2.

The other group comprised of concerned architects 1, all residents of Prospect Terrace who met on
4 December 2020, the same day that the Project was added to Schedule 7 of the CRA as a referred
project. Among their concerns was the justification for this project to be processed under the CRA
and they lodged an Official Information Act (OIA) request to obtain the documents and
communications relating to the projects consideration for inclusion as a referred project.

3.

The Grange Road group organised a public meeting in conjunction with David Seymour and local
representatives at the Clare Inn on 10 December 2020. This meeting was attended by approx.75
local residents and local body representatives. The principal area of concern was the size of the
supermarket and the effect this would have on traffic on Dominion Road and the immediately
adjacent streets.2

4.

Following this meeting the Grange Road residents organised a letter writing campaign against the
development.

5.

Members of both groups attended the second public consultation on 10 February 2021 and were
subsequently introduced to each other by Christine Fletcher who went on to organise a meeting at
, on 15 March 2020 between the developers and representatives of the combined
group associated with the Eden We Love residents.

6.

The Eden We Love Society was incorporated on the 11 March 2021. The impetus for forming the
society was to, potentially, obtain funding through the EPA for an independent traffic report that
would assist in the assessment of the traffic issues associated with the development. Eden We
Love have since found out that public funds are not (yet) available to community groups for CRA
applications.

7.

Eden We Love has 105 email contacts (excluding Council representatives and MPs) and to date
has received funding from 46 individuals. Our support comes from the residents of Grange Road,
Prospect Terrace, Burnley Terrace, King Edward Avenue, Paice Avenue and Milton Road as well
as the wider community. We have called meetings, sent out regular updates on the progress of the
application to the neighbourhood and engaged in fundraising.

2.

Eden We Love Comments

7.

Eden We Love will reserve its comments to the principal matters that have been raise by the
community at the public meetings that they have organised and those areas that have been raised
with the applicants.

8.

The particular areas of concern are:  Process
 Traffic
 The nature of the development
 The consultation process.

1

Refer to Appendix 1

2

Refer to Appendix 2 for contemporaneous notes of the meeting.
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9.

In addition, Eden We Love would like to bring to the attention of the Panel areas where we consider
the application is lacking in content. Refer to Appendix 8.

10. Eden We Love is aware that the Panel has sought comment from neighbours in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed development site. Eden We Love members have liaised with a number of
these property owners and have made some suggested changes to the proposed conditions on
their behalf, collectively recognising their concerns. The proposed amended conditions are
Appendix 3 of these Comments and sent as a Word document attachment.
3.

Process

11. Prior to the Christmas break the local community was aware that the development was being put
forward for consideration under the CRA but what specifically was being planned was speculative.
The Prospect Terrace architects made an OIA request with the aim of obtaining information on
exactly what was being proposed. The other purpose was to find out why it qualified for CRA
status.
12. The OIA3 was applied for on 4 December 2020. The response was received on 23 February 2021.
Most of the information requested was withheld on the grounds that it was to be publicly released
in 6 - 8 weeks. The balance of the information was released in part.
13. The items that were to be publicly released in 6 – 8 weeks are still not available.
14. What was requested was:

The complete application documents from the Applicant



Related correspondence from the Ministry and the Applicant



Requests for further information



The decision details



Any other relevent documentation relating to the referral process for the subject
site.

15. Eden We Love understand that the application was approved as a CRA referred project because it
was going to provide affordable housing with the proposed 117 (at that time) apartments and
approx. 220 construction jobs and a further 150 – 185 permanent jobs.
16. Eden We Love note that the applicant has not demonstrated that the new residential units are
affordable.
17. In response to the EWL Technical Groups presentation the applicant advised that “Residential units
are priced as market affordable for this location. Current pricing has the smaller 1-bedroom starting
at $800k with the 2-bedroom units generally ranging in price from $1.3m to $1.5m. This is market
affordable for this location where the average villa or bungalow is priced upwards of $3.0m with

3

Eden We Love can make the OIA available to the Panel if required.

strong capital appreciation in recent years as surveyed by Ray White Real Estate based on recent
sales evidence.”4
18. We believe that the proposed accommodation will not be ‘affordable’ or part of the KiwiBuild or Axis
schemes. To qualify for the KiwiBuild scheme the developers sells the KiwiBuild houses to the
government for no more than $650,000. We believe that the Minister may have been misled about
the nature of the residential development but have been unable to confirm this as the OIA was
significantly redacted.
19. With respect to the employment opportunity offered by the proposed development the Eden We
Love Society notes that the existing building is currently partially occupied on short term leases by
two construction companies with the balance vacant. When used by the ASB Bank as its National
Operations and Support Centre approximately 630 people were employed there. 5 This is
significantly more than the employment opportunity that the proposed development represents.
20. Members of the local community have expressed the view that the development is not going to
deliver affordable housing in the context of KiwiBuild and the existing building could be refurbished
to accommodate significantly more employment opportunities than the development proposes.
21. The concern about the potential misrepresentation of the justification for the project being
processed under the CRA comes from a general dissatisfaction among the neighbourhood that
residents directly affected by the proposed development, but not immediately adjacent, are being
denied the right to individually make submissions on the project which they would have been able
to do had a notified or limited notified Resource Consent application under the RMA been lodged
with Auckland Council. There is a strong belief that the application to the EPA should not be granted
and the developer be forced to take the application through a standard Resource Consent process.
The use of the CRA legislation is seen as a means to circumvent the scrutiny of the local community
and a means to override the concerns that they have.
4.

Traffic

22. The proposed New World supermarket has a total gross floor area of 2,787.3 m2, 6 The supermarket
seeks to capture patronage from the wider community. If the supermarket was just for the
neighbourhood, it would be considerably smaller.
23. It is the traffic that will be generated by the supermarket that is one of the most pressing concern
of the residents in the neighbourhood particularly since it is proposed that the entrances and exits
to the supermarket carpark are on Prospect Terrace and Grange Road and that the loading area
is entered though a separate access point on Prospect Terrace and exited on to Grange Road.
24. The residents of Prospect Terrace and Grange Road already know about the difficulties of turning
on to Dominion Road, especially at peak traffic times, due to the congestion that Dominion Road
experiences. Auckland Transport has instigated a road safety trial along Dominion Road to reduce
the number of crashes that involve motor cycles. As part of this trial hatched yellow lines have

4

Reference – PDF page 150 Appendix 23 Stakeholder Engagement Report

5

Reference – PDF Page 122 Appendix 23 Stakeholder Engagement Report
Reference – Page 15 AEE.

6
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been painted on Dominion Road across the intersections with the side streets, as no stopping
zones, to improve visibility. The public perception of these is that they are traffic let-in spaces and
allowing cars from the side streets aids the back-up that occurs. However, the let-in behaviour is
poor as everyone is in a rush and now also delayed. The hatched lines, even if left free, which they
are usually not, do not allow enough traffic to cross into them to clear any sort of back log on side
streets. Having 505 additional vehicular movements on these streets at peak traffic 7 times, split
evenly between them is only going to exacerbate the situation.
25. If the proposal is adopted with the mitigation suggested, of modifying the Prospect Terrace and
Grange Road intersections, the modelling data in the Traffic Planning Consultants (TPC) Integrated
Transport Assessment (ITA) indicates that the average length of traffic queue in Prospect Terrace
will increase from 73.7 m to 154.2 m and for Grange Road from 56.2 m to 61.0 m. For Prospect
Terrace this amounts to a 109.2% increase which is a significant effect.
26. The issue with this traffic increase is that that it creates queues, delays and then frustration and
drivers take risks to join the traffic in Dominion Road. This is particularly concerning where traffic
is turning right, across the path of other vehicles, cyclist and pedestrians. The TPC ITA report
notes the frequency of traffic crashes along Dominion Road in the vicinity of the development. Eden
We Love is concerned that the traffic crash incidents will increase as a direct result of the
development.
27. It is not only the increase in car numbers that are of concern. Residents of Prospect Terrace and
Grange Road have also raised the issue of trucks servicing the supermarket and other commercial
premises. The existing configuration of these streets is not designed to accommodate the required
turning of large trucks and, even with the redesign, there is concern that manoeuvring into and out
of the development site will cause issues, (hold ups, visibility, safety etc.) for other vehicles using
the streets. Eden We Love do not consider that this has been adequately addressed in the TPC
ITA. The TPC ITA relies on the reconfiguration of the Grange Road and Prospect Terrace
intersections to accommodate trucks turning into and out of these side streets. If this were to occur
the street carriage way would become wider resulting in a less safe environment for pedestrians
who would have a greater distance to cross and be obscured by the larger vehicles.
28. The concerns about the traffic situation led to the Eden We Love Society engaging Stantec to
undertake an independent review of the TPC ITA and report back to the Society on the findings.
The Stantec report confirmed the communities concern about traffic safety was justified and, points
out that the proposed mitigation relies on external factors, questions the modelling assumptions
and identifies where the TPC ITA report does not adequately address the impact of the proposal.
The report focuses on the adverse effects; the proposed mitigation of those effects; and the
effectiveness of the mitigation, but despite the mitigation the adverse impact remains.
29. Eden We Love considers that the size of the proposed supermarket and the manner in which the
vehicular circulation has been designed for the proposal have significant impacts on the safety of
the local community and is, therefore, not a practical option for this site.
A copy of their report is included as Appendix 4. (Note; this has been sent as a separate PDF
document).

7

Reference – Page 29 The Acoustic Report

5.

The nature of the development.

29. The immediate concerns about what was being proposed once we were provided with plans in the
consultation documents loaded on developers’ web site in February 2021 8 were















the size of the supermarket
the use of Prospect Terrace and Grange Road for traffic circulation
increased intersection congestion requiring more traffic management
less available parking for locals and visitors
the need for improvements in cycling safety and pedestrian safety on an already busy main road
that is difficult to cross safely
the immediate/close neighbours being overshadowed by scale change, increased activity
the orientation of living units overlooking existing neighbours and over bearing dominance
increased unwanted activity from supermarket and apartments
the lack of consideration of the residential context and the manner in which the urban-suburban
interface had been addressed. (None of the attractive examples in brochure appear to deal with
that tricky interface between new and existing neighbours)
the visual impact of a larger/higher scale complex amongst suburbia
increased in need for public green space/outdoor space and other infrastructure in the
neighbourhood to cope with extra density (and social distancing in future pandemics)
respecting the locality and heritage
the apartment configurations that did not appear to cater well for a range of occupancy types.

