not prioritise user safety,
nor promotes public transport, walking or alternative mode choice in a location where this should be firmly focused. This
approach would generate adverse effects on user safety in an area already highlighted as high risk.
COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-track Consenting) Referred Projects Order 2020 – Schedule
Schedule 7 of the COVID-19 Recovery Fast-track Consenting Order 2020 (Act) lists further information that must be submitted
to the panel with the consent application. This includes an integrated transport assessment, including modelling and analysis
that covers five main matters below;
“an integrated transport assessment, including modelling and analysis that covers—
(i) vehicle generation and its effects on traffic and parking in Dominion Road and the local road network; and
(ii) the effects of the project on public transport, including service reliability and infrastructure on Dominion Road; and
(iii) the effects of the project on motorcycle safety; and
(iv) the effects of the project on the strategic role and transport mode priorities of Dominion Road; and
(v) mitigation measures to be taken in relation to these matters;”
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In summary, the above matters have not been adequately addressed in the ITA. The transport effects arising from the trips
generated by the development onto the local road network have not been appropriately mitigated in the ITA and under Scenario
B; in particular, the matters set out under schedule 7, clause 6(a). Further context is summarised below.
Auckland Unitary Plan (AUP)(OP
The relevant chapters pertaining to Auckland Transport’s review of the application under the AUP(OP) are E27 Transport, H13
Business - Mixed Use Zone and E38 Subdivision. Given the overall activity status is Discretionary, there is no particular restriction
to what matters can be considered appropriate for assessment.
The following transport reasons for consent are relevant, but not limited to, AT’s review;
•
E27.4.1(A2) – Parking, loading and access which is an accessory activity but which does not comply with the standards
for parking, loading and access;
•
E27.4.1(A3) – Any activity of subdivision which exceeds the trip generation standards set out in Standard E27.6.1
Policy E27.3(20) of the AUP with relation to access requires;
(20) Require vehicle crossings and associated access to be designed and located to provide for safe, effective and efficient
movement to and from sites and minimise potential conflicts between vehicles, pedestrians, and cyclists on the adjacent road
network.
Policy E27.3(17) with relation to the design of the loading access requires;
(17) Require parking and loading areas to be designed and located to:
(a) avoid or mitigate adverse effects on the amenity of the streetscape and
adjacent sites;
(b) provide safe access and egress for vehicles, pedestrians and cyclists;
(c) avoid or mitigate potential conflicts between vehicles, pedestrians and
cyclists; and
(d) in loading areas, provide for the separation of service and other vehicles
where practicable having regard to the functional and operational
requirements of activities.
Standard E27.6.4.3 allow a maximum vehicle crossing width of 6.0m (two-way) for a vehicle crossing serving 10 or more parking
spaces. All four vehicle crossings serving the site from both Prospect Terrace and Grange Road exceed the standard with two
being at 7.2m wide, the loading egress access being 5.95m wide (one way) and a combined vehicle crossing serving loading entry
and residential access off Prospect Terrace being 13m wide.
No tracking plans have been provided to assess the non-compliance of the widths of the vehicle crossings, more importantly for
the 13m wide crossing. Auckland Transport previously raised concern with the 13m wide vehicle crossing and advised this would
not be supported given its width would result in an adverse effect on pedestrian amenity and safety. The increased width also
encourages turn in speeds for vehicles which conflicts with vulnerable roads users on the footpath. With the increase in all user
movement on the footpath and road network, the non-compliance has not been appropriately assessed.
The proposed 13m wide combined vehicle access off Prospect Terrace therefore does not align with the relevant policies under
the AUP and the assessment criteria with relation to the non-compliance of width has not been appropriately addressed.
There is also concern with the tracking path of the loading truck entering Prospect Terrace from Dominion Road. The tracking
curve shows the truck would slightly block the north bound lane on Dominion Road. Whilst this is a comment on this aspect of
the proposal, improving the tracking does not change the overall effects or review of scenario B.
The development exceeds standard E27.6.1., being be greater than 100 new dwellings, 1,667m2 of retail GFA and exceeds the
trip generation threshold of 100 vehicles per peak hour. With relation to the AUP’s assessment criteria below, the effects have
not been appropriately mitigated on the transport network.
(4) any activity or subdivision which exceeds the trip generation thresholds under Standard E27.6.1:
(a) effects on the transport network.
Assessment criteria;
(a) the effects on the function and the safe and efficient operation of the transport network including pedestrian movement,
particularly at peak traffic times
(b) the implementation of mitigation measures proposed to address adverse effects which may include measures such as travel
planning, providing alternatives to private vehicle trips including accessibility to public transport, staging development, or
contributing to improvements to the local transport network; or
(c) the trip characteristics of the proposed activity on the site.
Assessment
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AT has conducted a review of the transport related matters of the proposal and comprehensively reviewed the Integrated
Transportation Assessment (ITA) prepared by Traffic Planning Consultants (TPC) dated 19 April 2021. AT’s review of the
application also includes specialist peer review report of the transport modelling by the Auckland Forecasting Centre (AFC) which
is Attached.
In summary, following a review of the proposal and ITA with relation to the provisions of the AUP, the effects of the development
on the transport network have not been appropriately mitigated and AT do not support the proposed changes under Scenario
B. This scenario does not manage the additional demand or people movement safely and presents effects that are considered
unacceptable.
It’s noted the ITA does not satisfy the matters set out in Schedule 7, clause 6(a) of the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast Track Consenting)
Act. The principal transport matters are summarised and further discussed below.
Note: The applicant could revise their application to appropriately address the matters under Schedule 7, the AUP, transport
effects of the development and allow ‘people movement’ to integrate in a safe and efficient manner. This could include, but not
be limited to, reducing the ground floor area of the supermarket (GFA), exploration/feasibility of an appropriate signalised option
for access, assessment into reducing some car parking and providing improved amenities and priorities for alternative modes of
transport.
Stormwater
Healthy Waters (HW) have raised concern to Auckland Transport with the applicant’s assessment on the proposed private
stormwater infrastructure within the road corridor to pass flood flows through the site. Healthy Waters noted the following;
•
•

The proposed private stormwater culverts to pass flood flows through the site would extend into Dominion Road and
likely would clash with a significant amount of existing services already running along Dominion Road;
The approach of seeking to pipe the 100yr flow path would not meet Councils Code of Practices nor Healthy Water’s
expectations for a resilient flood protection design.

AT’s Stormwater specialist agrees with HW’s comments above and noted that the design does not appear compliant with the
Code of Practice, and that private assets should not be located within the road corridor due to the maintenance/operational
issues this would create. Further, It is not clear how these would operate but it appears this would spill up to 800l/s of flow onto
the road corridor from each structure (1600l/s total). This is a significant flow rate and would need to be assessed including what
the effect of this flow would be on the road and its potential to create safety hazards for pedestrians/vehicles on Dominion Road.
The applicant has stated that this will have only a minor impact on the wider flow path/flood plain, however AT consider that
the localised effects of the bubble up weirs on the road may be much more significant.
Review of ITA’s executive summary
The ITA’s executive summary largely provides a conclusion of effects under the proposed scenario B. Point one notes the subject
site provides opportunities for minimising travel needs and promoting the use of alternative travel modes including buses,
walking and cycling. With relation to the matters highlighted above, the measures proposed to mitigate the level of vehicular
trip generation is unsafe and mainly encourages private vehicle trips in an area where general traffic/cars are not the main
priority mode. With relation to the points noted under the executive summary, the proposed raised tables do not provide a
priority crossing for pedestrians. There will be an increase of pedestrians generated but vulnerable road users would need to
cross three lanes of traffic at the intersections compared to two lanes existing, noting that no pedestrian refuge island is
proposed on Grange Road. Whilst a pedestrian refuge island is maintained at prospect Terrace, the entry traffic lane is widened
and the dual exit lanes present a blind spot between vehicles and pedestrians and creates a serious safety concern. In addition
to safety effects, the scenario also presents adverse effects on buses, motorists and vulnerable road users.
It is not agreed that the proposed measure would have a positive effect on switching to alternative modes of transport. Whilst
it’s acknowledged some form of delay could occur as a result of increased development, the proposal does not encourage priority
modes and safety which may result in a network that is not appropriately integrated. Other matters noted in the executive
summary are further discussed below.
Transport Modelling
The modelling assessment, appendices and the Paramics model itself have been extensively reviewed and assessed by AFC as
subject matter experts. The review has highlighted ‘Major’ concerns and matters raised earlier to the applicant’s team which
have not been addressed or appropriately mitigated. In summary, there are deficiencies with the model for scenario B which
prevent it from accurately representing this option’s operational performance. Point one of AFC’s review notes;
“AFC ran and observed the simulations from the Paramics models provided by TPC. With the substantial increase in turning
volumes both in and out of the side roads due to the development activities (for example, the right-turn movement from Dominion
into Grange more than doubles in both peak periods), coupled with the priority-controlled dual lane approaches, the modelled
give-way behaviours at the Dominion / Prospect and Dominion / Grange intersections in Scenario B become far more aggressive
and dangerous than what would be considered practically plausible. In particular, vehicles are constantly making an extremely
risky right-turn out of Prospect and Grange, often crashing into the oncoming right-turning Dominion Road vehicles when they
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should wait and give way. By allowing the conflicting turns to take place simultaneously, the current model is overestimating the
intersection capacity available at the Dominion / Prospect and Dominion / Grange intersections, and effectively underestimating
the delays and queues to the turning traffic.”
The other main issue is the proposed raised tables at both Grange Road and Prospect Terrace have not been included in the
modelling effects assessment and model itself. AFC does not agree with TPC’s previous response to the above matter which
concludes that ‘it is unnecessary to model the raised tables’ for several reasons as it relates to the effects of the criticality of the
results and effects modelled, including a potential for delay to buses in the bus lane due to queued vehicles. This is included
under pages two to five under the attached AFC review.
AFC ran a test run with a raised table at the intersection of Dominion Road and Prospect Terrace which showed queued vehicles
turning left into Prospect Terrace, due to the raised table, forcing the approaching bus to reduce speed to 2k/hr, causing an
operational effects to buses. A figure showing this is within the attached report.
Another ‘major’ issue noted by AFC is the unreleased vehicles within the model. This issue was also previously raised to the
applicant within the pre-application process. These are vehicles that, due to congestion, cannot enter the model and therefore
their effects are not accurately represented in the assessment. Of the 1500 vehicles being generated over the 3 hour peak
periods, 470 of these are not on Dominion Road and may re-route to the adjacent local roads. AFC note;
‘Missing from the ITA is that the full extent of impacts on Dominion southbound during Thursday PM peak is being masked by the
unreleased vehicles. Given that the proposed development is adding more vehicles on Dominion southbound than Dominion
northbound, and that the Dominion southbound was already operating at capacity and busier than Dominion northbound,
impacts on Dominion southbound would be far greater than those on Dominion northbound, and also what is indicated by the
IT.’
Please refer to AFC’s complete review memorandum prepared by the Transport Network Modelling Leader who provided input
throughout the pre-application process.
Road Safety
User safety is a priority for all modes and is of importance when assessing any mitigation measure on the transport network.
This is also highlighted within the AUP and relevant assessment criteria under chapters E27, H13 and E38. The applicant’s
assessment should give context to road safety from relevant policies and strategies under the AUP, Road to Zero and Vision Zero.
Dominion Road is classified as ‘high risk’ from a safety perspective. The increase in users of all modes to the immediate and local
network results in increased demand at a level which when unmanaged, can result in adverse safety effects. The proposed dual
lane approach within scenario B as a mitigation measure is not supported; with relation to the relevant AUP assessment criteria
and assessment; for the following but not limited to matters;
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