30. Eden We Love put out a challenge to the developers to deliver an exemplary development that
would have benefits for the development and the stakeholder in the surrounding area.
31. If done well the development would be a win-win for all parties and:  Minimise traffic congestion at the intersections of Dominion Road with Prospect Terrace and
Grange Road
 Promote better utilisation of existing public transport
 Allow more city workers closer to their work, thus decreasing traffic
 Cater for more culture in the form of supporting a range of eateries etc.
 Allow for the potential of workspace close to home
 Interface with the existing residential neighbourhood in a sympathetic manner
 Give back to the local community as mitigation for the inconvenience
32. Eden We Love agreed that they would approach the developer with some positive suggestions that
could improve the development from the perspective of the local community. This was done on
the assumption that the design of the project was not yet set in concrete and that the developer
would be open to adopting some or all of the ideas in the proposal.
33. A sub-group of Eden We Love that we called the Technical Group gave a PowerPoint presentation
of these ideas to John Dalzell and representatives from Food Stuffs North Island on 15 March 2021.
David Seymour and Kristen Bartlett, his parliamentary Senior Member Support were also at the
meeting.

8
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34. The PowerPoint presentation, accompanying notes and minutes of the meeting are in Appendix 5.
35. 7 key issues that we raised.
A Retain and adapt the existing high quality character heritage building
B Introduce a single traffic entrance from Dominion Rd via existing main entry/traffic lights
C Create a generous walkway on the east side of development e.g., 6.0m wide
D Improve the North/South oriented Prospect and Grange fringes with multiple pedestrian access
E Introduce a variety of accommodation types e.g., universal accessibility, seniors, families, etc
F Improve Lane between Dominion Rd building/subject site with dual facing retail onto laneway
G Reduce the size of supermarket by around 50%
36. With respect to “A Retain and adapt the existing high quality character heritage building”, Eden We
Love noted that the existing building that the developer proposes to demolish was built to a high
standard of construction and design in 1969 and features as a landmark element in the publication
by Matthews & Matthews Architects, R.A. Skidmore Urban Design and Salmond Reed Architects.
2004. ‘Character & Heritage Study Eden Valley / Dominion Road’. The building is acknowledged
as a fine example of an industrial buildings of its era and features bespoke brick work and imported
French Crittal Arnold steel window joinery. Retaining and repurposing the existing building would
maintain the existing character and meet the Carbon Zero goals by avoiding demolition.
37. The developer concession on this suggestion was to offer to reuse some of the brick work and
framed metal windows at the entrance to the proposed laneway and to sell and/or recycle surplus
material to meet carbon emission goals.
38. With respect to “B Introduce a single traffic entrance from Dominion Rd via existing main
entry/traffic lights”, Eden We Love saw this as solving a number of issues the community had with
the proposed development. Firstly, it took the additional traffic away from the Grange Road and
Prospect Terrace intersections with Dominion Road to a point close to where there was already a
set of pedestrian traffic lights. It was anticipated that these traffic lights would be shifted slightly
north and would not only allow the public to cross Dominion Road at a controlled crossing, but also
manage the entrance and exit from the development at a single point. The suggestion was that all
traffic movement related to the site would be internal to the site. The access point off Dominion
Road and the site are both large enough to accommodate this.
39. Besides the improvement to the traffic situation, having a single entrance/exit from the development
freed up the eastern boundary of the development for residential units that could be of a scale that
would directly relate to the adjacent residential neighbourhood. It would also mean that the
Prospect Terrace façade would no longer need to be used by vehicle entrance ways. At the meeting
it was pointed out that this was like unnecessarily putting the garage on the north side of a new
house. Prospect Terrace is the north façade of the development and a prime location for sunny
residences and retail activities like cafés and would give a better return on the investment.
40. The concept was rejected by the developer primarily on grounds that it would not be supported by
Auckland Transport as they prioritised the frequency and reliability of the public transport network.
However, they undertook to model this option as part of the traffic modelling and provide us with
the results. The Addendum (Technical Note) to the traffic modelling was duly provided and is
attached as Appendix 6.

41. The conclusion of the Technical Note report is that “Compared to Scenario B, the modelling of
Scenario E confirms it will be an inferior performance of the network and will have a greater effect
on public transport and general traffic movement along Dominion Road.
While there are some marginal benefits for Grange Road in terms of queue lengths and delay there
are other material dis-benefits in all other areas relating to Prospect Terrace and Bus travel times
in both directions along Dominion Road for both the Thursday PM and Saturday midday peaks.”
42. This is not the conclusion Eden We Love draw from the data. When compared to the preferred
mitigation option B in the TPC ITA, there was a significant improvement in the south bound travel
time along Dominion Road for the Thursday p.m. peak situation of 16% compared to 2% and
although there were some areas where the situation would be worse there was an overall
improvement in the areas measured by the modelling.
43. With respect to “C Create a generous walkway on the east side of development e.g., 6.0m wide”
Eden We Love saw this as an opportunity for the project to give back to the community. The area
was to be planted anyway as part of the overland flowpath mitigation and if blocked to public access
would become a no-man’s land of overgrown weeds. Allowing public access would provide daily
oversight of the area and for the local children, a short cut and safe path to school by avoiding
Dominion Road. If done in conjunction with the suggested residential units along the east face of
the development it would have provided these residences with additional outdoor play space
making them desirable for family occupancy. Regardless of whether the suggested residences
were adopted or not the inclusion of a public walkway need not have interfered with the use of this
area for stormwater mitigation.
44. The suggestion to reconfigure the development and locate residential units along the east side was
suggested because we considered that the development did not interface sympathetically with the
suburban context. Instead, it offered a high, imposing, blank wall that was to be screened by trees
as a way of diminishing the imposition. Eden We Love see this solution as demonstrating that the
development has not adequately considered the site context and the suburban interface for an
urban/suburban design perspective.
45. This was also rejected on the grounds that the adjoining neighbours on Prospect Terrace did not
want the public to have access to this space. Eden We Love understands that the neighbours were
concerned that if not gated from Grange Road and Prospect Terrace the area could become a
refuge for rough sleepers. They were never given the option of considering the space as an open
public walkway.
46. With respect to “D Improve the North/South oriented Prospect and Grange fringes with multiple
pedestrian access”, Eden We Love were concerned that the project was inward looking and the
Prospect Terrace and Grange Road façades, particularly at street level were bland and
unappealing. The predominant elements of these façades are vehicular access, especially to
Prospect Terrace showing the priority given to vehicular movement over cyclists and pedestrians.
47. Our suggestion was to revise these façades to have more openness, better surveillance and allow
the occupants of the residences on the street sides to have better outdoor amenity. Eden We Love
believed that the current design was a lost opportunity. We note that the design has changed
slightly since but has not been improved in the application iteration. Coming from the west along
Prospect Terrace one would pass the entrance to the laneway alley, then a retail space with
windows, then a blank wall, the entrance to the apartment core then the entrance to the vehicular
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entrance and exit to the supermarket and commercial carpark. East from this are the blank walls
of two two-storey townhouses which gives them privacy but no outlook or sun. These are adjacent
to the entrance to the residents’ carpark and beyond that is the entrance ramp to the truck loading
bay.
48. Residential accommodation along the north side of the development would be highly desirable but
not when it does not take advantage of the sunny aspect or has the potential to have disturbance
from adjacent traffic movement.
49. Again, this idea was dismissed. We were advised that earlier concepts included 30 terraced
houses on the side streets but that this was revised in favour of prioritising the lowering of the
building bulk to the eastern neighbours. We believe this is a compromise that did not need to occur.
50. With respect to “E Introduce a variety of accommodation types e.g., universal accessibility,
seniors, families, etc.”, Eden We Love were concerned that the residential units offered in the
development catered for a limited range of potential occupants. We were worried that the project
did not cater adequately for families as there was little in the way of outdoor space for play and
many of the apartments, even those with 2 and 3 bedrooms, appear to have no facilities for laundry.
The complex does not have any provision for communal laundry either. There are no apartments
that have bathrooms with adequate space for wheelchair access and there is no provision for
disabled access parking in the residents’ car park suggesting that the elderly and disabled were
not being catered for.
51. In the response the developer indicated that this was an area that Eden We Love and the
development team we in accord on, agreeing that the accommodation was designed to suit all
occupants.9 The plans for the accommodation units have not significantly changed from those that
were available at the time of the presentation to those that were submitted with the application.
Eden We Love is unconvinced that the development will adequately cater for a diverse group of
residents that enhance and reflect the population of our neighbourhood.
52. With respect to “F Improve Lane between Dominion Rd building/subject site with dual facing retail
onto laneway” Eden We Love were concerned that the space behind the Lot 1 units would become
an unsightly and unattractive alley that would detract from the development and create safety
issues for pedestrians.
53. The development teams’ concept for the laneway was very similar to what Eden We Love had in
mind with examples of how laneways have been developed into vibrant urban space around the
world shared at the meeting. The issue, however, is buy-in to the concept from the Lot 1 owners
as this part of the development does not belong to the applicant. The laneway is not yet tied down
so may well not proceed.10 Eden We Love also note that the area set aside as the laneway is also
compromised by the adjacent carparking area which it opens onto on one side. This detracts from
the sense of a through space that a true laneway would have.
54. Eden We Love have reservations about the ability of the applicant to deliver a laneway that matches
the glossy images in the application. It certainly isn’t a “quality pedestrian lane …. providing

9

Page 150 Stakeholder Consultation Report
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opportunities for a multifunctional space”11 The laneway shown is 2.3 m wide to the Prospect
Terrace side and 4.6 m to the Grange Road side. 12 with planting to hide the blank walls. 13 This
narrow service lane is unlikely to get any sun, is situated to the rear of the Lot 1 shops and opens
onto the carpark. The narrowness of the lane means it is unlikely that anything other than rubbish
bins will occupy the space.
55. With respect to “G Reduce the size of supermarket by around 50%”, Eden We Love strongly
believe that making the supermarket smaller would significantly reduce the negative effects on the
neighbourhood. A reduced sized facility would then be catering for a local market, would have a
higher percentage of patronage by foot and cycle and not contribute to the same extent to the traffic
on Dominion Road and local streets.
56. For the development team this was a non-negotiable option due to commercial viability. It was
clear that Food Stuffs North Island intend to establish the largest supermarket they can justify in
the neighbourhood at the expense of the local community, not specifically for this community.
57. Despite offering to consider these suggestions no changes have been made to the development
as a result of our representations.

6.

The Consultation Process

58. The first public consultation meeting was arranged by the developer and was at the Clare Inn on
18 November 2020. The presentation was about the aspirations for the development and painted
an attractive picture of what was being proposed with a strong emphasis on the residential aspect
and a glossing over of the commercial elements of the proposal. 14
59. At the public meeting on 10 December 2020 the community made it clear that it was not opposed
to development of the site. The opposition came from the nature of the development and the effects
that it would have on the existing environment and in particular the supermarket and the effect on
traffic. The CRA process was also a concern.15
60. The developers’ consultation meeting on 10 February 2021 was a presentation of the plans for the
redevelopment of the site. It was a “for information” event with the plans significantly developed
beyond the concept design stage. Concern about the supermarket and traffic was a recurring theme
in the questions fielded by John Dalzell.16 It was about this time that the plans were loaded on to
the developers’ web site allowing the neighbourhood the opportunity to see what was actually
proposed.
61. The next public consultation meeting was held at
on 16 March 2021 and was a
presentation by the Food Stuffs North Island representative on the proposed New World

11

Reference – Page 8 Urban Design Landscape and Visual Effects Assessment.