With relation to E27.6.1, the dual lane exit approach increases the width of risk exposure to pedestrians and vulnerable
road users;
The proposed changes to both intersections do not align with the principles of Vision Zero for all users;
Whilst dimensions have not been included for the proposed traffic lane widths, the figures shown in the ITA show
increased traffic lane widths creating an adverse effect on pedestrian amenity and safety in the environment;
The increase of the number of lanes approaching Dominion Road will also increase the exposure of people on bikes
travelling along Dominion Road (note this road is classed as a regional link in the cycle and micro mobility strategic
network);
The Grange Road approach does not include any pedestrian provision and pedestrians would have to cross three traffic
lanes in one movement;
With the increase in vehicular trips generated to both intersections, the frequency of potential risk is increased to users
which highlights a serious safety concern;
The vehicle waiting to right turn out of the side road blocks visibility to the motorists turning left out;
Whilst raised tables help to address approach speeds, specialists noted the widening of the area of risk exposure and
level of turning vehicles results in a worsened scenario than existing; along with the increased turning movements, this
would create an increased risk to users rather than improvement as noted in the ITA;
The effects of the additional trips generated to the intersections and local transport network would result in an
increased risk on frequency of crashes for motorcycles and cyclists (including mopeds). The ITA does not provide an
appropriate assessment on the effects of the additional turning movements (of which are more than doubled to
existing) on these user groups but only acknowledges the existing serious crash history and notes the motorcycle safety
trial by AT;
The ITA notes the main turning movements to enter and exit the site would be via a right turn into Grange Road for
vehicles travelling north and a left into Prospect Terrace for vehicles travelling south. For vehicles exiting, the main
movement would be left turn out of Grange Road and right turn out of Prospect Terrace.
The right turn into the side roads is the main crash type involving the motorcycle user group safety issue. The road
safety team have advised the trial was previously introduced following a review of the existing operation. The right
turn movements will increase to a level not intended for the proposed measure by the trial. The more than double
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•

•

•
•
•
•
•

increase demand of right turns may increase the risk and frequency of crashes with added risk for vulnerable road
users;
The ITA notes the widening of both Grange Road and Prospect Terrace is required to address congestion effects on
vehicles as a result of the development however this places increased risk to vehicle movement too. The ITA notes the
level of trips to the side roads is around 65vph; which isn’t usually a figure to justify additional traffic lanes from a
congestion only perspective, in this scenario. It is unclear why both local roads are proposed to be widened as Grange
Road is noted to have neutral effects under Scenario B in the ITA;
The left turner may need to edge further into the bus lane to be able to see as right turner would restrict visibility of
oncoming traffic. This is noted in the ITA and presents an increased safety issue for motorcyclists and cyclists using the
bus lane. With the increased demand for the left turn into the side roads, vehicles may wait for peds to cross and this
causes operational issues at these intersections;
A raised table at this location may be mistaken as a priority measure for pedestrians however, vehicles would legally
have the right of way. The perception of a raised table at this location could give the false impression of priority to
pedestrians; one motorist may wait for a pedestrian to cross whilst the other in the dual approach lane may not;
When a vehicle turning left into the side roads waits for peds to cross, this will block the bus lane;
The dual exit lanes restrict inter-visibility between motorists and pedestrians. The position of the table means a vehicle
would be positioned on top of the table, blocking pedestrian access and therefore does not promote walking amenity
to and from the development;
Vehicles right turning into the side roads would be giving way to through traffic and may not be paying attention to
users crossing on the table. In the event this occurs, a vehicle may be stopped in the bus lane waiting for a pedestrian
to cross;
With relation to E27.6.4.3 of the AUP, the 13m wide vehicle accessway off Prospect Terrace is not supported; its width
exposes pedestrians to a level of risk which is not appropriate. It does not separate loading, vehicles and pedestrians
appropriately and can also encourage higher turning speeds. The accessways should be separated and appropriately
designed to minimise impact on pedestrian amenity and safety.

Section 7.3 of the ITA notes;
“The proposed addition of raised tables at the Grange Road and Prospect Terrace intersections with Dominion Road will provide
additional safety for pedestrians crossing both roads. The raised table will control approach speeds and provide a clear message
to approaching drivers that the intersection has a pedestrian focus. This type of measure is common practice in built up areas
and has recently been installed alongside various arterial roads including Ponsonby Road where a higher level of pedestrian
activity is evident.”
AT specialists disagree with TPC’s conclusion above. Road Safety subject matter experts have raised concern and noted the raised
tables do not provide additional safety for pedestrians crossing the roads at this location for the reasons noted above. The above
statement from section 7.3 notes “the raised table will provide a clear message to approaching drivers that the intersection has
a pedestrian focus;” it is unclear what is meant by this as the table does not provide priority to pedestrians however, can create
confusion of priority. When this occurs, one motorist may wait for a pedestrian to cross whilst the other in the dual approach
lane may not.
With relation to Ponsonby Road, AT disagree with this statement for the following key reasons;
•
The raised tables at the intersections referred to on Ponsonby Road are one lane exit/entry approaches;
•
The intersections were reduced in width to allow for safer turn in speeds;
•
These are consistent on the side roads unlike on Dominion Road;
•
There is no bus lane on Ponsonby Road;
•
The strategic nature and operation of Ponsonby Road differs to Dominion Road.
In summary, the above highlights an inappropriate level of assessment particularly for provisions under the AUP, E27.6.1, E27.6.3
and schedule 7 of the Act.
Public Transport Reliability
Dominion Road is part of the frequent transport network with public transport being a modal priority. Public transport reliability
at this location is therefore important. Traffic modelling indicates an increase in bus travel times ranging from one to three
minutes during the Thursday PM and Saturday mid-day peaks. The PT planning team have noted this is a notable increase in
travel times; however, the proposal does not propose measures to mitigate or offset the delays to PT. The proposal to increase
traffic lanes on the side roads may encourage increased private vehicle usage which may lead to an increase in PT travel times.
Measures should be taken to address the effects by encouraging, promoting and proposing amenities to provide safe mode
choice for users. The effect on PT reliability is not appropriately mitigated.

Active Modes Provision
It is unclear in the ITA how many cycle parking spaces are proposed for each activity proposed within the development and
whether this would meet the AUP requirements under E27.6.2.5. Section 7 of the ITA titled ‘Effects on pedestrian and cyclist
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accessibility, safety and amenity’ also does not confirm how the proposed changes would effect this user group and how these
would be appropriately mitigated. Section 7.3 of the ITA notes;
“As discussed earlier in Section 3.4, there are currently no cycle lanes provided along Dominion Road, although the existing bus
lanes are clearly used by cyclists. Although the proposed mixed-use development will include the appropriate provision of cycle
parking on the site, the scale and nature of the development is not expected to lead to any significant increase in cycle use,
particularly for the supermarket customers. The surrounding residential areas will continue to be served by the “Quiet” cycling
routes shown in Figure 28.”
AT specialists disagree with the above statement and note that cyclist demand would increase as a result of the development,
noting there are 122 residential apartments, commercial and retail activities which would generate an increased demand of
‘people movement’ to and from the site. Dominion Road is part of the strategic cycle network and is identified as Regional and
Grange Road is part of the cycling connecter-level strategic network. Cycle counts were given to the applicant’s team from an
existing detector loop north of View Road which showed week day cyclist counts and is referred to under section 3.4 of the ITA.
Cycling as a mode of transport is increasing, especially the use of e-bikes, and would be a mode of choice for some residents and
users of the development. AT note not enough provision is given to cyclists in the ITA and the effects of scenario B on this user
group. AT strongly recommend that cycle parking provisions meet the AUP requirements.
All three road frontages are part of the walking strategic network. The addition of a vehicle traffic lane on Prospect Terrace would
result in the narrowing of the footpath to 2m. The space for those walking (i.e. footpath) is reduced to make space for general
vehicles, although neither Grange Road nor Prospect Terrace are classified as strategic for general traffic but are strategic for
actives modes. The standard footpath width under the Technical Design Manual (TDM) for this location is 2.4m and therefore
narrowing of footpaths is a non-compliance with the minimum required widths. Narrowing of footpaths to provide for vehicular
traffic lanes is not aligned with the strategic modal priorities for Dominion Rd and is an adverse effect on pedestrian amenity.
With the increase in pedestrian movement in the immediate transport network, all footpaths around the site should be a
minimum of 2.4m width.
Auckland Transport’s position on Scenario B
The Consenting Panel have directly requested Auckland Transport’s position on Scenario B. Auckland Transport are not agreeable
to the changes proposed under Scenario B. In the event consent is granted with Scenario B, the proposed changes will require
Engineering Plan Approval from Auckland Council with review from Auckland Transport as an asset owner. Any changes to the
transport network i.e., including removal of parking and provision of traffic control devices, will require approval from Auckland
Transport under section 330 of the Local Government Act 1974 and must also meet the requirements set under Auckland
Transport’s Traffic Bylaw 2012. This bylaw made pursuant to section 22AB of the Land Transport Act 1998, allows for Auckland
Transport as the road controlling authority to set requirements for parking and control of traffic on roads under the care, control,
or management of Auckland Transport.
The consent holder would be required to submit a Resolution report for approval by the Auckland Transport Traffic Control
Committee to legalise the proposed traffic changes and control devices. The process to obtain approval will require the consent
holder to undertake consultation with the public and Auckland Transport. Approval must be sought from Auckland Transport’s
Traffic Control Committee prior to any installation or removal of legal road markings, as the implementation of such measures
will otherwise not be permitted. If approval is not given by Auckland Transport, the consent and associated conditions may
require variation under section 127 of the Resource Management Act (RMA) and/or the consent may not be able to be exercised.
In a scenario where Auckland Transport does not give support to resource consent and/or at the Engineering Plan Approval
stage, the resolution will likely not be approved. A vehicle crossing permit will also be required from Auckland Transport for all
proposed vehicle crossings. The permit must be approved by Auckland Transport prior to the construction of any vehicle crossing.
With relation to the construction period, Auckland Transport approval is required for a Construction Management Plan and all
applications for temporary use of the road reserve during construction must be submitted to Auckland Transport as a Corridor
Access Request (CAR).
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Memorandum
SUBJECT

ABC Dominion EPA ITA Review AFC

PREPARED BY

Jimin Hong, AFC

DATE

31 May 2021

This memo summarises AFC’s review of the sections of the Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA) and ITA Appendices related to traffic
modelling, submitted as part of the Fast-track application for the proposed Dominion Road mixed use development1. These include:
▪ Appendix 16 - Integrated transport assessment report (App_16_Integrated_Transport_Assessment.pdf)
▪ Appendix 16a -Integrated transport assessment report appendices (App_16_Appendices_for_Transport_Assessment.pdf)
These documents were reviewed in conjunction with the traffic models that were provided by TPC via TPC’s OneDrive link as of 31 May 2021
(last updated by TPC on 23 Mar 2021).
“Criticality” column below represents the likely impact on the outcome of the ITA.