12

Refer to the Architectural Package

13

Refer to the Landscape Package

14

Refer to Appendix 2 for minutes and notes of meetings

15

Refer to Appendix 2 for minutes and notes of meetings.

1616

Refer to Appendix 2 for minutes and notes of meetings.
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supermarket. Again, it was a “for information” type of presentation and it was apparent that the
intent was to sell the concept of a “nuanced” supermarket in this location. 17 At this meeting John
Dalzell advised that the traffic report would be shared with the community when it became available.
62. When the TPC ITA report had been received and reviewed by Eden We Love, a public meeting
was called to inform the wider neighbourhood of the traffic implications of the development. The
meeting was held on 6 May at the St Alban’s church hall and was attended by approx. 75 people 18.
The PowerPoint Presentation to the meeting is in Appendix 7. Eden We Love gained community
support to fund raise for an independent traffic report.
63. The developer held a public consultation meeting at 113 Grange Road on 18 May 2021 to report
on the traffic assessment.19
64. Eden We Love have been disappointed with the nature of the community consultation and note
that the applicant refers to this as engagement. For the most part we considered that the public
meetings were a box ticking exercise and that their purpose was to inform the community about
what was proposed rather than listen to what the community’s concerns were and what the
community want to see. There was no true “consultation” involved as the concerns and desires of
the community were not heard and no changes made as a result of our suggestions.
7. The application
65. Members of Eden We Love have read and reviewed the application documentation that are
available on the EPA website. With local knowledge and need to understand the application and
the supporting reports we have found that there are aspects of the application that are lacking.
66. A summary of the areas that Eden We Love consider need addressing are outlined in Appendix 8.
67. In addition, local residents with planning knowledge were concerned about the degree to which the
proposed development addressed the planning issues of the Auckland Unitary Plan so engaged
Jeff Brown of Brown & Company Planning Group to independently review the application. He has
responded by letter which is attached in Appendix 9. He has found the proposal “...is not in keeping
with the expected character of the area”, and “... would adversely affect the amenity of the wider
residential setting”.
8. The Conditions
68. The proposed conditions for the development have been considered by the Eden We Love Society
and the immediately adjacent neighbours in Prospect Terrace and Grange Road. There are a
number of matters that have not been addressed in the conditions and some conditions considered
in need of strengthening in favour of the neighbourhood.
69. The suggested revised conditions do not take into account any modification to the plans that would
be required as a result of adjacent neighbours’ comments or the Panel’s deliberations.

17

Refer to Appendix 2 for minutes and notes of meetings.

18

Refer to Appendix 2 for minutes and notes of meetings.

19

Refer to Appendix 2 for minutes and notes of meetings.

70. A summary of the other areas that Eden We Love consider need addressing are outlined in
Appendix 3.

These comments have been reviewed by the Eden We Love Society members and are submitted on
behalf of the Society and the local community.
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APPENDIX 1. Architects
Denise Civil
Denise Civil is a registered architect with the professional qualifications of a B.Arch (Hons) and a Ph.D.
in Architecture (Urban Design). She is a Fellow of the New Zealand Institute of Architects. She holds
a number of roles for the New Zealand Registered Architects Board: she chairs the Architects Services
Advisory Panel which looks into concerns and complaints against architects; she has served on the
Public Protection Committee and Registration Committee for the Board; she is an assessor for the
Board, examining architectural graduates presenting for registration; she is also on the National
Standing Panel and in this capacity can be called on to assess the accreditation of the Masters of
Architecture degree programs at any of the New Zealand or Australian schools of architecture under
that ANZ Architecture Program Accreditation Procedure. She has previously worked for the Auckland
City Council, Murray North Partners Limited and Claire Chambers Architect, doing planning and
architecture. She now works as a sole practitioner architect.
Katie Corner
Katie Corner is a registered architect and has a B.Arch (Hons) from Victoria University of Wellington and
a M.UrbDes (with Distinction) from the University of Auckland. She practiced in London for 5 years
before returning to New Zealand and settling in Auckland. While in London she was project leader for
a large scale residential development in a regenerating area along with many private residential
projects. Back in New Zealand she was project architect on a wide range of both large and small scale
residential and hotel projects in Auckland and Queenstown. More recently she has been working as a
sole practitioner. She completed a Master of Urban Design in 2020 and has been a guest critic at SoAP
at UoA. She is active in her community with roles on school boards and is passionate about being
involved in projects which contribute to a high quality urban realm.
Megan Rule
Megan Rule is an architect and founding director of South Pacific Architecture, a multi-award winning
Auckland-based practice whose work has spanned adaptive and new residential, cultural, community,
waterfronts, mixed use, commercial, education, master planning, heritage and landscape in the UK and
New Zealand. Since graduating with Honours from the University of Auckland School of Architecture in
1992, Megan has worked closely in consultation with community groups, Not For Profits, Habitat For
Humanity, Architecture For Humanity, churches, clubs, pacific, Iwi, Ngā Aho, and accessibility
organisations in Aotearoa and internationally. Megan is a recipient of the NAWIC Helen Tippett Award
in 2016, and her work has featured in Italy, UK and NZ exhibitions and Phaidon World Atlas of 21
Century World Architecture. Megan is a co-founder and augural co-chair of 850+ strong A+W NZ, a
Professional Teaching Fellow at UoA SoAP, guest critic/teacher at VUW and Unitec (NZ), NZRAB
Examiner, Auckland Urban Design Panel Member, and as an NZIA fellow member, has recently been
elected Chair of Te Kāhui Whaihanga New Zealand Institute of Architects Auckland Branch.
Ainsley O’Connell
Ainsley O’Connell has a BArch. and MFA (first class Hons) from the University of Auckland. After
gaining early architectural experience in Auckland, New York, then in London at Building Design
Partnership, where she was involved in large heritage, commercial and retail projects, she became
registered as an architect in the UK in 1981. She then set up her London practice in 1988, focusing on
residential and small commercial projects. She returned to New Zealand in 1993 and was a Practice

Director at Jasmax Architects, working on hospitality projects. She was project architect on the Auckland
Town Hall restoration, closely followed by involvement in the Civic Theatre refurbishment. In 2004
Ainsley moved to Unitec Institute of Technology, School of Architecture, where she is the Professional
Practice co-ordinator and teaches design studio. Ainsley is a Fellow of the NZIA, is a long serving
registration assessor for NZRAB, has been an NZIA Councillor, a judge for NZIA and NZIOB Awards,
and is the recipient of a President’s Award for Services to Architecture. A prominent artist in cast glass,
her work has been shown at NZ Sculpture on Shore and galleries in Auckland, Christchurch and
Matakana, with a number of commissioned works.

Dominion Road Mixed-use Development

Page 16 of 64

APPENDIX 2. Meetings, Communication, Minutes and Notes
Public meeting 18 November 2020 at Clare Inn – Notes of meeting.
Developer spoke to:
Ensuring integration
There are challenges in existing form
Lack of car parking
Address Congestion
Respect context through connection through community
Focus on Public benefit ethos
1 hectare land
Uses that add to retailers on Dom Rd
What is missing and want to see more off?
Add to not displacing activity
They are thinking commercial space mixed with residential options
Apartments or terrace with Heritage right on back of site
Acknowledges historic overlay and abrupt nature of interface
“All boats rise on an incoming tide”
“Consultation no fixed space plan”
Climate change
Carbon footprint
Waste management
Benefits to community through initiatives
Vision
Not seen in NZ before
Outside of normal paradigm of what you’re used to
Site big enough, can internalise some of the issues such as congestion so internalising inside site,
different
Similar eg Vinegar lane in Ponsonby
This includes lane ways
Traffic management plan
Managing congestion more of the issue
Using this to sell Car park on-site but this adds to congestion
Getting more people on public transport so less car parking for residential
Respect opinions and be a good neighbour
Undertaking to communicate and
“Add value for everyone”
Collaboration design process
Warren & Mahoney
Boffa Miskell
Storm water wastewater
Covid overlay
Multi points of acts
Covid relevance questioned
Dismissive of Covid irrelevance
Precedents of buildings all very tall
Images only concept and can be challenged
Laneway between this and shops
Don’t own front shops 14 owners but can build over top
Mixed use zone can build up to the boundary facade important
On east green wall pull in but 18m
3.3m height per floor

Set back 6m from East boundary
Apartments looking inwards
Staying away from Balconies but still openable but mostly bedrooms
Active spaces
No basement excavation.
Building 2-3 years
In questioning developer said he lived in construction zone but by his choice, neighbours have no
choice
Less car parks than dwellings
Mostly 2 bedrooms
Primary concern is Commercial return
Total car parks 274, of which 90 are residential
Urban development around suburban housing
Applying for Resource consent after Christmas
Further questions:
Visitor parking
Road parking Ghella Abergeldie already strain
Not including staff carparking? Not enough capacity
Sq meterage of supermarket? Vs Unitary plan allowance
Increase noise over judder bars
Possibly traffic lights on grange/ prospect & Dom Rd
Any plans to remove light on Dom Rd?
Speed of cars now even with judder bars
Safety of children walking to school, old people at residential home and kindergarten on grange
Visual impacted blocking view of Mt Eden
#Car parks vs countdown # of carparks

Public meeting 10 December 2020 at Clare Inn – Denise Civil’s notes of meeting.
It was well attended with 60 – 70 locals there. Also, David Seymour, Chris Fletcher, Lee Carrick, and
Julie Maskell. John Dalzell was planning to attend but was asked not to so the neighbours could have
a chance to meet.
The meeting was led by Bruce and Nicola from Grange Road. They are the ones who were in the
Herald article. They presented a PowerPoint outlining what they knew to date.










2700 sq. m supermarket
117 apartments with 90 allocated carparks
Building 6 storeys high – up to 21 m high
No site access from Dominion Road, all access from Prospect and Grange
Fast-track means don’t need to comply with AUP
Concerns about infrastructure capability
Major issue is the effect on traffic management
Fast-tracked against Auckland Council advise
Approval likely in January

They were concerned about the precedent setting nature of this if approved, giving developers open
slather to do as they like without constraint our current legislation offers.
After noting that their objectives for the meeting was to get help from local and government
representatives it was opened to the floor for comment.
Matters raised included: 

Capacity of local schools
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Green space
Purple flag accreditation (safety at night in locals with restaurants, bars etc.)
Resident’s only parking
Eden Park/Concerts

The general consensus was that the supermarket was the issue and the matter that most people were
concerned about. Chris Fletcher made the point that we are victims of a supermarket war between
Food Stuff and Progressive Enterprises. She advised the audience to write to parliamentary reps, but
not be NIMBYs, to support the residences but not the supermarket and noted that AT is our friend on
this. The process was bad. Apparently, all the Council information – expert reports etc, had been
provided by her.
David Seymour waited towards the end to speak. He first canvassed the meeting to see where people
sat with respect to their support/opposition to the meeting. He agreed that the main focus should be
on traffic and how this development would impact the light rail proposal. He supported letter writing
but actually didn’t commit to doing anything more than asking questions.
Bruce and Nicola have instigated a letter writing campaign. Someone suggested targeting Foodstuffs
to shame them into backing down.
The plans are quite advance, to the point where prices are being sought. They are not being shared
at this point as someone has leaked them and in fear of their employment. The bulk is not too
different from the candy-striped shape on the meeting flyer.