1

https://www.epa.govt.nz/fast-track-consenting/referred-projects/dominion-road-mixed-use-development/the-application/
ABC Dominion EPA ITA Review AFC
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#

Related Sections

AFC Comments

Criticality

1

Integrated Transport Assessment Model representation of development impacts – Scenario B
Major
6 Transport Modelling
7.1 Effect on the Road Network Scenario B is the preferred option that is being recommended by the ITA. In AFC’s view,
Close to the Site
there are two main deficiencies with the current model for Scenario B, which prevent it
from correctly reflecting the option’s operational performance. These need to be
Appendix G – Traffic Model addressed to allow a complete assessment of the development impacts and a fair
Results – With Development
comparison between different options.
5.0 Network Changes
6.0 Model Results
Modelled Give-way Behaviours
AFC ran and observed the simulations from the Paramics models provided by TPC. With
the substantial increase in turning volumes both in and out of the side roads due to the
development activities (for example, the right-turn movement from Dominion into Grange
more than doubles in both peak periods), coupled with the priority-controlled dual lane
approaches, the modelled give-way behaviours at the Dominion / Prospect and Dominion
/ Grange intersections in Scenario B become far more aggressive and dangerous than
what would be considered practically plausible. In particular, vehicles are constantly
making an extremely risky right-turn out of Prospect and Grange, often crashing into the
oncoming right-turning Dominion Road vehicles when they should wait and give way.
By allowing the conflicting turns to take place simultaneously, the current model is
overestimating the intersection capacity available at the Dominion / Prospect and
Dominion / Grange intersections, and effectively underestimating the delays and queues
to the turning traffic.
What is seen in the model simulation also highlights serious safety issues. With increased
turning volumes, the priority-controlled intersections, which rely heavily on drivers’ gap
selection and perception, fail to provide sufficient control to ensure safe traffic operation,
increasing crash risks.
Raised Tables
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Raised tables are being proposed to be placed on Prospect and Grange approaches “to
retain a high level of pedestrian amenity” and “to manage approaching vehicles” in
Scenario B (Section 7.1 of the ITA), however, these have not been included in the current
model.
For raised tables to be effective at improving pedestrian amenity and safety (the very
reason these are being proposed in the ITA), they must reduce vehicle speeds
sufficiently, and this equates to additional delays to the vehicles. This would be
particularly the case for the traffic turning into these side roads as they would now have
to slow down at the point where they would start accelerating otherwise.
These are usually reflected using reduced link end speed or non-zero link end delay in
Paramics.
The omission of the raised tables means that the model is potentially underestimating
turning delays and queues for the traffic turning in and out of Prospect and Grange, and
also the subsequent delays to Dominion Road through traffic through the modelled “letin behaviour”.
This was highlighted in AFC’s earlier review comments provided to the applicant
(ABC_Dominion_Draft_ITA_Review_AFC_210331_v2.pdf). TPC subsequently responded that
they “consider that it is unnecessary to model the speed table near the intersection. Unlike
the midblock speed table, drivers need to come to a full stop at the intersection when
approaching Dominion Road from side roads. This involves a deceleration process that
is similar to approaching a speed table. There is not expected to be any material
difference in the modelling results.”
AFC do not consider that this response adequately addresses the issues raised, for the
following reasons:
1) If TPC believes that these raised tables would not make any material difference
to the vehicle operation and hence the modelling results, it raises a question
how effective these would then be as a measure for pedestrian amenity and
safety. As mentioned above, raised tables provide protection to pedestrians by
reducing vehicle speeds and this naturally results in additional delay to the
vehicles. If the proposed raised tables are expected to have no influence on
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vehicle speeds as they approach the intersection, as TPC’s above response
suggests, these are not serving their purpose, and thereby not appropriately
mitigating the adverse impacts of the increased crossing distance and
pedestrian safety issues associated with the wider approaches.
2) Contrary to TPC’s response, vehicles turning out of Prospect and Grange
approaches are in fact not coming to a full stop in the current models for all
scenarios. This highlights clear inconsistencies between TPC’s understanding of
how traffic should operate on these two approaches and how these are actually
represented in the models. If TPC believes that the side road traffic should come
to a full stop at the intersections, then the models need to be revised to reflect
this.
3) As noted in the AFC’s comment, the raised tables would have more impact on
the traffic turning into Prospect and Grange from Dominion than those turning
out, effectively creating a new downstream bottleneck.
There is a concern that this can have a negative impact on the bus operation on
the southbound kerbside bus lane during the weekday PM peak periods. The
increase in the traffic volumes (due to the development activities) coupled with
the new delay point right at the approach line (with some vehicles coming to a
full stop for pedestrians; note the pedestrian volumes are also expected to
increase significantly due to the development activities) would mean that there is
a high chance for the vehicles to block the intersection while turning into
Prospect and Grange from Dominion, subsequently impeding the bus
movement.
As per the road code, those that are travelling southbound on Dominion Road
can drive on the bus lane to turn left once they are within 50m of the
intersections. This would result in the left-turning vehicles queuing on the bus
lane itself at the Dominion / Prospect and Dominion / Grange intersections,
further exacerbating the problem.
This occurred occasionally in a test scenario run by AFC. In the example below,
vehicles turning left into Prospect from Dominion North approach queued on the
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bus lane because of the raised table, forcing the bus to slow right down to 2kph.
Note that the vehicles turning right into Prospect from Dominion South approach
are also blocking the intersection because of this bottleneck.

2

Integrated Transport Assessment Model representation of development impacts – Scenario D
6 Transport Modelling
7.1 Effect on the Road Network Section 6.2.4 of the ITA describes Scenario D as follows: “the model shows large
Close to the Site
increases in delays and queue lengths on both Prospect Terrace and Grange Road,
extending back to, past and within the site, to the point where the site would effectively
Appendix G – Traffic Model be unable to function.”
Results – With Development
5.0 Network Changes
The Thursday PM peak model for Scenario D showed substantial queues on Prospect,
6.0 Model Results
which starts building up around 4:40pm and can extend past the residential access at
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times. However, these queues dissipate by 5pm and remain short (~3-4 vehicles) for the
remaining period.
It is very clear from the model simulation that the signalisation at Dominion / Grange /
Burnley does not only facilitate the turning movements in and out of Prospect, but also
makes it easier for vehicles to turn in and out of Grange as it breaks up the continuous
Dominion Road southbound traffic and provides longer gaps. The give-way behaviours
at Dominion / Grange become significantly safer than in Scenario B. Queues on Grange
remain short at ~3 vehicles, which is very much comparable to Scenario B.
AFC notes that the same phase times were used at the new signal throughout each peak
period. The phase times can be adjusted for each 15-minute period to match the
development demand profile better (this is what the SCATS would do in reality), resulting
in lower delays and shorter queue lengths on Prospect. A lower cycle time (the current
model uses 120 seconds) would also have helped reduce overall delays and queue
lengths.
It is AFC’s view that Scenario D presents a much more attractive option than Scenario B
from both safety and operational perspectives. Apart from the relatively short-lived
queuing and the subsequent delays on Prospect its operational performance is
comparable to Scenario B, while providing the much needed control and improvement on
safety. It is also likely that the queueing and delays can be reduced with further refinement
to the signal operation.
3

Integrated Transport Assessment
6 Transport Modelling

Lack of Optioneering

Major

The true value of having a micro-simulation model built for an ITA is to explore different
Appendix G – Traffic Model mitigation options and ultimately develop a solution that is optimal for the given
Results – With Development
development.
5.0 Network Changes
6.0 Model Results
AFC is concerned by the lack of evidence of optioneering presented by the ITA.
It appears that TPC’s option development process gave no consideration to the critical
transport issues at the site and the surrounding transport network.
Throughout the pre-app process, AT has consistently highlighted
ABC Dominion EPA ITA Review AFC
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-

-

That priority-controlled dual-lane approach would be supported on neither
Prospect nor Grange because of safety issues (with the first such advice given at
the first pre-app meeting held on 16 September 2021)
AT’s Vision Zero and importance of safety for VRUs (vulnerable road users) along
Dominion Road
The importance of the existing and future role of Dominion Road as the RTN
(Rapid Transport Network) PT (public transport) corridor.

Despite this, priority-controlled dual-lane approaches are being proposed on both
Prospect and Grange in the preferred option, Scenario B, in the ITA.
Out of the four development options considered, Scenario D (Signalisation at Dominion /
Prospect / Burnley) is the only option that provides a degree of mitigation measures for
widened approaches.
However, even this scenario was not fully developed into a practically viable option. As
previously noted in Item 2, the queuing and delays on Prospect could have been better
managed through signal optimisation. Also, given the importance of maintaining the high
bus service quality, the expectation is that any signalisation on Dominion Road would
include bus priority measures to minimise impacts on buses. The micro-simulation model
provides the tool to test different options of bus priorities, but there is no evidence that
these were considered or tested in this assessment.
The way Prospect and Burnley stagger each other results in overlapping right-turn
movements from Dominion Road (refer to the diagram below). This complicates signal
phasing as the two major right-turn movements cannot be run concurrently in a single
phase. TPC proposes to resolve this by banning the right-turn movement from Dominion
into Burnley, with the existing movements diverted to Dominion - Bellwood, however, this
would lead to problems in the other parts of the network, which are not addressed in the
ITA.
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A logical alternative would be a signalised intersection at Dominion / Grange / King
Edward as the stagger between Grange and King Edward does not result in overlapping
right turns (refer to the diagram above). It will allow the two major right-turn movements
to run concurrently in a normal diamond phase, making phasing much more efficient
without necessitating a banned turn. Also, the pedestrian crossing across the Dominion
North approach in this configuration (which would replace the existing signalised midblock pedestrian crossing) would align much better with the main pedestrian entrance on
the Dominion Road frontage and the subsequent pedestrian desire lines than what would
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4

be provided with the signalised intersection at Dominion / Prospect / Burnley. This option
was not assessed in the ITA.
Interpretation of Model Results and Operation – Comparison of Options
Major

Integrated Transport Assessment
7.1 Effect on the Road Network
Close to the Site
As discussed in Item 1 above, the current model for Scenario B underestimates turning
delays and queues on Prospect and Grange approaches, and potentially the Dominion
Road travel times. Relative performance and impacts of the options will change once the
model is corrected.
Notwithstanding the model performances, based on the model simulations, it is evident
that with the increased turning traffic volumes due to the development activities, the
priority-controlled intersections will no longer allow safe give-way operations at the
Dominion / Prospect and Dominion / Grange intersections. This means that the
development traffic generation will have to be reduced significantly to the level that can
be adequately accommodated by the existing intersections (i.e. priority-controlled, with a
single approach lane), or the intersections become controlled (i.e. a traffic signal).

5

Integrated Transport Assessment
7.2 Effect on the Wider Network

Interpretation of Model Results and Operation – Impacts on Local Roads
For the Thursday PM peak when the Dominion southbound is already operating at its
capacity in the Existing scenario, the Dominion southbound travel times within the model
extent becomes a less meaningful metric when it comes to assessing the impact of any
changes. The Dominion southbound travel times are counterintuitively shown to be
reduced in all development scenarios with respect to the “Existing + Consented” scenario.
In fact, this is because it is so congested that there is a consistent queue of some 300400 unreleased vehicles that cannot enter the network at the northern end of Dominion
Road. Unreleased vehicles are the key metric when assessing the wider network impact
as they would divert to elsewhere, increasing the risk of rat-running on local residential
roads.
The substantial number of unreleased vehicles in the development option scenarios
highlights the increased risk of rat-running. The Paramics model is a corridor model (as
opposed to a network model) so is not capable of reallocating the rat-runs on to the local
residential roads from Dominion Road, hence underestimating the impacts on the local
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Major

residential roads when there are unreleased vehicles. This is not adequately addressed
in the ITA.
6

Integrated Transport Assessment
7.2 Effect on the Wider Network

Interpretation of Model Results and Operation – General Effects
Section 7.2 of the ITA states that “the numbers of new vehicle trips on the road network
that have been predicted through the PARAMICS model are considered conservatively
high predictions”. The correct approach should have been to model the most likely trip
generation scenario then use the modelling results (including the unreleased vehicles
statistics) holistically to assess the impacts and inform the mitigations measures, instead
of modelling a “highly conservative” trip generation scenario then choosing to disregard
the impacts portrayed by the model, which seems to defeat the purpose of modelling.
For example, it would have been plausible to apply a lot higher passer-by rates and active
mode share for this development given its location (provided appropriate amenities were
being proposed to promote PT and active modes trips).
As the ITA recognises, the site will be surrounded by increasing number of developments.
The key difference for this development from other developments in the area is that it
includes a full-sized supermarket with no provision for PT or active modes, resulting in a
highly car-reliant destination. The quantum is also noticeable from the traffic generations
considered in the assessment. The proposed development is adding ~1500 extra trips
over 3 hours, whereas six other Consented developments would generate a combined
total of ~350 trips over 3 hours.
Section 7.2 of the ITA also states that new supermarket will reduce the distances that
customers are travelling and also the vehicle activities around other surrounding
supermarkets. This is only true if the scale of the new supermarket were kept small to
keep the trade catchment to immediately local neighbourhoods. Keeping it local would
also help promote active modes, further reducing traffic generation. Conversely, a fullsized supermarket with new product offerings will attract traffic from further afield.
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Major