Developers’ consultation meeting 10 February 2021 at
of meeting.

– Megan Rule’s notes

A more comprehensive project, preliminary plans, elevations, views, were shown and John Dalzell
advised he would put all the information up on a dedicated website today with the address below and
welcomed meetings with him going forward e.g., a group from Prospect and group from Grange, etc
Dominiondoaddevelopment.com
We are yet to see this (not even purchased yet) ….
If it doesn’t appear by Monday will follow up local action group
NB the notice of meetings warning has been unsatisfactory (1 days’ notice). I only saw it yesterday too

Main issues again traffic and size of supermarket to be addressed (still big)
JD is still working through traffic issues (e.g., mitigation by lights on Prospect may be one of a number
of solutions) to manage trucks, cars etc.
JD still working through overland flow path (underground now) with Heathy Waters/EPA
They had addressed some of the immediate neighbour feedback e.g., hiding rear truck loading in a
tunnel (planting over it - very FLW), lowering some of apartments

Battery style apartments could go for around 1.8M for 3 bed. Will people want to stay?
Lacks landscape and public community enhancement

He also said he would come back with better expression of supermarket (no sense of any laneway,
etc.). Talked of ideas absent in drawings
On the one hand they can plough on in the next couple of weeks 95% on the way to getting a review
from Govt Rep (process time roughly 4-6weeks)
I understand there may be a 10 days’ time frame for objecting when this process is achieved?
Or if he is consistent with his feedback, they will respond to matters raised and come back to another
meeting

Christine Fletcher put pressure on JD for the Foodstuff head to come next time and sell the idea
(Elephant in the room), that wasn’t being bought by those present
Bruce was forthright is challenging process and consultation e.g. last night will count by adding name
to covid list regardless of level of satisfaction, etc
Best way to communicate solutions (JD asked to see any) and reservations aside from organising a
meeting with them is to convey issues to via all Local Board/Councillors and Group
Talked with Rachel from Boffa Miskell (urban design on JDs team) and she while talking it up agreed
more landscape and addressing traffic issues etc. would make the project better.
We would like to see an exemplary project setting a bench mark, if that means reducing supermarket,
etc. to better cope with traffic, neighbourhood safety etc, then...
Additional comments on the meeting from Denise Civil
JD did not understand his audience last night- about 30 local residents from Prospect and Grange but
also Paice and Burnley as well as local body representatives and people from the Dom Road
Business Association. He should have concentrated on the changes they have made to the design to
appease the most affected neighbours but instead talked about technical stuff – the overland flow path
etc. His consultants, particularly the traffic engineer, didn’t do him any favours either by saying he
was the expert and being disrespectful to the local knowledge and concerns of our fellow
neighbours. The Foodstuffs rep was quite junior and was economical with the truth about their site on
the corner of Dominion and Balmoral Roads which put him off side with the locals too. JD tended to
skirt around questions he didn’t want to answer but we did find out the he has leave to apply under the
Covid Recovery Fast Track legislation but hasn’t finished a few of the big issue matters (traffic being
one of them) so hasn’t yet put the application in.
Looking at the plans the building seems to be well modulated. It has a reasonable variety of
apartments so I don’t see it becoming a boarding house and I am inclined to agree with the sentiment
of those at the meeting that it is the supermarket that is the major issue being inappropriate for the site
due to the issue with its catchment bringing unnecessary vehicles into the area (you don’t take your
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weekly grocery shop home on public transport) and delivery trucks causing traffic issues in the
adjacent streets. Apparently 30,000 locals have New World loyalty cards – an interesting piece of
trivia.
There is nothing in the development that benefits the local community – just lots of inconvenience. If
there was some community space it would have more appeal.
The website address he gave us is incorrect. This is the link to the presentation that was put up on
the walls. Dominion Road Development

Developers’ consultation meeting 16 March 2021 at
meeting.

– Denise Civil’s notes of

JD introduced his team but it was only Lindsay Knowles who presented to the meeting, but before he
did JD explained that the project was at approx. 60% preliminary design stage and would need to go
through developed design and detailed design before it was ready to get a building consent.
Developed design and detailed design work would be undertaken May – November so we can expect
the building consent application to go in before Christmas. He wanted to make the point that the
project is still at the early design stage and that the draft application to the EPA has not been made
but is imminent (1-2 weeks away).
He went on to explain the Fast-track process, saying that the expert panel is only appointed after the
formal application is made. When the draft goes in the EPA have about 3 weeks to comment, the
developer then adjusts the application and submits the formal application. He said, again, that he
would make the flowchart on the EPA website available.
Then it was Lindsay’s turn. (He is FoodStuffs general manager for property -North Island) He started
off with the same information as Monday night about his background etc. He explained that
FoodStuffs were a co-op with owner operators managing the stores under the New World, Pak-n-Save
and Four Square brands. He used the example of the new Pukekohe New World store to show the
nature of the store that would be established at 360 Dom Road. He described it as a “nuanced” store.
He made quite a bit of the FoodStuffs culture being like a family with its focus role in New Zealand and
having a community base. He then described the 4 pillars of FoodStuffs operation being 1) Healthy
and affordable food, 2) Meaningful work, 3) Supporting local communities, and 4) Being sustainable.
He then went into the specifics of what the new supermarket would look like; the plan is to use what
he called 100 a limited pallet year materials in the construction with the supermarket having an
appearance of being smaller than they are and to introduce a lot of natural light. The focus would be
customer convenience and a focus on fresh so we could expect to see a bakery, butchery, fresh fish
area (they now own quota and have bought Leigh Fisheries so have their own sourced product),
coffee and food service in the store. The likes of the bakery and butcher will offer apprenticeships.
(FoodStuffs have 3000 apprenticeships nationwide). There will also be a delivery service operating out
of it as well. We go that statistic about 30% being the max. on-line grocery sales in any jurisdiction
worldwide and how that makes physical stores still important.
He was very good at not answering direct questions. When asked why did we need another
supermarket he responded that he believed it was an opportunity to offer an alternative. When
challenged that this could put other retailers out of business, he countered with the claim that the don’t

do competitive pricing. He confirmed that they did own some of the land on the Dominion and
Balmoral Road corner but that this was not large enough for a supermarket.
He was asked why they had chosen this site. The answer was that there were gaps in the
supermarket niche on a population basis and that this site was central to the customer catchment. We
did not find out what the catchment distance was, though when I spoke to Sam and Nick after they
said they may be able to give us that information with a caveat that it was commercially
sensitive. Sam did say that the rule of thumb is a 5 km radius.
Apparently the 2700 sq. m size is the ideal size for the range offering and fits the client base.
On traffic questions he claimed that there was nothing unusual in the proposed traffic management.
FoodStuffs operate its own transport fleet and will work out any problems internally. He felt that by
designing purpose-built truck loading facilities they could mitigate any specific issues. FoodStuffs have
the ability to dictate truck size and delivery hours and may mean that smaller trucks come at higher
frequency. The design is such that there would only be forward movement of trucks as they enter from
Prospect and out through Grange with a right turn, then left onto Dominion. He did not address
customer traffic except to say that the design has separation between trucks and cars.
JD then advised that the traffic modelling is about 1 week away from being shared.
The rubbish removal and recycling is not a FoodStuffs business but a separate contractor but the
contract will specify time as the mitigation measure.
Lindsay said that FoodStuffs have a complaints procedure and any issues could be taken up with the
company and also through the normal council channels. Any owner operator who was not managing
their supermarket to FoodStuffs standard would go through a discipline process and could lose their
contract.
They were questioned about off-street parking. Lindsay did not have the parking figures. However,
we were advised that the 277 parking spaces would be sufficient and that the design ratio was 5
carpark/100 sq. m supermarket space.
Using Dominion Road as the entrance was also suggested by a neighbour. We were advised that
they aim to use as little of the side streets as possible and think this is doable. Lindsay acknowledged
that the proposed rapid transport along Dominion Road was a complication as they still do not know
what is going to happen. One option was that all vehicles could be banned from Dominion
Road. This would affect trading. The assumption of New World is that any future traffic plans for
Dominion Road will improve the situation and this would be teased out when they share the traffic
modelling.
There was then some discussion about the Covid Recovery (Fast Track Consenting) process with
disagreement between people about the difference between who can make submissions under normal
RMA consenting process. JD claimed that the Covid Recovery (Fast Track Consenting) process was
not a short cut because of the amount of information that was needed. Consultation was required and
they also needed to supply a list of adjacent neighbours which was different to affected
neighbours. They also have to get other agencies involved such as iwi and statutory authorities and
even Sec 24 parties, in this case the local Business Association. JD said that adjacent neighbours are
not just those on the boundary but also those across the road and that there was a guidance paper on
this. Even so the adjacent neighbours could be increased at the discretion of the Panel chair.
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Our meeting on Monday night came up without mentioning names or information given. JD noted that
we had put time, thought and effort into our presentation which was appreciated. He was not
interested in emotive opposition but happy to receive genuine concerns and would consider them.

Public meeting 6 May 2021 at Saint Albans church hall – Denise Civil’s notes of meeting.
Approx. 75 people attending.
Liz opened the meeting and acknowledged the closing of the Saint Albans church as the Diocese is
not supporting the required earthquake strengthening. A koha was suggested as the use of the hall
had been without cost.
Presented the findings from TPC ITA as a PowerPoint. Key message: –








The development will significantly increase traffic congestion on Dominion Road and
cause delays at the intersections on Grange Road and Prospect Terrace.
Advised that the report down plays the significant adverse effects of the additional
vehicle movements and that it doesn’t really acknowledge that the traffic is going to be
increased throughout the day as extra people come and go from the supermarket.
Noted that the intention is to remove 13 casual, road-side carparking spaces from the
bottom of both streets which should be a concern for local businesses.
Noted that hasn’t addressed the increase in on street carparking (already at a
premium) when residents cannot get parking in the residents’ carpark.
Noted that potential for light rail and havoc from events at Eden Park are not
mentioned in the report.
Our concerns are that more traffic is going to mean more disruption to the
neighbourhood, with longer traffic queues for turning into Dominion Road, longer
travel times on Dominion Road and more dangerous intersections.