7

Integrated Transport Assessment Interpretation of Model Results and Operation – Dummy Signal
Major
7.4 Effect on the Public Transport
Network Operation and Use
Section 7.4 of the ITA states the following regarding the Saturday MD peak Scenario B
model: “From observing model simulations, the added travel time appears to be because
of delays experienced at the dummy signals within the model for the Valley Road /
Dominion Road intersection to the north. The dummy signals were developed to calibrate
the travel times through the model extent and not as a true reflection of the operation of
the Valley Road signalised Intersection. This assessment anticipates that the Valley Road
signals will operate more efficiently than the dummy simulation within the model, and the
added journey times on a Saturday will be less than the model indicates.” (The same
statement is also repeated in Section 7.5).
AFC considers the above statement categorically incorrect. The said northern dummy
signal has been added to the “Existing” scenario as part of the model calibration (which
the above correctly states), to generate the correct level of congestion along Dominion
Road northbound. This is only done by correctly reflecting the operation of the Valley
Road intersection and the resulting bottleneck, contrary to the above. This provided the
basis for the travel time validation as detailed in Appendix F – Traffic Model Validation
Report.
AFC checked the traffic operation at the northern dummy signal in the Saturday MD peak
Scenario B model and did not find anything untoward. The queues and delays are the
products of the additional traffic on Dominion Road northbound that is being generated
by the proposed development activities.

8

Integrated Transport Assessment Interpretation of Model Results and Operation – Unreleased Vehicles
Major
7.5 Effects on General Traffic
Operation on Dominion Road
AFC do not agree with TPC’s interpretation of unreleased vehicles and their conclusion
that the effects on the network could be closer to neutral.
The “Existing + Consented” scenario model (Base) does result in some unreleased
vehicles on Dominion Road, however, in this scenario all of the additional development
trips (~350 over 3 hours) are along Dominion Road, which are well catered for and highly
likely to be absorbed by the RTN bus services. These trips do not need to use the side
roads. Hence for the “Existing + Consented” scenario, it is highly likely that the unreleased
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vehicles on Dominion Road would be negligible and the net effects to the network would
be neutral.
However, this is not the case for the “Existing + Consented + Development” scenarios.
Of the 1500 total additional trips that it is generating over each 3-hour peak period, 470
are not along Dominion Road and will have to use the side roads to access the site. So
even if a higher passer-bys and mode switch were to occur (note, these will only affect
the trips along Dominion Road), there will still be impacts on the side roads.
Also missing from the ITA is that the full extent of impacts on Dominion southbound during
Thursday PM peak is being masked by the unreleased vehicles. Given that the proposed
development is adding more vehicles on Dominion southbound than Dominion
northbound, and that the Dominion southbound was already operating at capacity and
busier than Dominion northbound, impacts on Dominion southbound would be far greater
than those on Dominion northbound, and also what is indicated by the ITA.
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Asset Owner / Specialist Response
From: Mark Iszard, Growth & Development Manager, Healthy Waters
Date: 09/06/2021

Overall Summary:
The proposal seeks to utilise onsite soakage to manage the primary SW flows, with an
allowance for the up-stream flood plain to pass through the site via culverts under the
building discharging onto Dominion Road and an emergency overflow to Prospect
Terrace to the north.
Healthy Waters has meet with the applicant earlier this year over the discrepancies between the
flooding shown on Councils GIS system (Geo-maps) and what the applicant believed was happening
onsite. Healthy Waters concluded that their assessment of the existing flooding was a more accurate
representation of what was occurring onsite. But we explicitly stated that this was an assessment
of the existing situation and was not in any form a review of endorsement of any development
proposal or future flood mitigation proposal.
The proposed private SW Culverts to pass flood flows through the site would extend into the
Dominion Road legal road corridor and would likely clash with a significant amount of existing
services already running along Dominion Road.
The applicant proposed to essentially pipe the flooding under the building would not meet Councils
Code of Practices that guide development nor expectations for a resilient flood protection design.
As such these assets would not be suitable to be vested with Council and would need to remain
private, this would require the applicant to reach an agreement with Auckland Transport as the
Roading Controlling Authority to have private infrastructure within the roading corridor. If this
approval was not obtained, then the flood assessment that the applicant has submitted to the EPA
would need to be reviewed and amended.

Asset Owner / Specialist Response
From: Ainsley Verstraeten, Principal Landscape Architect, Urban Design Unit, Auckland
Council
Date: 10.06.2021

Overall Summary:
Overall, from a landscape and visual effects perspective I consider there to be the
potential for significant adverse visual dominance and landscape character effects.
I note that my previous comments were based on a development that exceeded the
AUP (OP) height variation control (HVC) by approximately two storeys and is now
exceeding by three storeys.
I consider the proposed height of the development, in conjunction with its length and
lack of variation across the Dominion Road frontage results in a bulky and monotonous
building. When viewed from the low scale residential streets, particularly Grange Road,
the development will be viewed as a bulky, dominant and cluttered element within the
landscape and not in keeping with the intentions of the special character overlay.
It is acknowledged that height has been centrally located kept within the site and that
the development does not infringe the height in relation to boundary standards along
the eastern boundary, however I do not consider the site able to absorb the scale of
development proposed. The sites length exacerbates issues of scale and bulk and the
modular system proposed does little to allow for appropriate architectural variation that
responds more cohesively with the character of Dominion Road and residential
neighbourhoods surrounding. While there is variation in roof form this is not responsive
to the surrounding fine grain character.
The application considers the Eden View Apartments development under construction
at Herbert Road and Dominion Road to provide context for this scale of development.
However, I note it is five storeys high and not within the special character overlay or
subject to the HVC. Policy H13.3(14) notes that building height is reduced in this
location as the standard height would have significant adverse effects on identified
special character, identified landscape features, or amenity. The HVC is also in place to
recognise the character and amenity of particular areas as well as providing a transition
in building scale to lower density zones1.
It is my opinion that the proposed development would be inappropriate and undermine
the height strategy in this area. An appropriate transition is not able to be achieved with
the height proposed as it is too abrupt. I consider the Eden View Apartments to act as
a book end at the high point of the road (five metres higher in elevation than this site),
so a development up to six storeys would be at odds with this approach and not
respond to the topography or character of the area.

1

H13.6.1 Building Height Purpose

In addition to landscape character and dominance effects along Dominion Road, I
consider the proposed development to have not appropriately considered the visual
effects on residents living within single house zoned properties along Grange Road and
Prospect Terrace. While the street trees along Prospect Terrace provide a great deal
of screening towards the site,2 the proposal towers above the scale of other built form
both along the street and across Dominion Road within the Town Centre zoned
properties.
The same can be said for Viewpoint 4 3, whereby the height as well as bulk and mass
results in a development that is overbearing and dominant in nature and at odds with its
surrounding character and will result in adverse visual amenity effects for residents
living along these streets. Both Prospect Terrace and Grange Road slope down
towards the site, which means that views of the development, above the existing
dwellings are more readily available than if the surrounding area was flat. This
increases the viewing catchment as there is only low scale intervening development
that is unlikely to change in the future.
Landscape treatment
A 3m landscaped setback is required4 along the eastern boundary in order to mitigate
adverse visual effects on the adjoining residential zone. This setback has been
complied with and exceeded for the majority of the length of the site due to the overland
flow path / flood expansion zone.
A 9m high acoustic wall adjoins this space and is proposed to be planted with a vertical
green wall. While I consider the proposed treatment to be successful in terms of
providing a green wall interface to these residential neighbours, it would be
inappropriate to rely on this over time as it will require ongoing maintenance.
Summary
While the height of the development is an issue and does result in adverse effects, I
consider it to exacerbate issues of bulk and dominance within an area that is subject to
a special character overlay. From a landscape and visual effects perspective a three to
four storey development would be considered appropriate.
A project of this scale, prominence and sensitive location (adjacent to single house
zone and within a special character overlay) would benefit from going through a
rigorous Auckland Urban Design Panel process. In order to ensure the same level of
scrutiny is provided as for other large scale projects across Auckland and particularly
when compared to the development along Dominion and Valley Roads where it was
also taken through the Environment Court.

Visual simulation 3
From Grange Road
4
AUP (OP) H13.6.5 Yards
2
3

Further information:
In order to assist the panels decision, they may wish to request the following
information:
•
•
•
•

Coloured elevations, to better understand the proposed street elevations along
Prospect Terrace and Grange Road, as the black and white versions are hard to
visualise when the development further behind has been greyed out.
Views from residential properties. This is to better understand visual effects from
private outdoor living areas.
It would be useful if a redline was shown on the visual simulations depicting the
height standard to understand the scale of development anticipated on the site.
Confirmation of tree grades along eastern boundary to understand what they will
look like when first planted.

Should you wish to discuss anything further regarding this application or this memo,
please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours sincerely,
Ainsley Verstraeten
Principal Landscape Architect
Urban Design Unit
Auckland Council
021 807 410

Asset Owner / Specialist Response
From: Karin McCoach, Principal Urban Designer, Urban Design Unit, Auckland Council
Date: 9 June 2021

Overall Summary:
From an Urban Design perspective, a mixed-use development is generally supported
and encouraged in this location. However, as was also previously stated in the overall
summary dated 23 September 2020, it is my view that there are concerns with the
proposal that should be addressed for the development to add value to the local and
wider area, and to add amenity to users and residents within the development. It is further
noted that the proposal now infringes the Height Variation control of 13m with three
storeys as opposed to the previously two storeys.
The site is located within the Business - Mixed Use zone, with a lower Residential –
Single House zone to the east and the surrounding side streets. Directly opposite
Dominion Road, and further north along this road is Business – Local Centre zone.
Further south to both sides of Dominion Road is also zoned Mixed Use. The site is further
subject to the Eden Valley Height Variation control of 13m, which is also allocated to the
sites opposite and to the north along Dominion Road.
It should also be noted that the proposal was subject to an Auckland Council Urban
Design Panel (AUDP) session in October 2020 however it was cancelled by the applicant
prior to the session. It is my view that the development would have benefitted to be
reviewed by the AUDP, to ensure the proposed development fit with the surrounding area
and maximises amenity for the residents and other users.
Building scale and mass:
It is understood from the applicant’s AEE that the development infringes the H13.6.1
Building Height standard by 10.5m, having a total height of 23.5m. The main bulk of this
infringement is located centrally within the site.
The proposed view in ‘Visual simulation 2: View north from Dominion Road’, shows a
development that is set back from the Dominion Road street frontage. It is understood
that this setback is approximately 20m. The applicant is justifying the height infringement
with it being mainly internalised and will therefore not having a negative impact on the
surrounding area. It is my view however that the development is dominant from along the
street when seen from a distance, however it also lacks in providing passive surveillance
and activity over the street and therefore lack in connecting with the immediate Dominion
Road streetscape.
The proposed view in ‘Visual simulation 3: View south-west from Prospect Terrace’, and
read together with plans and elevations, shows a development where the scale and mass
does not fit with the adjacent residential properties within the Singe House zone. It is well
over the permitted 13m and has too many elements creating visual massing that is
cluttered and chaotic.
Similarly, the proposed view in ‘Visual simulation 4: View north-west from Grange Road’,
shows a development that is already infringing the heigh along the street, while having
an even taller block internally, facing the residential properties to the east of the site. It

further shows a development with too many elements and blank side elevations, creating
visual massing that is cluttered and chaotic.
The applicant states that by ‘concentrating the greater building height centrally, providing
a setback from the existing building and breaking the development up into blocks will
ensure that the proposal is sympathetic to its surrounds’. It is however my view that a
more even overall height to the development, with the built form at full height closer to
the Dominion Road frontage, would have better suited the site, for an overall coherent
appearance, better connection with Dominion Road, and to avoid the large internal height
infringement. Such form will however need quality design and variation to roof form to
avoid long elevations.
Legibility/access:
A north-south pedestrian laneway is proposed between the rear of Lot 1 and the podium.
The laneway is located adjacent to car parking spaces and is therefore questioned in
terms of amenity and safety.
Further, the main entrance area to both the supermarket and the overall development is
located off Dominion Road. While the location is supported, it is considered that this
entrance area could be improved to be more legible, accessible, and safe to use.
The main entrances from the street to the internally located apartment buildings at upper
levels are also questioned in terms of legibility and visibility. It is considered that these
can be improved to also be more legible and accessible to use.
It should also be noted that the pedestrian access to units facing Grange Road is located
passed the supermarket / commercial vehicle access when approaching from Dominion
Road, which is considered inappropriate from both safety and legibility perspectives for
residents and visitors.
Relation to neighbouring properties to the east:
Although the development does not infringe the H13.6.2 Height in relation to boundary
standard with the neighbouring properties within the Single House zone to the east, the
scale and height of the row of units facing east appears dominant and will likely cause
privacy and dominance issues over these properties. It is my view that the development
would have benefitted having Blocks A and D orientated facing Prospect Terrace and
Grange Road as opposed to overlooking the adjacent properties to the east.
The proposed back of house arrangement along the properties to the east is also
questioned. It is considered that another arrangement at a more appropriate scale would
better allow for a positive transition between the Local Centre zone along Dominion Road
and the Single House zone. This area is already disrupted by vehicle access and loading
docks to the development and would require a more sensitive approach. It is considered
that the green landscaping proposed along the boundary is not adequate to ‘screen off’
this part of the development.
Architecture/design:
As also stated above under building scale and mass, it is considered that the
development is cluttered and complex to read, especially when approaching it from the

two side streets Prospect Terrace and Grange Road, as well as from a distance from
along Dominion Road.
It is also understood that there is no planned work to improve the existing buildings facing
Dominion Road. It is my view that the development would have benefitted from having
an upgrade of these building to complete the development for overall appearance.
Further, the proposed design with separate built forms that does not connect the corners,
creates a development with many visible side elevations that are provided with minimum
glazing and does not front the streets. It is considered that this adds to the cluttered and
non-coherent overall appearance of the development.
It is however considered that close-up, the architectural expressions, variation to glazing
as well as variation to façade materials and colours, are well thought through and can be
supported.
Summary:
It is overall considered that there are issues with the proposed mixed-use development
and that it cannot be supported from an urban deigns perspective as is. It is further
considered that these issues could have been resolved had the application gone through
a full Council review process including a review by the Auckland Council Urban Design
Panel.

Asset Owner / Specialist Response – Noise and vibration
From:

Andrew Gordon, Specialist, Specialist Unit, Resource Consents Department

Date:

9 June 2021

Overall Summary:
The report titled “Proposed Mixed Use Development, 360-388 Dominion Road and 113 Grange Road, Mt
Eden, Assessment of Noise and Vibration Effects” dated March 2021 prepared by Hegley Acoustic
Consultants has been submitted to support the application in regard to noise and vibration effects during
construction and operation of the development.
Comments are made respective to relevant Standards specified in AUP (OP) E25 Noise and vibration.
Construction noise (E25.6.27)
A preliminary assessment has been completed based on machinery expected to be used onsite. I agree
the activities expected to create the highest noise levels are demolition, earthworks, rock breaking and
piling for building foundations.
In my view the assessment provides a good indication of noise levels which will be received 1m from
facades of neighbouring buildings. Sensitive receivers are identified.
Adopting recommended physical mitigation such as a 2.4m high temporary acoustic barrier, the majority
of affected sites are predicted to receive noise up to 75 dB LAeq (+5 dBA exceedance), but two sites
(111 and 128 Grange Rd) are predicted to received noise up to 80 dB LAeq and, one site (378-388
Dominion Rd) up to 85 dB LAeq during breaking of concrete foundations and potentially basalt rock
during excavation.
The estimated duration of the predicted exceedances are relatively short compared to the total
construction project duration, for example, up to 4 days for piling and up to 5 days during concrete cutting
at any individual site.
In my view given the nature of the works and proximity of neighbouring buildings, it is not practicable to
ensure compliance with permitted noise standards (e.g. 70 dB LAeq between 7.30am – 6pm, Monday to
Saturday) all of the time.
I agree preparation of a Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan (CNVMP) is appropriate for
managing temporary noise effects during construction. A CNVMP places an obligation on the applicant
to adopt the best practicable option to minimise effects as far as practicable.
I note the following factors will reduce overall effects: no basement is proposed and therefore no need for
retaining piles and extended periods of excavation; the ground floor slab is slightly raised to reduce the
depth of excavation necessary for foundations and therefore rock breaking and, the apartments are of
modular construction and will be shipped to site as a largely completed items.
Construction vibration (E25.6.30 (1))
I agree excavation works, breaking of concrete foundations and piling works will create the highest
vibration levels. Calculated levels demonstrate the permitted vibration amenity standard (2mm/s PPV)
will be met at the majority of neighbouring buildings.
However, vibration may exceed the 5 mm/s PPV limit for avoidance of cosmetic damage for a residential
dwelling) at one site (111 Grange Rd). Effects on 111 Grange Rd are not specifically addressed.
Typically management will involve pre and post building surveys and vibration monitoring to inform the
appropriate construction methodology to ensure that effects are minimised and the avoidance of
cosmetic damage objective is met.

As for noise, I agree preparation of a CNVMP is appropriate for managing temporary vibration effects
during construction.
Operational noise effects – neighbouring properties (E25.6.7, E25.6.8 and E25.6.19)
Relevant E25 permitted noise standards are referenced.
An assessment of supermarket and other commercial/retail activities, associated mechanical
plant/equipment and onsite vehicle movements has been completed.
In my view, the site and buildings can be designed and laid out to ensure compliance with permitted
noise standards without any practical difficulty. This includes adopting recommended physical mitigation
measures such as enclosing the supermarket loading bay and screening the ramp to the loading bay.
I agree that noise can comply with permitted standards providing truck movements associated with the
supermarket do not occur at night. The applicant proposes deliveries to the supermarket will generally
occur between 7am and 3pm daily with an estimated average of 12-15 deliveries anticipated (only one or
two of which are large vehicles).
Operational noise effects – between units within the application site (E25.6.9)
This is not addressed and concerns noise transmitted through common building elements such as
common walls and ceiling/floor constructions. The objective of the Rule is to ensure noise created in one
unit is reasonable when received in an adjoining unit.
Generally, adopting good practice would enable compliance with internal noise standards without any
practical difficulty. However, as commercial/retail tenants have yet to be confirmed, it is important that
any commercial units occupied by potentially noisy activities (e.g. bar or gym playing loud amplified
music) are individually assessed so the fit out and any specific acoustic mitigation is appropriate for the
activity.
I note draft condition 104 requires compliance with permitted internal noise standards.
Internal noise effects – noise sensitive spaces (E25.6.10)
I confirm all noise sensitive spaces in the Business - Mixed Use Zone must be designed to comply with
internal noise standards in Table E25.6.10.1.
I agree that given the proximity of the residential zone that “designing in strict accordance with E25.6.10
would result in the building envelope being over engineered.” (page 35). Therefore, depending on the
façade location, the extent of acoustic design can vary. This is adequately described and includes
examples of suitable façade constructions.
All noise sensitive spaces in apartments exposed to “high” and “intermediate” noise levels will be
required to have installed a mechanical ventilation and/or air conditioning system to enable compliance.
Overall, I am confident that noise sensitive spaces in each of the 122 residential units can be designed to
comply with reasonable internal noise standards.
Infringements of AUP (OP) E25
The AEE notes activities that do not meet permitted standards for noise and vibration are a restricted
discretionary activity pursuant to E25.4.1(A2). These are:
1)

Construction noise levels are predicted up to 85 dB LAeq which exceeds 70 dB LAeq permitted
under Standard E25.6.27;

2)

Construction vibration levels are predicted up to 6.1mm/s which exceeds the 2mm/s PPV
amenity standard and the 5mm/s PPV (avoidance of cosmetic damage to a residential building)
under Standard E25.6.30 (1), (a) and (b).

Also, the following activity will need to be included:
3)

Standard E25.6.10 (2) as the acoustic design is not entirely based on the maximum level of
noise permitted by the zone or precinct standards or any adjacent zone or precinct standards.

Draft Land Use Conditions
The conditions are comprehensive.
I generally support the applicants draft conditions (specific to noise and vibration) numbered 14 – 16, 23,
24, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67 – 72, 73 – 76, 100, 101, 102, 104 and 105.
I note Condition 57 refers to time periods and noise standards which are not the same as specified in
E25.6.27 (and NZS 6803:1999) namely; Weekdays: 6:00pm – 10:00pm: 55 dB LAeq and 80 dB LAmax
Saturdays: 6:00pm – 10:00pm: 55 dB LAeq and 80 dB LAmax
And should state: Weekdays: 6:00pm – 8:00pm: 65 dB LAeq and 80 dB LAmax
8:00pm – 10:00pm: 40 dB LAeq and 70 dB LAmax
Saturdays: 6:00pm – 8:00pm: 40 dB LAeq and 70 dB LAmax
8:00pm – 10:00pm: 40 dB LAeq and 70 dB LAmax
I note there is no condition specifying operational noise limits for adjacent sites zoned Business – Mixed
Use Zone.
I note condition 103 requires a report demonstrating compliance with operational noise limits “prior to the
occupation of buildings”. It is recommended an additional report is submitted within 3 months of the
supermarket commencing operation to demonstrate compliance.
I note condition 106 requires amendment as acoustic design is not entirely based on “the maximum level
of noise permitted by the zone or precinct standards or any adjacent zone or precinct standards” as
mentioned above.

Asset Owner / Specialist Response
From: Tarso Luiz dos Santos Girio, Technical Lead Engineer, Watercare
Date: 02 June 2021
Overall Summary:
Watercare initially evaluated the proposal in September 2020. A specialist response was issued on
23/09/20 and sent to Auckland Council to be addressed to the MfE as part of the fast-track process.
Watercare provided relevant input and highlighted the water and wastewater network constraints.
In the interim, Watercare has been contacted directly by the developer, Silk Road Management Ltd,
to provide comments on the proposal.
Watercare has reviewed the proposal in relation to the water and wastewater servicing for this
development. Subject to the requirements below, we confirm that Watercare is able to provide
water and wastewater services to the proposed 6-storey building with 118 Residential apartments,
4038 m² Retail units, 2,817m² Supermarket and associated car parking.
The proposed extension to our networks are set out in the application, in particular, ROBERT BIRD
GROUP 3-waters drainage plan drawing nº N0263-RBG-ZZ-XX-DR-CV-86010/Rev P01 (EPA Appendix
13 - Infrastructure report appendix C - Engineering drawings) and the water and wastewater demand
calculations included in the Infrastructure Report document nº N0263-RBG-ZZ-RP-CV-001 dated
29/04/21 (EPA Appendix 12 - Infrastructure report and appendices A, B, D, and E).
The documents/appendices mentioned in this response can be found on the Environmental
Protection Authority (EPA) website:
https://www.epa.govt.nz/fast-track-consenting/referred-projects/dominion-road-mixed-usedevelopment
Reassessment for water and wastewater capacity will be required if the construction of this
development has not commenced within 2 years of the date of this response.
All public water supply and wastewater works required to service this subdivision/development shall
be designed and constructed by the developer at no cost to Watercare.
Water
Watercare confirms that there is enough water capacity in the network to supply this development.
The proposed water connections at the time of this assessment are as follows:
• 200mm water main along Dominion Road
• 100mm water main (proposed network extension) along Grange Road
• 100mm water main along Prospect Terrace.