Bernadette Power (Local Board by-election candidate) spoke about the need to have a voice at the
table when it came to the question of light rail.
Will McKenzie (Local Board by-election candidate) spoke about the fast-track legislation and his belief
that we will not be able to stop the project, though we may be able to slow application down. He talked
about the Unitary Plan being a specification of minimums not maximums and the mitigation of 5 level
increases.
There were questions and comments from the floor around delivery truck movement making the area
less safe for parked cars, pedestrians and the young people using the Guide Hall.
Construction and operational noise were raised as concerns. Concerns also about the rushed nature
of the application.
There was concern about this project being an abuse of the Covid legislation. The community felt that
it was being bullied by Food Stuffs and that there will be more job losses as a result of the
supermarket from the impact on Claire House (40 plus staff) and Farro if they go out of business.
Brent Murdoch advised the meeting that a fee proposal to undertake a review of the TPC ITA had
been received from another firm of consulting traffic engineers but that Eden we Love needed $10,000

to fund this. This would be directed to the Panel considering the application through the immediately
adjacent neighbours.
A show of hands had about 80% of those present prepared to pay $100.00 each towards the report.
Eden We Love to notify the bank account into which this could be paid.
Chris Fletcher suggested a raffle. Claudia Pond-Eyley donated a print to be raffled.
Speakers were thanks and the meeting closed.

Developers’ consultation meeting 18 May 2021 at
meeting.

– Brent Murdoch’s notes of

There was a relatively small number in attendance. Maybe 25 people.
There was little new information. TPC just went through a brief overview of the ITA. Not a lot of detail.
Several interesting points did come out in discussion (hoping for a few nuggets was the reason I
went):
1.

Someone pointed out that effectively there are already 2 lanes in use out of Prospect and
Grange because the car(s) turning right tend to hug the right side of the lane and left turning
traffic can often squeeze through to go left.
This appeared to score a direct hit - both Todd Langwell from TPC and John looked
concerned. Rightly so, a 2nd lane on both streets is supposed to (somehow?) solve all the
traffic issues.

2.

There is no car parking on the site for the Supermarket staff - this will impact street parking
and is not considered in the ITA.

3.

They made a big deal of the safety benefits from pedestrians not having to cross a vehicle
driveway on Dominion Rd, while completely ignoring the fact that pedestrians will have to
cross 2 vehicle driveways on each of Prospect and Grange.

4.

They also made a big deal about the safety benefits of having a pedestrian refuge island on
Prospect Terrace but then explained there isn't room for one on Grange Rd. Again
completely ignoring the risk on Grange. When someone said they were concerned about
disabled people being able to cross the street safely Langwell shrugged his shoulders and
said it can be difficult to cross any street - ignoring the fact they're sending 550 cars/hr and
trucks down the street!

5.

Todd Langwell referred to "Our Application" - no independent assessment there.

6.

As per the ITA, Langwell stated that the current position is that Dominion Road is congested
at peak times but that under Scenario B it will be easier to turn out of Prospect & Grange
onto Dominion Rd than it is now.

I pointed out that the ITA forecast 546 traffic movements at peak time and that adding that traffic to an
already congested road, it was difficult to understand how it could be easier to turn out of Prospect &
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Grange onto Dominion Rd than it is now. Langwell responded with a diatribe about 20-30% of the
traffic being passers by - ignoring the fact that currently none of it goes down Prospect & Grange, so is
actually 100% incremental. I said OK, 400 vehicle movements added to an already congested road
and you're saying it becomes easier to turn out of Prospect & Grange and he muttered something
about that's what the model is telling us.
At the end John made a comment on timescales. He said they should have a decision within 45 to 65
days depending on which route it goes down. Not sure what he meant there.

APPENDIX 3

Conditions

Refer to the Word document EWL-Conditions (with track changes) sent separately as part of these
comments.
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DRAFT LAND USE CONDITIONS

GENERAL CONDITIONS
Activity in Accordance with Application
1. The development shall proceed in general accordance with the information and plans
submitted with the application formally received by the Environment Protection Agency on
[insert date], including all supporting additional information submitted. In the event that any
of the provisions of the following documents conflict with the requirements of these
conditions of consent, these conditions of consent must prevail.
Drawing Title and Reference
A01.001 - Location Plan
A02.001 - Existing Site Plan
A03.001 - Proposed Site Plan
A09.000 - Master Floor Plan
Level 00
A09.010 - Master Floor Plan
Level 01
A09.020 - Master Floor Plan
Level 02
A09.030 - Master Floor Plan
Level 03
A09.040 - Master Floor Plan
Level 04
A09.050 - Master Floor Plan
Level 05
A19.020 - Apartment Plan
Block A Level 02
A19.030 - Apartment Plan
Block A Level 03
A19.040 - Apartment Plan
Block A Level 04
A19.120 - Apartment Plan
Block B Level 02
A19.130 - Apartment Plan
Block B Level 03
A19.140 - Apartment Plan
Block B Level 04
A19.230 - Apartment Plan
Block C Level 03
A19.240 - Apartment Plan
Block C Level 04
A19.250 - Apartment Plan
Block C Level 05
A19.330 - Apartment Plan
Block D Level 03
A19.340 - Apartment Plan
Block D Level 04

Architect / Author
Warren and Mahoney
Warren and Mahoney
Warren and Mahoney
Warren and Mahoney

Rev.
G
G
G
G

Dated
28.04.21
28.04.21
28.04.21
28.04.21
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Warren and Mahoney

G

28.04.21

Warren and Mahoney

G

28.04.21

Warren and Mahoney

G

28.04.21

2 A19.400 - Apartment Plan
North Terraces Level 00
A19.410 - Apartment Plan
North Terraces Level 01
A19.420 - Apartment Plan
North Terraces Level 02
A19.430 - Apartment Plan
North Terraces Level 03
A19.500 - Apartment Plan
South Terraces Level 00
A19.510 - Apartment Plan
South Terraces Level 01
A19.520 - Apartment Plan
South Terraces Level 02
A19.530 - Apartment Plan
South Terraces Level 03
A19.540 - Apartment Plan
South Terraces Level 04
A20.001 - External Elevations
A20.002 - External Elevations
A30.001 - Typical Sections
A30.002 - Typical Sections
A30.003 - Typical Sections
RC210 - External Signage
Elevations
00010 - General Notes
01010 - General Arrangement
Plan
81010 - Erosion and
Sedimentation Control
81040 - Erosion and
Sedimentation Control Details
82010 - Bulk Earthworks
82011 - Rock Excavation Plan
86010 - 3 Waters Plan
86040 - Stormwater Details
86041 - Wastewater Details
87010 - Soakhole Location and
Test Result
87011 - Existing Catchment
Plan
87012 - Proposed Catchment
Plan
87020 - Overland Flow Culvert
Long Section
89010 - Water Supply and
Services Plan
89040 - Water Supply Details

Warren and Mahoney

G

28.04.21

Warren and Mahoney

G

28.04.21

Warren and Mahoney

G

28.04.21

Warren and Mahoney

G
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G

28.04.21

Warren and Mahoney

G
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G

28.04.21

Warren and Mahoney

G

28.04.21

Warren and Mahoney
Warren and Mahoney
Warren and Mahoney
Warren and Mahoney
Warren and Mahoney
Wingate Architects

G
G
G
G
G
C

28.04.21
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10.03.21
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Robert Bird Group
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(c) Enable opportunities for concerns and issues to be reported and responded to by the consent
holder; and
(d) Provide feedback on the development of the Construction Noise and Vibration Management
Plan (CNVMP), Construction Management Plan (CMP) and Construction Traffic Management
Plan (CTMP).
8.

The consent holder shall:
(a) Consult with the CLG on the development and content of the CNVMP, CMP, and CTMP,
including providing a copy of the draft CNVMP, CMP and CTMP (including indicative provisions
for oversized vehicles entering and leaving the site) for feedback in advance of lodging with
Auckland Council;
(b) Arrange a regular monthly meeting on the same day of the week, which shall be agreed with
the members of the CLG;
(c) Provide information at least 3 5 working days in advance of the meeting at which that
information is to be discussed; 3
(d) Provide reasonable administrative support for the CLG including:
(i)

Organising meetings at a local venue;

(ii) Inviting all members of the CLG to meetings at least 5 10 working day before that meeting is to
be held;
(e) Provide an update at least every month (or as otherwise agreed by the CLG) during construction
of the project setting out noise and vibration monitoring results and associated compliance with
the consent conditions and any other relevant requirements of the CNVMP, CMP and CTMP,
including responses to compliance concerns raised by CLG members at the previous meeting;
(f)

Provide all updates to the CNVMP following certification of these updates by Auckland Council;

(g) Respond to all issues/queries/requests raised by the CLG and advise how their
issues/queries/requests have been resolved and if not resolved, the reasons why. The speed of
the response shall be determined by the urgency of the matter as determined by Auckland
Council; and
(h) Have a representative attend all CLG meetings.
9.

At the first meeting of the CLG, the consent holder shall provide a list of three registered members
of the New Zealand Institute of Building Surveyors Inc who are suitably qualified to undertake
cosmetic and structural damage assessment and reporting. All listed persons shall have provided
confirmation of their availability to undertake the work required by Conditions 68 to 72.

10.

The purpose of the list is to provide the CLG an opportunity to agree (by majority) upon and
nominate one of the listed Building Surveyors as an independent assessor of any building damage
that may occur as a result of the construction activity.

11.

The CLG shall, within 10 working days of the first meeting, advise the consent holder of the
nominated Building Surveyor.

Increase the time to give sufficient notice to those involved to consult their group on feedback and fit
into their busy day job schedules. Some of the CGL are involved on a voluntary basis.
3

(h) Details of the management and mitigation measures required to comply with Conditions 56 to
76;
(i)

A procedure for undertaking building condition surveys of buildings in accordance with
Conditions 67 to 69;

(j)

The procedure for monitoring construction noise and vibration at the most exposed
surrounding buildings; and

(k) The process for changing, and certifying any changes to, the CNVMP.
The certified CNVMP (as certified by Auckland Council) shall be implemented and maintained
throughout the entire demolition and construction period.
The CNVMP shall be prepared with reference to Annex E2 of NZS 6803: 1999 Acoustics Construction noise.
Construction Management Plan (CMP)
17.

The consent holder shall, at least 10 working days prior to the commencement of earthworks
activity on the site, prepare and submit a Construction Management Plan (CMP) to Auckland Council
for approval, in a certifying capacity.
Advice Note:
A Corridor Access Request, (CAR), is required for all works undertaken within the ‘road corridor’. See
Auckland Transport’s website https://at.govt.nz/about-us/working-on-the-road/corridor-accessrequests/#applycar for more information.

18.

The objectives of the CMP are to:
(a) Identify the Best Practicable Option (within the limits set under the conditions of consent) and
define the procedures to ensure adverse effects associated with construction activities are
minimised;
(b) Inform the duration, frequency and timing of works to manage disruption; and
(c) Require engagement with affected receivers and timely management of complaints.
No earthworks activity shall commence until confirmation of the CMP is provided from Auckland
Council that the CMP is satisfactory. The certified CMP shall be implemented and maintained
throughout the entire demolition and construction period.

19.

The CMP shall include specific details relating to avoiding, remedying or mitigating adverse effects
on the environment and neighbouring properties from demolition and construction, and
management of all works associated with this development (where they are not already managed by
the CNVMP or CTMP) as follows:
(a) Contact details of the appointed contractor or project manager (phone number, email, postal
address);
(b) A general outline of the construction programme for each stage of development;
(c) Applicable conditions relating to the management of construction matters (including but not
limited to those on dust, sediment and contamination);

(d) Programme of works and hours of operation;
(e) Relevant details for the management of dust on site (as per the guidance in Appendix 4 of the
Ministry for the Environment’s Good Practice Guide for Assessing and Managing Dust, 2016)
including:
(i) An objective to ensure the consent holder shall ensure earthworks do not result in any
airborne and deposited dust beyond the property boundary of the site that is determined to
be noxious, objectionable or offensive;
(ii) A general description of the activities and main potential sources of dust emission;
(iii) Contact details for the person who will manage dust complaints on site to be made available
to staff and the CLG;
(iv) A full description of the dust mitigation system, including identifying relevant operating
procedures and parameters, inventory of mitigating equipment and materials, details and
reporting on maintenance programmes for this equipment and contingency procedures;
(v) Measures to be adopted to maintain the site in a tidy condition in terms of disposal/storage
of rubbish, unloading of building materials, waiting and storage areas and similar
construction activities;
(vi) Measures for waste management which include designated sites for refuse bins, and for
recycling bins for glass, plastic and cans storage and collection in accordance with Auckland
Council’s waste reduction policy;
(vii) Location of workers’ conveniences (e.g. portaloos) and worker transport arrangements and
car parking;
(viii) A site plan identifying material, plant and machinery storage areas as well as loading and
unloading zones;
(ix) Location and height of site hoardings (if any);
(x) Proposed hours of work on the site; and
(xi) Monitoring procedures, including frequency and kind of monitoring to be undertaken,
records to be kept and any system review or reporting required.
(f)

Management processes for earthworks on site to minimise contaminant, erosion and sediment
effects as per Conditions 45 to 55 and as guided by Auckland Council’s guideline document
Erosion and Sediment Control Guide for Land Disturbing Activities in the Auckland Region,
2016/005.

(g)

Details of construction hoardings and other measures to be adopted to maintain areas of the
site that are visible from public spaces and private property in a tidy condition;

(h) Details of the approach to be undertaken for the unloading and stockpiling of materials on site
(including any necessary reference to the CNVMP or CTMP as required under Conditions 17 to
19 and 20 to 22);
(i)

Management of rubbish disposal on site, in order to ensure any rubbish is removed in a timely
manner and areas of the site visible from neighbouring properties or public spaces are kept in a
tidy condition.

Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP)

The above details shall be shown on a site plan and supporting documentation as appropriate. The
certified CMP shall be implemented and maintained throughout the entire earthworks and
construction period.
Advice Notes:
Prior to carrying out any work in the road corridor, the applicant is required to submit to Auckland
Transport a Corridor Access Request (CAR) and CTMP, work shall not commence until such time as
the applicant has approval in the form of a Works Access Permit (WAP). The application may be
made through http://www.beforeudig.co.nz and 15 working days should be allowed for approval.
More information is available on Auckland Transport’s website https://at.govt.nz/about-us/workingon-the-road/corridor-access-requests.
The CTMP should contain sufficient detail to ensure the safe and efficient movement of the travelling
public pedestrians, cyclists and motorists, including restricting vehicle movements in peak periods.
Notification of Works Commencing to Neighbours
23.

The consent holder shall:
(a) At least 10 working days prior to the commencement of earthworks on site, provide written
advice of the proposed commencement date to the following:
(i) Dominion Road Business Association; and
(ii) Owners and occupiers identified in Appendix 3 of the submitted application material of
Grange Road and Prospect Terrace . 6
(b) The written advice shall, as a minimum, include:
(i) A brief overview of the construction works;
(ii) Acknowledgement that some activities are predicted to generate high noise and/or vibration
levels that may result in disturbance for short periods;
(iii) The mitigation and management measures to be implemented;
(iv) Details of monitoring (as per Conditions 73 to 76) that will be undertaken where concerns
about noise or vibration are raised;
(v) The working hours, a contact phone number for any concerns regarding noise and vibration,
construction traffic, or any other matter associated with the works; and
(vi) Copies of the CNVMP, CMP and CTMP.
(c) Public site signage shall include contact details for any concerns regarding the works.
(d) At least monthly the consent holder shall communicate with the occupiers of all properties
referenced in (a) above regarding upcoming construction works. This shall include written
advice which sets out:

The list in Appendix 3 is only those owners and occupiers identified by the applicant. It doesn’t
include the owners and occupiers identified by the EPA panel as being within sufficiently close
proximity to also be affected by the proposal. The residents of Grange Road and Prospect Terrace
are also affected as they will be impacted by traffic disruption.
6

Preliminary Design Road Safety Audit of all site access points and road layout changes associated
with the development.
27.

The Preliminary Design Road Safety Audit shall address all transportation aspects of the
development which shall include, but not be limited to, the following:
(a) The Dominion Road / Prospect Terrace intersection;
(b) The Grange Road / Dominion Road intersection; and
(c) The vehicular accesses.
The consent holder shall address any recommendations made in the Preliminary Design Road Safety
Audit, referred to in Condition 26, that are agreed with Auckland Transport.

28.

The Road Safety Audit shall be completed in accordance with the New Zealand Transport Agency
Procedure Manual by an independent and appropriately qualified safety auditor. The Road Safety
Audit Report shall be provided to Auckland Transport prior to commencement of any construction
works within the road reserve.

29.

The consent holder shall adopt and address any recommendations made in the Road Safety Audit,
referred to in Condition 28, that are agreed with Auckland Transport. The consent holder shall also
undertake remedial measures where the findings of the Road Safety Audit identify any serious or
significant traffic-related concerns arising as a direct result of the development, that in the opinion
of Auckland Transport exacerbates a traffic safety risk. Any remedial measures shall be incorporated
into the finalised design lodged for Engineering Plan Approval as required in Condition 32 of this
consent.
Advice Note:
If any agreed mitigation measure(s) require a separate resource consent or third-party approval, it
shall be the sole responsibility of the consent holder to obtain such consents and/or approvals prior
to any construction works and implementation of such measure(s).

30.

No construction works of all new or modified accesses within the road reserve shall occur prior to
the Engineering Plan Approval that includes the agreed recommendations, adopted changes and
approval(s) (where required) agreed in the Road Safety Audit, as per Conditions 28 and 29.
General Transportation

31.

All new public assets including vehicle crossings, footpaths and street furniture shall be designed
and formed to Auckland Transport’s relevant Engineering Standards.
Dominion Road - Detailed Design

32.

At least ten working days prior to the submission of Engineering Plan Approval, and following
completion of the Preliminary Design Road Safety Audit, in relation to the works associated with the
Dominion Road intersections with Prospect Terrace and Grange Road, the consent holder shall
provide to Auckland Transport for approval, the detailed design which includes consideration of:
(a) Dominion Road / Prospect Terrace intersection showing tracking of 12.6m trucks;
(b) Grange Road / Dominion Road intersection showing tracking of 12.6m trucks;
(c) Service relocation plans;

(d) Extent of reinstatement works;
(e) Regulatory and warning signage/markings;
(f)

Visibility assessment, taking into account landscaping and signage; and

(g) Changes as required by the Road Safety Audit referred to within Condition 28 and 29.
33.

The easternmost Prospect Terrace vehicular access shall be restricted to supermarket and general
service vehicles only.

34.

Prior to the operation of the easternmost Prospect Terrace vehicular access, the consent holder shall
install ‘authorised vehicles only’ signage and thereafter retain and maintain this signage in
perpetuity to the satisfaction of Auckland Council.

34A. Prior to the commencement of construction the consent holder shall execute the approved detailed
design plan for the reconfigurations of the Dominion Road/Grange Road and the Dominion
Road/Prospect Terrace intersections. 9
Geotechnical
35.

The consent holder shall engage a suitably qualified engineer to supervise all excavations, retaining
and foundation construction. The supervising engineer's contact details shall be provided in writing
to Auckland Council at least two weeks prior to earthworks commencing on site.
Materials and Finishes

36.

As part of the building consent, the consent holder shall provide architectural detail drawings of the
facade components and a Materials Schedule and Specifications for the proposed external cladding
and glazing including surface finishes and colour scheme. This shall be submitted to Auckland Council
for certification that the proposed architectural treatment, colour, and visual depth indicated in the
consent drawings is consistent with the documentation listed in Condition 1 and will be provided
without any compromise of their design intent.

37.

As part of the building consent that includes the following matters, the consent holder shall provide
details of any external rooftop services/plant, and visual/ aural screening elements to Auckland
Council for certification that screening/treatment of any external plant equipment does not
undermine the design and architectural integrity of the development.
Advice Note:
As part of the condition monitoring process, Auckland Council’s Premium Resource Consents Team
will liaise with members of Auckland Council’s Urban Design Unit and Built Heritage Team to ensure
that the submitted details are consistent with the approved plans and information.
Finalised Landscape Design Drawings, Specifications and Maintenance Requirements

38.

As part of any building consent, the consent holder shall provide to Auckland Council for
certification, a finalised set of developed and detailed landscape design drawings and supporting
It is not clear if this the reconfiguration of the intersections is the responsibility of the consent holder
or of Auckland Transport. If the latter then there is no guarantee that the improvements on which the
best-case scenario in the traffic modelling is base will be undertaken. The intersection improvements
are essential for the traffic effects to be mitigated. Requiring the consent holder to be responsible for
this prior to the start of construction ensures that this will occur and also improves the traffic stuation
during the construction phase.
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written documentation which have been prepared by a landscape architect or suitably qualified
professional. The submitted information shall be consistent with the Landscape Concept Plan
prepared by Boffa Miskell, dated 3 May 2021 and confirm that the planting within the internal
courtyard areas will be able to achieve the anticipated outcome, in particular that there is enough
depth of soil to accommodate the proposed vegetation. At a minimum, this information shall include
landscape design drawings, specifications and maintenance requirements including
(a) Annotated planting plans which communicate the proposed location and extent of all areas of
planting;
(b) Annotated cross-sections and/or design details with key dimensions to illustrate that adequate
widths and depths are provided for planter boxes and garden beds;
(c) A plant schedule based on the submitted planting plan(s) which detail specific plant species,
plant sourcing, the number of plants, height and/or grade (litre)/Pb size at time of planting, and
estimated height/ canopy spread at maturity;
(d) Details of draft specification documentation for any specific drainage, soil preparation, tree pits,
staking, irrigation and mulching requirements;
(e) An annotated pavement plan and related specifications, detailing proposed site levels and the
materiality and colour of all proposed hard surfacing;
(f)

An annotated furniture plan and related specifications which confirm the location and type of
all seats, bins, lights, fences, walls and other structural landscape design elements; and

(g) A landscape maintenance plan (report) and related drawings and specifications for all aspects of
the finalised landscape design, including in relation to the following requirements:
(i) Irrigation;
(ii) Weed control;
(iii) Plant replacement;
(iv) Inspection timeframes; and
(v) Contractor responsibilities.
Advice notes:
It is recommended that the consent holder consider a minimum three-year
management/maintenance programme for plant establishment and provide, in particular, details of
maintenance methodology and frequency, allowance for fertilising, weed removal/spraying,
replacement of plants, including specimen trees in case plants are severely damaged/die over the
first three years of the planting being established and watering to maintain soil moisture.
39.