Wastewater
Watercare confirms that there is enough capacity in the network to supply this development by
connecting the development to the 825mm VC line on Burnley Terrace or the 600mm VC on King
Edward Street. Watercare has agreed that the proposed development can be connected to either of
the combined lines (825mm or 600mm) shown in the diagram below rather than diverting the entire
upstream catchment.

GIS screenshot with the wastewater lines mentioned above highlighted in yellow.
Based on the infrastructure report and proposed drainage design submitted as part of the
application, the developer has chosen to make the wastewater connection through 140m of new
300mm wastewater network extension connecting to the 825mm VC on Burnley Terrace.
On the submitted 3-waters drainage plan drawing nº N0263-RBG-ZZ-XX-DR-CV-86010/Rev P01, it
shows that they are proposing to divert the entire SS upstream catchment; however, this requires a
further site investigation before we confirm that this will be acceptable. The connection to the
825mm can still proceed as per the current proposal but without capping the section/connection to
the 225mm wastewater line on Prospect Terrace until the invert levels are confirmed.

Screenshot of 3-waters drainage plan drawing nº N0263-RBG-ZZ-XX-DR-CV-86010/Rev P01

The design and proposal must be based on actual site investigation. A CCTV inspection is required to
confirm the wastewater line status, condition, invert levels and depths of the 825mm VC line or the
600mm VC before progressing with the design and the engineering plan approval (EPA).
Due to the absence of invert levels in GIS and recent asset survey data/results, it is not clear how the
proposed upstream wastewater flow diversion will work hydraulically and whether there is enough
gradient between the 225mm and the 825mm to connect appropriately. As the combined pipe
(825mm) has a much larger diameter than the wastewater pipe (225mm), the connection of those
pipes invert to invert can create potential backwater from the combined system to the wastewater
system, which is not acceptable. Any proposal that may create a potential risk of backwater from a
combined system to wastewater system must be reviewed and, if the risk or problem is identified,
an alternative solution must be pursued.

Asset Owner / Specialist Response
From: Matthew Revill, Principal Project Manager, Regulatory Engineering
Date: 1st June 2021 : revision 1: 15th June 2021

Overall Summary:

The site is nearly 100% impermeable surface.
It is unclear where stormwater drains to.
Wastewater services in the area are 225mm diameter and indication (from road cesspit
connections) is that this may be a combined line.
Stormwater disposal is proposed to be soakage. Other options would require potential disposal
to combined lines which would require further discussion and approval from the asset owners.
The increase in demand for water supply and wastewater disposal would need calculating and
connections to the services would require approval from Watercare as utility service provider.
The site is subject to flooding and overland flow on GIS – calculations would be needed to
determine the actual extent of flooding and whether the flow path depicted on GIS is accurate
given that the flow upstream crosses Grange Road. Flood and overland flow will require
addressing and will potentially impact future building consent applications (Building Act Section
71-74). Possible discharge options for overland flow and flood plain dispersal to the road
reserve will require Asset Owner approval from Auckland Transport.
Earthworks on the required to redevelop the site are in keeping with the size and scale of
similar developments and wouldn’t be contrary to the Auckland Unitary Plan policies and
performance standards.
Overall, from a Regulatory Engineering Development Engineering perspective the proposed
development is feasible in terms of service provision subject to engineering design and meeting
the requirements of asset owners for new connections.
The proposed development is of a size and scale similar to other developments of this nature
and does not appear to be contrary to the rules and policies the Auckland Unitary Plan
provisions for subdivision.

Asset Owner / Specialist Response
From: Arsini Hanna
Date:31/5/2021
Overall Summary:
Existing stormwater management
Currently stormwater runoff discharges predominantly via ground soakage
boreholes (the receiving environment is ground) with overflows to the public road
drainage network.
The public road drainage network is connected with the combined stormwater and
wastewater network.
Both Lot 1 and 2 share the same stormwater disposal via rock-bore soakage.

•
•
•

Proposed stormwater management
The site is underlain by basalt and further details on the ground conditions is provided
in the Geotechnical Report by Tonkin & Taylor (T&T).
The applicant has proposed to discharge the stormwater runoff from the site into
network of rock-bore soak-holes throughout the site. (Private diversion and discharge of
stormwater)
Stormwater from impervious surfaces shall be conveyed to these soak-holes via a
standard network of:
Surface water collection gutters and downpipes from roofs.
Pedestrian path slot drains, to exposed floors.
Basement located ground floor detention storage; and / or,
Basement located pipes connecting to the manhole-encased rock-bore soak-holes.

•
•
•
•

Auckland Unitary Plan Operative in Parts (AUP O-P)
The site is located within Quality-Sensitive Aquifer Management Areas Overlay Western Springs Volcanic Aquifer.
The stormwater runoff from the site impervious area will discharge into network of rockbore soak-holes, this mean that the discharge of stormwater is directly to the underlying
aquifer. The aquifer is the receiving environment.
The relevant stormwater management policy regarding ground soakage, E1.3.(15)(c) of
the AUP details:
•

Stormwater quality treatment is implemented to minimise effects on the capacity
and water quality of the underlying aquifer system.

The site is within ‘Quality-Sensitive Aquifer Management Area’ overlay of the AUP.
Given the significance of this aquifer and the intensity of the development the on-site
drainage networks should include water quality\treatment mechanism(s) prior to
discharging to soakholes (and in addition to the prerequisite settling chambers).
The relevant objective regarding this within the AUP is D2.2 and details:
•

The quality and quantity of water in quality-sensitive aquifer management
areas is protected from contamination.

The relevant policies include D2.3.(1B):
•

Recognise the sensitivity of the following aquifers to groundwater
contamination and minimise the discharge of contaminants in quality-sensitive
aquifer management areas:
B) urban aquifers - Auckland isthmus volcanics (including the Ōnehunga,
Western Springs Volcanic, Mt Richmond Volcanic, Wiri Volcanic and Mt
Wellington aquifers).

D2.3.(2):
•

Discourage the discharge of contaminants where they are likely to have
significant adverse effects on groundwater quality within quality-sensitive
aquifer management areas.

Treatment in accordance with GD01 is considered best practise in regard to ensuring
proposal is consistent with the rules, objectives and policies of the AUP.
The applicant has proposed pre-treatment in the form of a sumped catchpits (with or
without tetra traps) for sediment capture, in addition, to a detention tank with a
settlement chamber to reduce chance of clogging bores with sediment.
It should be noted that a sumped catchpits (with or without tetra traps) are not
designed to achieve the same level of stormwater quality treatment as a device
designed accordance with GD01.
This mean it will be inconsistent with the Auckland Unitary Plan Operative in Parts
requirements and there is potential for significant adverse environmental effects to
occur. (The effects without treatment will be more than minor).
Conditions
Appendix 5 Draft Subdivisions
Public Stormwater

Proposed Condition 16. All the necessary pipes and ancillary equipment are to be
supplied and laid to divert and relay existing public stormwater lines within the site in
general accordance with plans referenced in Condition 1 and provide separate
individual connections to Lots 3 and 4.
My understanding is:
The stormwater will discharge to soakholes network, and only overland flows will
drain to the road network system.
•

Clarification is required on what ‘public stormwater’ refers to

Please refer to Infrastructure report -- Executive Summary – bullet point 5:
‘Existing stormwater discharges from the site are predominantly to soakage
boreholes. The development stormwater strategy is to discharge to new soakage
boreholes located in available zones, augmented with onsite stormwater detention,
to achieve the required discharge capacity’.
Appendix 5 Draft Landuse
Public Stormwater
Proposed Condition 94. All the necessary pipes and ancillary equipment shall be
supplied and laid to divert and relay existing public stormwater lines within the site in
general accordance with plans and information referenced in Condition 1.
Advice Note:
An Engineering Plan Approval application for this work is required to be submitted to
Auckland Council’s Development Engineering and approved prior to the works
commencing.
Private Stormwater
Proposed Condition 97. All the necessary pipes and ancillary equipment shall be
supplied and laid to provide private stormwater connection to the proposed Lots and
connect them to the existing stormwater network.
•

Clarification is required on what ‘public stormwater’ refers to

Asset Owner / Specialist Response
From: Subdivision Team, Resource Consents Department, Auckland Council.
Date: 09/06/2021

Overall Summary:
The staged subdivision proposal and scheme plans are generally acceptable in terms of lot, unit
and stratum boundary locations and easements.
Note that the scheme plan for Stage 6, the unit title subdivision for the residential apartments on
proposed Lot 4, was not available on the published application document set at the time of writing,
so only Stages 1 to 5 scheme plans have been reviewed (Appendix 17a to 17e).

Considerations are listed below:
• There is a note on the scheme plan easement tables for Stages 1 and 4 stating “On final design

of the new development, new and existing easements may need to be provided and retained over
services as required” and the Stage 1 easement table does not state memorandum or schedule.

• Whilst it is accepted that a level of flexibly will be required, and the AEE states that the exact
location of services and infrastructure are not yet confirmed, as far as possible all easements
should be defined in either a memorandum or schedule and any existing easements to be
cancelled should also be confirmed.
• Some of the draft subdivision conditions (from Appendix 5) refer to certification under s32(2)(a)
of the Unit Title Act as a condition of consent – whilst this would be a useful advice note and
is a prerequisite to the deposit of the survey plan, it would not normally be a ‘condition’ as it is
outside of the RMA.
• Draft condition 6 for Stage 1 is a s243(e) decision/condition. The applicant should specify
whether they require s243(e) to be certified at the same time as s223 is certified for the
subdivision, or whether they require Council to issue a separate certificate.
• Draft Condition 7 refers to unit title but Stage 1 is a fee simple subdivision – this is likely a
typing error.
• Once the engineering, infrastructure and service requirements for the new development are
confirmed, a further review should be undertaken to determine any applicable s223, s224c
conditions and/or s221 consent notices to be applied to the subdivision stages.

Contaminated soil review memo
To:

Tracey Grant, Principal Project Lead - Premium Resource Consenting

From:

Paul Crimmins, Senior Specialist – Contamination, Air & Noise

Site:

360 Dominion Road, 88 Prospect Terrace and 113 Grange Road, Mt Eden

Consent Ref:

Dominion Road mixed use development: COVID-19 Recovery (Fast Track Consenting)
Referred Project

Date:

27 May 2021

As requested, the above application and relevant supporting information has been reviewed with reference
to the requirements of the National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in
Soil to Protect Human Health 2011 (NES:CS) and Chapter E30 of the Auckland Unitary Plan (Operative in
Part) (AUP(OP)).
The following documents relevant to the application have been reviewed:
• Dominion Road mixed use development, 360 Dominion Road, 88 Prospect Terrace and 113 Grange
Road, Mt Eden: Assessment of Environmental Effects and Statutory Analysis under the COVID-19
Recovery (Fast Track) Act 2020, prepared by B&A, dated 3 May 2021 (‘the AEE’, including Appendix 5:
Draft Land-Use Conditions);
• Preliminary Site Investigation into Ground Contamination: ABC194, prepared by Tonkin + Taylor, dated
November 2020 (‘the PSI’);
• Detailed Site Investigation into Ground Contamination: ABC194, prepared by Tonkin + Taylor, dated
January 2021 (‘the DSI’);
• Site Management Plan: ABC194, prepared by Tonkin + Taylor, dated 16 December 2020 (‘the CSMP’).
Proposal as relevant to soil contamination
• Redevelopment of existing commercial and residential properties is proposed, including approx. 7000 m³
of excavations.
• A Detailed Site Investigation (DSI) has been submitted as part of the application to assess the soil
contamination profile of the site. I consider the DSI has been prepared by a Suitably Qualified and
Experienced Practitioner (SQEP) in general accordance with the requirements of the Contaminated Land
Management Guidelines Nos. 1 and 5 (MfE, revised 2011).
• The DSI notes that parts of the site have been used by potentially soil contaminating activities listed by
the Hazardous Activities and Industries List (HAIL, Ministry for the Environment, 2011) (this conclusion
was also reached by the Preliminary Site Investigation).
• Soil sampling presented in the DSI demonstrates that all soil contaminants at the site are within natural
background ranges for volcanic soils in the Auckland Region (as set by AUP(OP) Table E30.6.1.4.2).
• The DSI concludes that the NES:CS does not apply to the proposed development as the exclusion of
NES:CS Regulation 5(9) applies to the site, given that the sampling demonstrated that all contaminants
are within background levels.
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• Similarly, the DSI concludes that the contaminant discharge provisions of AUP(OP) Chapter E30 do not
apply to the proposed development.
• Despite the absence of soil contamination identified by the DSI, a Contaminated Site Management Plan
(CSMP) has been submitted. The CSMP notably outlines proposed contingency measures for the
unexpected discovery of soil contamination (not identified by the DSI) during the works.
• The AEE appears to misinterpret the DSI and states that a Controlled Activity is required for the proposal
under Regulation 9 of the NES:CS.
• Proposed conditions of consent (numbers 84-89 and 109) present ‘standard’ conditions to manage soil
contamination during works, including that the works are undertaken in accordance with the CSMP,
overseen by a SQEP, and controlled to minimise risks to human health. Following the works, a Site
Validation Report (SVR) is proposed to be required by Condition 109, detailing how soil contamination
was managed during the works.
Peer review comments
• I recommend that no resource consents under the NES:CS or AUP(OP) Chapter E30 are required for soil
contamination matters relating to this proposal.
o NES:CS Regulation 5(9) applies, so that the NES:CS provisions are not relevant given that a DSI
concludes that all soil contamination is within background levels.
o

AUP(OP) Chapter E30 does not apply as all soil contamination is within the Permitted Activity soil
acceptance criteria of Standard E30.6.1.4.

• I recommend that soil contamination risks can be appropriately managed by adherence to the submitted
CSMP, particularly noting its contingency measures for the unexpected discovery of soil contamination
that was not identified by the DSI.
• I recommend that proposed Conditions 85-89 and 109 are not necessary, but agree that including these
conditions would minimise soil contamination risks without placing undue burden on the Consent Holder.
Notably, Conditions 86, 87, 88 & 89 align with Permitted Activity Standards of the AUP(OP) that apply to
the works regardless of their inclusion as Conditions or not. The SVR required by Condition 109 is again
not necessary, but would provide additional certainty that the works have been appropriately undertaken.
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Albert-Eden Local Board Submission on the
Resource Consent for the Proposed Development at 360 Dominion Road, Mount Eden
to be processed by the Fast-Track Approval Process
The Albert-Eden Local Board remains strongly opposed to the Fast-Track Approval Process
being used for this application as there is no particular urgency or national interest in
progressing this proposed development. In particular we have doubts about the
appropriateness of Fast-Tracking the supermarket aspect of the development as if this was a
typical mixed-use development. We also note that there is considerable interest from the
surrounding community who will be denied the ability to make submissions as they would
under the usual RMA process and the rules of the Unitary Plan.
Reluctantly we accept that the decision has been made to process this particular application
using the Fast-Track process, and accept our responsibility to make representations on
behalf of affected local residents who have been deliberately excluded from submitting.
The Board has already lodged a document stating our overall approach and response some
months ago, a copy of which is attached.
Over the last six months there have been a series of meetings between the developer's
design team and those with an interest, including local residents and business owners and
some from the wider community. This has led to some useful changes to the proposed
development to reduce its impact on the immediate neighbours.
These changes include modifications to reduce the dominance of the proposed
development in relation to existing houses along or close to the Eastern end of the new
buildings. However, there are some residual concerns about noise from large delivery
trucks for the proposed supermarket and the adequacy of planned screening.
However, the issue of traffic impacts remains contentious. The Board and most of the
public support suburban intensification and accept the inevitability of a major development
on such a large site adjacent to a significant arterial well-served by public transport. But
there are concerns about the impact of such a large scale traffic generator as the proposed
supermarket and we seek conditions that will limit and control traffic in the two affected
side streets (Prospect Terrace and Grange Road) that bound the subject site. We request:.
1) Controls over all delivery vehicles, such as a left-turn in and left-turn out
requirement from Dominion Road, and prohibition of such vehicles using local
roads (Grange Road and Prospect Terrace) to the East of the development.
2) Careful design of the intersections with Dominion Road to handle the likely
significant increase in vehicle movements and appropriate traffic calming
interventions along the length of Prospect Terrace and Grange Road.
3) No more than one parking space per residential unit within the development; and
parking controls to deal with excess or overflow parking by both residents and
their visitors and supermarket employees.
4) Steps to minimize vehicle movements through greater provision of delivery
services for customers of the supermarket and a shuttle service for employees.
5) Good and well-located facilities to encourage a reasonable level of bicycle use by
occupants of the proposed residential units, including secure storage spaces.

Other issues of concern to the Board:
1) There should be a high standard of design (both interior and exterior) of the
proposed buildings and the adjacent open spaces - our preference would be to
have the design comply with the Auckland Design Manual and be subject to the
Urban Design Panel process.
2) Eco-friendly design should be applied wherever practical - such as green roofs
which reduce operational costs such as heating and cooling; green walls, rain
water harvesting, passive heating and cooling, etc.
3) A reasonable proportion of the residential units should be genuinely affordable
(noting that some overseas jurisdictions such as Paris have long required that 25%
of any large-scale development be "affordable")
The Board would appreciate an opportunity to speak at the hearing for this application.

Comments from Albert Eden Local Board on an application for fast-track approval

Silk Road Management Limited: 360 Dominion Road, 88 Prospect Terrace and 113 Grange Road, Mount Eden, Auckland
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1. Introduction: Albert Eden Local Board (AELB) overall approach

and response

We understand that only a general level of detail is expected in this application.
Nevertheless, we believe that the applicant has failed to provide enough information to
substantiate enough of the benefits it claims for the development. In our opinion the use of
the Fast-track process should be reserved only for densifying developments in our area
which very clearly demonstrate benefit for people and industries affected by Covid-19 and
wider public benefit. If the applicant cannot produce such information we believe that the
application should be denied and it should be submitted to the usual approval process
which will allow for residents’ input and involve less risk of missing important matters
because of time constraints.
Significantly, we believe that a Fast-track process for this application without clearing up
ambiguity about public benefit would prejudice our ongoing and difficult task to educate
residents about the need for intensification. We explain this further below.
The AELB supports moves towards intensification which incorporate high quality,
environmentally responsible developments that provide the best amenity to present and
future residents, whilst minimising negative impacts. We are finalising the wording of our
new local board plan (LBP) to reflect this because we understand the general necessity for
intensification in response to growth and climate change, and specific needs to increase:
•
•
•
•

housing supply
local work opportunities
public amenity
multi-modal transport

As context, we have been told by many residents that they are struggling to adapt to
changes brought by intensification. We do not believe that all of these residents are simply
responding as NIMBY’s on the basis of “not in my backyard”. Rather, we recognise the
cumulative impact of a high number and often large scale simultaneous developments in
our area, with negative on-going impacts such as construction noise and worse parking
problems. This is true of the area in which the subject site is situated.
It falls to us as elected members to mediate tensions between the imperatives for
intensification, that we accept, and the response of residents negatively affected by change,
and this is harder when residents do not have the chance to participate in the relevant
decision-making. In other words, we are regularly challenged by the task of delicately
educating about the necessity for intensification when our residents feel that intensified
development is happening to them without the opportunity to be heard. This is one reason
why we strongly believe that the use of the Fast-track process should be reserved for
developments which have the most readily demonstrable public benefit and advantage to
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people and industries that have been impacted by Covid-19. As already mentioned, we do
not believe that this application passes that threshold, and we explain this further in the
following sections.

2.1 Economic costs and benefits for people or industries affected by
Covid-19

Overall, we believe there is insufficient information provided in the application to determine
with any certainty whether the s 18 Covid-19 Recovery (Fast-track Consenting) Act 2020 Act
criteria are met.
At a high level, and without undertaking our own research given time constraints, we
believe that the development may provide the following economic costs and benefits to
people or industries affected by Covid-19:
Costs:
•
•

Extra competition for a fragile local retail sector affected by Covid-19
Lost opportunity to make the best possible use of this site for people or industries
affected by Covid-19

Benefits:
•
•
•

Co-working spaces
Employment opportunities for retail workers
Employment opportunities for construction and associated workers

We expand on these points in the following paragraphs.

2.1.1 Economic costs for people or industries affected by Covid-19
Extra competition for a fragile local retail sector affected by Covid-19
We are concerned about how the extra competition brought by the planned development
will impact existing shops and cafes on Dominion Road, because vibrant and thriving
businesses contribute to a sense of individual and communal wellbeing as well as positive
economic activity. We have received anecdotal evidence about negative economic impact
of Covid-19 that has already been experienced by Dominion Road retailers.
We note that the applicant refers to a permanent population of 250-300 residents whose
economic activity may be “permeable to the immediate surrounding catchment”
(Application page 12). More information about the type of retail tenants anticipated in the
new mall and duplication of offerings with nearby adjacent retailers would help a better
understanding about the likely impact of the new shops in the development on the existing
retailers.
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In addition, the applicant claims that the development will revitalise economic activity on
Dominion Road by attracting and retaining shoppers in the area which will benefit the
existing shops. (Application page 17). We are optimistic that this will prove to be true. We
would like to see New Zealand evidence of this kind of impact of new retail malls on older
style shops in the neighbourhood.

Lost opportunity to make the best possible use of this site for people or
industries affected by Covid-19

We believe that the application fails to provide information which establishes that the
proposed non-residential use of the site (supermarket and retail mall) is the best use taking
into account the needs of people and industries affected by Covid-19. Note that we accept
that it is not necessary for the applicant to show that adding to the housing stock is a
benefit (but see our comments on affordable housing in paragraph 2.2.2 below).
However, we believe that the application for fast tracking should provide the following kinds
of extra information:
•
•

A list of possible uses for the site to accompany residential
An analysis of the different possible uses comparing benefits to people and
industries affected by Covid-19.

The purpose of the extra information is to give a clear understanding about the choice of
use of the site that can be communicated to residents in our area, some of whom we
anticipate asking why the development has been fast-tracked. The information should
provide answers to the following kinds of questions:
•
•
•

Why does the development not provide more office or other work space for
businesses that may wish to reduce their physical footprint because of Covid-19
impacts and provide employment opportunities close to where people live?
How much weight has been given to the preference of people to work closer to
home because of Covid-19?
What is the public benefit in the development providing extra space for a
supermarket when there is another supermarket within less than 500 metres?