Implementation and Maintenance of Approved Landscape Design
Prior to the development being first occupied and within an appropriate planting season, the
consent holder shall implement the landscape design which has been approved by the Auckland
Council under Condition 38 and thereafter retain and maintain this landscape (planting, pavement
and furniture) in perpetuity to the satisfaction of the Auckland Council in accordance with the
maintenance plan which has been approved under Condition 38.
Waste Management Plan

40.

As part of any building consent, a finalised Waste Management Plan shall be submitted to Auckland
Council for certification that the servicing requirements of the overall site are adequately provided
for without causing odour/visual nuisance internally or to the public.

41.

Any waste collection including all movement of bins shall not be undertaken between 6.00pm and
7.00am, unless undertaken within the internal car parking or loading bays of the development.

42.

The Waste Management Plan shall then be implemented at all times.
Advice Note:
The waste management plan required by Condition 40 is also required for any multi-unit
development, comprising ten or more units, under the Auckland Council Solid Waste Bylaw 2012.
Assistance in determining the contents of the Waste Management Plan can be found within the
Auckland Design Manual, www.aucklanddesignmanual.co.nz by searching for the Waste MUD
Calculator. As part of the certification process, Auckland Council's monitoring officers will liaise with
members of Auckland Council's Urban Design Unit and Waste Solutions Team to ensure that the
submitted details are consistent with the approved plans and information.
Lighting Plan

43.

As part of any building consent, the consent holder shall provide a Lighting Plan for certification by
Auckland Council. This plan shall include proposed locations, lux levels and types of lighting (i.e.
manufacturer's specifications once a lighting style has been determined). The lighting plan shall
demonstrate that all lighting complies with the relevant AUP(OP) lighting standards and to avoid any
light spill onto neighbouring properties.
Advice Note:
The purpose of this plan is to demonstrate that adequate lighting will be provided, particularly at the
entrances to the building; and any publicly accessible areas within and around the site for the
visibility and safety of residents, occupants and visitors to the premises and passers-by outside the
daylight hours. The lighting should be designed to prevent any glare or overspill to the neighbouring
properties in compliance with the relevant bylaw provisions.

44.

The Lighting Plan certified by Auckland Council Team shall be implemented as part of the
construction of the development and maintained thereafter.
Advice Note:
As part of the condition monitoring process, Auckland Council's Premium Resource Consents Team
will liaise with members of Auckland Council's Urban Design Unit to ensure that the submitted details
are consistent with the approved plans and information.
DURING CONSTRUCTION CONDITIONS
Erosion and Sediment Control

45.

Prior to earthworks commencing, a certificate signed by an appropriately and experienced person
shall be submitted to Auckland Council, to certify that the erosion and sediment controls have been
constructed in accordance with the erosion and sediment control management plan and Auckland

Council Guideline Document 2016/005 Erosion and Sediment Control Guide for Land Disturbing
Activities in the Auckland Region (GD05) and the specific requirements of this consent.
Certified controls may include the decanting earth bund, silt fences, clean water diversions, dirty
water diversions and stabilised construction entrances. The certification for the measures shall
be supplied immediately upon completion of construction of those measures. Information supplied,
if applicable shall include:
(a)

Contributing catchment area;

(b) Volume of the structure;
(c) Shape of structure (dimensions of structure);
(d) Position of inlets/outlets; and
(e) Stabilisation of the structure.
46.

The earthworks shall be undertaken in accordance with the plans and information referenced in
Condition 1.

47.

The erosion and sediment control measures shall be constructed and maintained in accordance with
Auckland Council Guideline Document 2016/005 Erosion and Sediment Control Guide for Land
Disturbing Activities in the Auckland Region and any amendments to this document, except where a
higher standard is detailed in the documents referred to in the conditions above, in which case the
higher standard shall apply. The excavation areas shall be dampened during the day to suppress the
generation of dust during the works. Filter cloths or cover mats shall be installed over the
stormwater cesspits in the vicinity of the excavation areas. Vehicles will be inspected prior to leaving
works area and wheels brushed/cleaned, as required, to avoid the potential for sediment to leave
the site on vehicle tyres and enter the existing stormwater system.

48.

There shall be no deposition of earth, mud, dirt or other debris on any public road or footpath
resulting from earthworks activity on the subject site. In the event that such deposition does occur,
it shall immediately be removed. In no instance shall roads or footpaths be washed down with water
without appropriate erosion and sediment control measures in place to prevent contamination of
the stormwater drainage system, watercourses or receiving waters.

49.

Upon completion or abandonment of earthworks on the subject site all areas of bare earth shall be
permanently stabilised against erosion in accordance with Auckland Council Guideline Document
2016/005 Erosion and Sediment Control Guide for Land Disturbing Activities in the Auckland Region.

50.

The consent holder shall take all necessary measures to control silt contaminated stormwater at all
times during the earthworks and during building development in general accordance with plans and
information referenced in Condition 1, and in accordance with Auckland Council's Guideline
Document 2016/005 Erosion and Sediment Control Guide for Land Disturbing Activities in the
Auckland Region and to the satisfaction of Auckland Council.

51.

All earthworks shall be managed to ensure that no debris, soil, silt, sediment or sediment-laden
water is discharged beyond the subject site to either land, stormwater drainage systems,
watercourses or receiving waters. In the event that a discharge occurs, works shall cease
immediately and the discharge shall be mitigated and/or rectified to the satisfaction of Auckland
Council.

52.

Unless specifically provided for by this consent, there shall be no damage to public roads, footpaths,
berms, kerbs, drains, reserves or other public asset as a result of the earthworks and construction
activity. In the event that such damage does occur Auckland Council, shall be notified within 24

hours of its discovery. The costs of rectifying such damage and restoring the asset to its original
condition shall be met by the consent holder.
53.

There shall be no obstruction of access to public footpaths, berms, private properties, public
services/utilities, or public reserves, unless otherwise authorised by Auckland Council and/or
Auckland Transport, resulting from the construction and earthworks activity. All materials and
equipment shall be stored within the subject site’s boundaries.
Dust

54.

During earthworks all necessary action shall be taken to minimise dust generation and sufficient
water shall be available and shall be used where needed to dampen exposed soil, and/or other dust
suppressing measures shall be available to minimise dust formation.
Imported Fill

55.

All imported fill used shall:
(a) Comply with the definition for ‘cleanfill’ in the Ministry for the Environment publication A Guide
to the Management of Cleanfills (2002);
(b) Be solid material of a stable, inert nature; and
(c) Not contain hazardous substances or contaminants above recorded natural background levels
of the receiving site.
Advice Note:
In addition to the characteristics for imported fill outlined in the above condition, please refer to the
relevant New Zealand Standard (e.g. NZS 4431:1989 ‘Code of Practice for Earth Fill for Residential
Development’) to ensure that all fill used is of an acceptable engineering standard.
Construction Noise

56.

All noise generating activities associated with the implementation of this resource consent (which
can include, but are not limited to, any enabling works, demolition, earthworks and construction
activities, and ancillary activities such as deliveries, loading and unloading goods, transferring tools,
etc):
(a) May only be carried out between the hours of 7:30am and 6:00pm, Monday to Saturday; and
(b) Must not be carried out on any Sunday or public holiday.
Oversize plant equipment (such as cranes and large machinery) and building elements (such as precast concrete) that would cause significant disruption to the surrounding road network may be
brought onto, or taken off, site outside the above times and may exceed the relevant construction
noise levels set out in Condition 57, subject to at least 5 working days' notice being given to the
parties listed in Condition 23) and the approval of the Auckland Council.
Advice Note:
For the avoidance of doubt, this condition does not apply to quiet activities such as administrative
work.

Construction Vibration
Cosmetic Building Damage
63.

Construction generated vibration received on any structure not on the same site shall be measured
in accordance with, and not exceed the guideline values set of, the German Industrial Standard DIN
4150-3 (1999): Structural Vibration - Part 3 Effects of Vibration on Structures during construction in
any circumstance, as set out below:
Type of Structure

Building used for commercial
purposes, industrial buildings
Dwellings and buildings of similar
design and/or occupancy
Structures that because of their
particular sensitivity to vibration,
cannot be classified under the above
two rows and are of great intrinsic
value

64.

Short-term Vibration
Peak particle velocity (PPV),
mm/s
1Hz 10Hz 50Hz 10Hz
50Hz
100Hz
20 mm/s 20-40
20-50
mm/s
mm/s
5 mm/s
5-15
15-20
mm/s
mm/s
3 mm/s
3-8
8-10
mm/s
mm/s

Long-term Vibration
PPV at horizontal plane of
highest floor at all
frequencies
40 mm/s

10 mm/s

15 mm/s

5 mm/s

8 mm/s

2.5 mm/s

Activities resulting in construction vibration beyond the site shall be limited to the hours of 7:30am
to 6:00pm on weekdays and Saturdays.
Amenity Limits

65.

Except as provided for below, vibration levels arising from construction activity on the site shall not
exceed, 2mm/s peak particle velocity in occupied buildings in any axis when measured in the corner
of the floor of the storey of interest for multi-storey buildings, or within 500mm of ground level at
the foundation of a single storey building as specified in AUP (OP) E25.6.30(1)(b).
If measured or predicted vibration from construction activities exceeds 2mm/s PPV at occupied
buildings, the Consent Holder shall consult with the affected receiver to:
(a) Discuss the nature of the works and the anticipated days and hours when the exceedances are
likely to occur; and
(b) Determine whether the exceedances could be timed or managed to reduce the effects on the
receiver.
The Consent Holder shall maintain a record of these discussions and make them available to
Auckland Council and to the receivers on its request. 10

66.

A level of 2mm/s PPV shall not be exceeded for more than three days in any 14 day period at any
one occupied building, and must not exceed 5mm/s PPV, unless agreed in writing with the owner
and/or occupier. Those exceedance days are to be made known to the owner and/or occupier of the
building, unless agreed in writing with the owner and/or occupier. Any such agreement shall be
available to Auckland Council on request.
10

So that the receivers are aware that the record accurately reflects the discussion.

Building Condition Survey
67.