2.1.2 Economic benefits for people or industries affected by Covid-19
Co-working spaces

We believe that the proposed inclusion of co-working spaces in the development could
potentially benefit people who have been negatively affected by Covid 19. For example,
people who have lost their jobs and are now self-employed or who are now required or
prefer to work away from the office may be able to make good use of the option to hire coworking space close to home. In Covid-19 times we believe that there are economic
benefits for everyone in having more options to work close to home.
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Employment opportunities for retail workers

We note that the applicant estimates 150-185 FTE permanent jobs generated by the
development and acknowledge that this would be a significant potential benefit for people
who have lost their jobs because of Covid 19.

Employment opportunities for construction and associated workers

We are unsure whether the creation of the 100-220 construction FTE jobs mentioned in the
application will benefit individuals and construction companies who have been negatively
affected by Covid-19. Also, we note with concern significant lack of clarity about the number
of jobs involved: “up to 220” (Application page 3) and “100-220” (Application page 12).
We do not know whether these workers will be recruited from the area from amongst
workers who are under-employed as a result of Covid-19, given the construction which is
continuing to take place. Because of time constraints we are unable to undertake this
research ourselves but believe that this matter does need to be checked. If it turns out that
a significant number of construction workers will have to be brought into the area then the
negative impact of additional demand on housing for them, albeit temporary, could balance
out the advantages to the public at large of more construction workers being employed.

2.2 Public benefits

We agree with the applicant about some of the potential public benefits which could result
from the development, including: additional housing stock in a transit focused area.
However, there is unfortunately insufficient information to establish these or some of the
other public benefits claimed in the application, specifically: provision of affordable
housing; contribution to neighbourhood amenity and climate change action.

2.2.1 Potential public benefits
Additional housing stock in a transit focussed area

An additional 117 residential housing units on Dominion Road would potentially be a
significant public benefit given our ongoing shortage of housing. On the face of it, there
would be significant public benefit in these being delivered in a way that involves intensified
development, as broadly envisaged by the AUP, in an area which is transit focussed.
However, we believe that this potential benefit would most likely be outweighed by the
negative impacts of the development on transport and parking (see paragraphs 2.4.1, 2.4.2
and 2.4.3 below).

Low carbon emissions and sustainable design

We note that the proposal incorporates several approaches which we would expect for a
low carbon emissions and sustainably designed development, including:
•
•

Car share
Mini bus service to the train station
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•
•
•
•
•

EV charging
Rain water harvesting
Some solar panels for public area lighting
New Zealand Green Building Council’s Homestar certification and Green Star 5
rating overall
Smart City Council (SCCANZ) code for Smart communities

In addition, we would expect the following:
•
•

Bicycle racks for residents, employees and shoppers as well as for the co-working
space (Application page 10). It is not clear whether this is anticipated in the
reference to a “micro-transport hub” (Application page 4)
Rain gardens for treatment of stormwater before release

2.2.2 Matters of concern relating to public benefits
Contribution to affordable housing

The applicant claims that the development will make a contribution to the provision of
affordable housing. We agree that the provision of affordable housing would be a very
important contribution to the public interest because housing affordability remains elusive
in Auckland despite a record number of consents issued for home building. However,
unfortunately the information in the application fails to provide sufficient information to
establish that this is in fact a potential public benefit because the affordability of entry level
pricing is not properly substantiated.
The application claims a significant contribution to supply of affordable housing (page 3):
“We will, once the Resource Consent is received, immediately commence the sale of
the residential units and again this is expected to occur Q1 2021. This will deliver
117 affordable residential units into the local market at an entry level of $650k for a
1-Bed unit. Mix of typologies will provide a weighting of 15% 1-bed units with an
average price of $820k and 79% 2-bed units (of different configurations) with an
average price of $1.24m compared to surrounding single building villas selling for
c.$1.9m and above. Our target buyer profile described as predominately (c.65%)
Young Professionals we think will be particularly focused on affordability as what
they value the most along with other such points of difference as: the provision of
community facilities; on-site amenities; and ability to access technology to
streamline and simplify the management of busy lives.” (emphasis added)
We think the wording here is difficult to understand. Nevertheless, it seems that whilst the
application claims the provision of “117 affordable residential units” it then fails to establish
the case. There is no information which establishes the significant provision of affordable
housing either on the basis of number of affordable units or criteria for claiming
affordability:
o The number of “affordable” units for sale at $650k is very unclear.
o The applicant has not explained the basis on which it is claimed that $650k
for a 1 bedroom unit is “affordable”. There is no detailed description of the
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methodology being used, rather there is vague reference to prices and the
kinds of purchasers envisaged. We would like to know, for example, whether
the applicant bases their claim of affordability on the detailed affordability
criteria referred to in s 15(4) Housing Accords and Special Housing Areas Act
2013. These include: “reference to median house prices, median household
income, individual income, the median multiple (as referred to in section
9(3)(a)(ii)) or any other matter relevant to affordability as it applies to the
district”.
o We note that as at 22 September 2020 a search of Trade Me Property for
new apartments in the Auckland area returns 27 options for new build, one
or two bedroom apartments at prices of up to $550k.
In order to be satisfied that the development provides a contribution to affordable housing
in the area we would need to see a significant proportion, such as 35%, of both 1 and 2
bedroom apartments to be offered for sale at a price that is truly affordable according to an
established methodology.
We note that the proposed construction method involves “volumetric modular
construction” (Application page 13) and would like to know more about passing on the cost
advantages involved to purchasers with more truly affordable housing.

Contribution to neighbourhood amenity

Given our recently reviewed local plan priorities, we expect that standards of design and
accessibility should be very high with large developments such as this proposal. We believe
that this development should serve as an exemplar of good design and consideration for the
broader needs of residents and neighbouring residents. Overall, we do not believe that
there is sufficient information provided to establish that this will be the case.
Our significant un-met expectations regarding design and contribution to neighbourhood
amenity include the following:
•

compliance with the Auckland Design Manual and accessibility standard NZS
4121:2001 Design for access and mobility - Buildings and associated facilities

•

accessible, children-friendly spaces and amenities for both residents and the public
within or close to the development (for example, playgrounds). We note the
provision of a courtyard which seems to be for the use of residents alone.

Auckland Unitary Plan non-compliance

In the case of the Auckland Unitary Plan, the following standards are breached:
•
•

Maximum size for a supermarket (AUP H13.4.1 (A20))
Height to boundary limitations: Controls. Height Variation Control - Eden Valley, 1
We are concerned about shading for neighbours in the Special Character Area
created by exceeding maximum 13m building height limit (AUP H13.6.1).
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Generally, we endorse Auckland Council’s planning specialist staff’s comments on Auckland
Unitary Plan matters.

Flooding and stormwater treatment

Whilst we note the application’s reference to the neighbourhood benefitting from the
development’s contribution to essential infrastructure, we endorse the comments from
Auckland Council’s Healthy Waters specialist about flooding and treatment of stormwater
run-off. We support the inclusion of rain gardens which would contribute natural amenity
value.

2.3 Effect on social or cultural well-being of current and future
generations
2.3.1 Māori culture

The AELB prioritises protection of the volcanic cone viewshafts which is a significant matter
for Māori as well as all future generations.
(AUP: Natural Heritage: Regionally Significant Volcanic Viewshafts And Height Sensitive
Areas Overlay - E6, Mount Eden, Viewshafts)

2.3.2 Heritage.

The AELB prioritises protection of local historic heritage and local character, which is a
significant matter for today’s residents as well as future generations. The sites are in the
Eden Valley Special Character Overlay area set by the Auckland Unitary Plan. We believe
there is insufficient information to determine whether the project proposed in the
application will achieve the respectful treatment of the Special Character area which we
would expect.
Please refer to Auckland Council’s planning specialist staff’s comments on this matter and
the non-compliance of the development, in particular the demolition of a character
supporting building (AUP D18.4.2) (A18)).

2.3.3 Volcanic cone view shaft

The AUP-protected viewing shafts for the volcanic cone, Maungawhau, have generally high
significance as an important natural feature that benefits the character of the area, as well
as having significance for Māori. It appears that the piercing of the viewshaft is likely given
the breach of the 13m Height Sensitive limit and is therefore a very significant noncompliance with the AUP (see also paragraph 2.3.1 above). It appears that the design
focussing the height in the centre does nothing to protect the viewshaft.
In the normal course of events as a consent application under the RMA this matter would be
notified to the public at large and we would expect to receive submissions from mana
whenua and more broadly. We believe this is a significant matter to be taken into account
in assessing the suitability of the Fast-track process.
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2.4 Potential for significant adverse effects

We are concerned about significant adverse effects that may be caused by increased traffic,
supermarket delivery vehicles and parking in addition to these matters we have already
raised:
•

Auckland Unitary Plan non-compliance (paragraph 2.2.2)

•

Effect on social or cultural well-being of current and future generations (paragraph
2.3)

2.4.1 Increased traffic

We believe that increased traffic associated with the 117 new residential units and
supermarket development is likely to create extra congestion, increase DSI’s and, in
particular, threaten the safety of users of active modes of transport (cyclists and
pedestrians).
We endorse Auckland Transport’s traffic specialist’s comments on this matter. In addition,
we note that Dominion Road is likely to develop further in significance and usage as plans
for a rapid transit system progresses here (eg light rail).

2.4.2 Supermarket delivery vehicles.

Vehicles carrying out deliveries to the supermarket are likely to create a major problem for
traffic flow, pedestrians and cyclists unless better than usual unloading bays and
delivery/unloading scheduling are provided.
There is insufficient information provided about traffic management plans to cover the
operation of the supermarket. From our on-going experience involving another supermarket
in our local board area, we know that the impact of trucks delivering to a supermarket can
cause significant problems with traffic and pedestrians.

2.4.3 Parking

There is insufficient information provided to establish whether or not there will be adequate
parking for the retail customers and residents of the 117 residential units. We would expect
there to be one car park provided for each residential unit in order to avoid the problem of
spill-over parking that is being experienced elsewhere in our local board area. For example,
we have received a well-substantiated complaint about parking problems that have been
exacerbated by a residential development with no car parks, which is well situated for
public transport, incorporates bike storage and was promoted for residents who do not own
cars. It appears that residents do in fact own cars which they park on the street, creating
limited street parking and access visibility problems for other residents. We anticipate that
this problem will occur elsewhere, including at the subject site, as Aucklanders transition to
transport options that remove the need for private transport. We are therefore concerned
to note that the Application refers to “reduced parking on-site”.
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3. Conclusion: more appropriate to go through standard RMA
process
As explained in the introduction to these comments, we believe that the Fast-tack process
should be reserved for unambiguously beneficial projects, and we believe that in its present
format this application should be submitted for the standard RMA process because it fails to
establish benefit strongly enough. In particular, we are not satisfied that the applicant has
provided information that sufficiently answers the following questions:
•
•
•
•
•

•

•
•

How will the development avoid compounding existing traffic and parking problems
and avoid negative impacts on the future development of a rapid transit solution (eg
light rail) for Dominion Road?
Is there an independent assessment of how well the development proposal satisfies
the requirements of a fully transport orientated development (“TOD”)?
Will there be a car park in the building development for each residential unit?
How many affordable homes will the development provide when calculated by
applying recognised affordability methodologies?
Does the proposal maximise the potential of the site to provide space for
employment opportunities close to where people live? Is there a comparative
analysis of options for the site which takes into account the preference of people
who have been working in the CBD to work closer to home and for businesses to
reduce their physical CBD footprint because of Covid-19?
What is the public benefit in the development providing for a cornerstone tenant
that is a supermarket when there is another supermarket within less than 500
metres? How would this compare with the public benefit of different kinds of
workplaces on the site? (We acknowledge that the site is beneficially owned by
Foodstuffs North Island Ltd.)
Will the design comply with the standards in the Auckland Design Manual?
What spaces/amenities will be provided for residents and the public ,eg playgounds?
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