The Consent holder shall request in writing the approval of the owners of the following properties to
undertake a building condition survey at the times listed in Condition 68:
(a) 86 Prospect Terrace;
(b) 86A Prospect Terrace;
(c) 84 Prospect Terrace;
(d) 84A Prospect Terrace;
(e) 89 – 91 Prospect Terrace;
(f)

87 Prospect Terrace;

(g) 87A Prospect Terrace;
(h) 93 Prospect Terrace;
(i)

95 Prospect Terrace;

(j)

111 Grange Road;

(k) 126 Grange Road;
(l)

128 Grange Road

(m) 130 Grange Road; 11and
(dn) Lot 1 DP 170042 Body Corporate Retail Shops on Dominion Road.
68.

Subject to property owner approval being provided, the consent holder shall undertake a building
condition survey for each of the properties listed in Condition 67 at the following times:
(a) At least 10 working days prior to construction commencing;
(b) Within 10 working days of the completion of excavation; and
(c) At the completion of construction.
Should any reasonable claim of property damage from construction vibration be received from a
property owner listed in Condition 67 during the course of the construction activity, a building
condition survey of the property in question shall be undertaken within 5 working days of a claim or
claims being received by the consent holder.

69.

Each building condition survey shall:
(a) Be undertaken by the Building Surveyor engaged in accordance with Conditions 9 to 12;
(b) Provide a description of the building;
(c) Determine the appropriate structure type classification with respect to DIN 4150-3:1999
"Structural Vibration - Effects of Vibration on Structures" (i.e. historic/sensitive, residential or
commercial/industrial);
These are the addresses of the properties that the panel have invited comments from and may be
impacted by v bration from excavation work. As locals we know that the lava flows on which the site
is located transmit vibration some distance.
11

(d) Document and photograph the condition of the building, including any cosmetic and/or
structural damage;
(e) The Building Surveyor shall invite the owner and any occupier, if different to the owner, to
identify any concerns they wish to be considered in any condition survey, and these shall be
taken into account in the preparation of the building condition survey; and
(f)

The results shall be provided to the property owner and be available to Auckland Council on
request.

70.

If during any construction the building condition survey demonstrates that cosmetic or structural
damage has occurred that has, in the opinion of the Building Surveyor, been caused by the activities
authorised by this consent, the infringing vibration generating works shall cease until such time as
alternative construction methods have been agreed in writing with the Auckland Council.

71.

Within 5 working days following the identification of cosmetic or structural damage under Condition
70, the Building Surveyor shall advise in writing any necessary remedial measures to reinstate the
affected building to its previously surveyed appearance and structural integrity. The results shall be
provided to the Consent Holder, property owner, the CLG and the Auckland Council as soon as
practicable. The consent holder shall then offer to, and, if accepted by the property owner shall, at
the consent holder's cost, rectify the damage as soon as practicable in accordance with the remedial
measures set out in the building survey, in consultation with the property owner.

72.

If the post-construction building condition survey demonstrates that damage has occurred that has
been caused by the activities authorised by this consent, the consent holder shall offer to, and, if
accepted by the property owner, shall rectify the damage at the consent holder's cost, as soon as
practicable, in consultation with the property owner.

72A. The consent holder shall compensate the property owner for any inconvenience caused by the
property damage. 12
Monitoring
73.

Attended noise and vibration monitoring shall be undertaken during the first occurrence of rock
breaking and during any other activities that are predicted to reach the noise or vibration limits.

74.

Unattended continuous noise monitoring shall be undertaken during the times of construction
when the noise limits of Conditions 58 and 59 apply to the works. Such monitoring shall be
undertaken by placing one semi-permanent noise logging device at a building agreed by the CLG.
This logging device shall be able to be moved to other buildings as agreed by the CLG, during the
phase of works when Conditions 58 and 59 apply. Where monitoring shows that noise levels may
exceed the limits of Conditions 58 and 59 at another building, an additional noise logging device shall
be placed at that building when the exceedance is predicted to occur.

75.

Unattended continuous vibration monitoring shall be undertaken during the excavation phase of the
works. Such monitoring shall be undertaken by placing one semipermanent vibration logging device
at a building agreed by the CLG. This logging device shall be able to be moved to other buildings as
agreed by the CLG, during the excavation phase. Where monitoring shows that vibration levels may
exceed the limits of Conditions 65 or 66 at another building, an additional 23 vibration logging
device shall be placed at that building when the exceedance is predicted to occur.

12

A condition of this nature would deter the consent holder from causing the problem in the first place.

76.

The results of the monitoring shall be provided to Auckland Council and the CLG within 5 working
days of completion of the monitoring. The results of the monitoring shall be used to verify the
appropriateness of the methodology to undertake the works within the limits of Conditions 57 to 59
and 66 of this consent.
Bicycle Parking

77.

The consent holder shall provide a plan identifying a minimum of 122 long-term residential and 3 8 13
long-term commercial/retail bicycle parking spaces internal to the development in a secure location
to Auckland Council for certification. The certified plan shall be implemented to provide the bicycle
parking and associated facilities and maintained thereafter.

78.

The bicycle parking and associated facilities shall be provided prior to the commencement of
occupation of the development.
Advice Note:
The location of such bicycle parking spaces may include racks/hooks at the end of parking spaces
where a wall exists, within bicycle racks and/or bicycle storage rooms. Long term bicycle storage
areas should not be located in areas used by pedestrians.

79.

As part of any building consent, the consent holder shall provide a plan identifying the location of at
least 6 10 short-term residential and 8 20 14 short-term commercial bicycle parking spaces in a
location convenient to visitors to the development to Auckland Council for certification. The certified
plan shall be implemented to provide the bicycle parking and associated facilities and maintained
thereafter.

79A Short-term commercial bicycle parking should not be concentrated in one location within public
areas of the development.
80.

The consent holder shall provide a shower and change area for end-of-trip facilities for the
commercial activity.
Stormwater

81.

The consent holder shall ensure that the required freeboard to finished floor levels from overland
flowpaths within and adjacent to the site is maintained for the 100yr Average Recurrence Interval
(ARI) flood.

82.

The consent holder shall not use zinc or copper leaching surface treatments.
Accidental Discovery Protocol

83.

Should earthworks on the site result in the identification of any previously unknown archaeological
site, the Accidental Discovery Rule (outlined in Standards E11.6.1 and E12.6.1) set out in the
Auckland Unitary Plan Operative in Part shall be applied.
The applicant has failed to include long term bike parking for retail activities in the conditions.
Excluding the loading area the combined requirement for long term commercial and retail bike parking
spaces from the AUP Table E27.6.25 is 8.
14
Whilst 6 and 8 bicycle parking space respectively meet the AUP requirements of Table E27.6.25 it I
the minimum and is not enough if the consent holder is serious about this not being a car dependent
development. The numbers suggested here also allows for the loss of the 4 public bike parks on the
corner of Dominion Road and Prospect Terrace that will go with the intersection reconfiguration.
13

Advice Notes:
Please refer to the requirements of the standards outlined above in the event that any sensitive
material is encountered at the result of the works.
NES CS (Earthworks)
84.

The consent holder shall implement all measures identified in the Site Management Plan (Issue A)
prepared by Tonkin & Taylor Ltd, 16 December 2020 during earthworks on the site. Any substantial
revisions to the Remedial Action Plan must be provided to Auckland Council for certification.

85.

The consent holder shall engage a suitably qualified and experienced contaminated land specialist to
monitor the earthworks.

86.

The consent holder shall ensure that the earthworks do not result in any airborne and deposited
dust beyond the property boundary of the site that is determined to be noxious, objectionable or
offensive.

87.

The consent holder shall ensure excavated materials, when removed from the site, are disposed of
in an appropriate landfill and provide landfill receipts to Auckland Council on completion of the
earthworks.

88.

If evidence of soil contamination or presence of asbestos which has not been identified, in the initial
site investigations, is discovered during excavation, the consent holder shall immediately cease the
works and notify Auckland Council and provide a site contamination report and a remedial action
plan if necessary to Auckland Council.

89.

The consent holder must ensure that the contamination level of any imported soil complies with
Auckland Council's clean fill criteria as outlined by MfE Guide for Managing Clean-fills 2002.

90.

Street Trees
The consent holder shall engage an Auckland Council approved contractor to carry out the removal
of one Melia tree located on Prospect Terrace (as identified in the Arboricultural Assessment
prepared by Peer Brown Miller dated 26 March 2021). This must be carried out in accordance with
current best arboricultural and safety practices.

91.

Within the next planting season immediately following the tree removal, the consent holder shall
plant two Puriri or Kohekohe specimen trees in the Prospect Terrace reserve (berm) and one Puriri
or Kohekohe specimen tree in the Grange Road reserve (berm) in a location which has been certified
as being appropriate by the Auckland Council, at the consent holder's expense. The trees shall be a
minimum root grade of Pb95 and be staked, mulched and watered at the time of planting. The tree
shall be located where it will not interfere with overhead power lines. 15

92.

Prior to commencing construction, all trees within the road reserve that are to be protected should
be fenced with 1.8m high, rigid-faced protective fencing on the dripline, securely fixed in place. This
protective fencing should be to the satisfaction of the works arborist. This fencing should not be
moved except with the permission of the works arborist.
Geotechnical

There is no point planting these trees in a location that will require them being trimmed to prevent
interference with electricity services.
15

93.

All earthworks shall be managed to ensure that they do not lead to any uncontrolled instability or
collapse affecting either the site or adversely affecting any neighbouring properties. In the event
that uncontrolled collapse or instability does occur, it shall immediately be rectified and
remediated. 16
Public Stormwater

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.
Public Wastewater

95.

All the necessary pipes and ancillary equipment shall be supplied and laid to divert and relay existing
public wastewater lines within the site and to provide new public connections, 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.
As-Builts for Public Infrastructure

96.

All as-built documentation shall be provided to Auckland Council for all new public assets to be
vested in Auckland Council.
Advice Note:
The documentation shall be in accordance with Auckland Council’s Development Engineering As-built
Requirements. The as-built information will require approval by Auckland Council’s Development
Engineering. Vesting of public assets to Auckland Council and close off and completion of related
Engineering Approval consent will be required to be completed.
Private Stormwater

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.
Private Wastewater

98.

All the necessary pipes and ancillary equipment shall be supplied and laid to provide private
wastewater connection to the proposed Lots and connect them to the existing wastewater network.

Rectified means fixing the problem, remediate is to make good, i,e, return the situation to at least as
good as it was before.
16

POST-CONSTRUCTION CONDITIONS
Vehicle Crossings
99.

Prior to the occupation and operation of the consented activities, all redundant vehicle crossings
shall be removed and reinstated as kerb and channel and footpath to Auckland Transport’s relevant
Standard requirements. This shall be undertaken at the consent holder’s expense and to the
satisfaction of Auckland Council.
Operational Noise

100. Noise levels arising from operational activities must be measured and assessed in accordance with
New Zealand Standard NZS 6801 :2008 Measurement of environmental sound and New Zealand
Standard NZS 6802:2008 Acoustics - Environmental noise.
101.

The following noise limits are not to be exceeded by any activities occurring on the site when
measured or assessed as the incident level on the facade of any building on any other site in the
Business - Local Centre zone.
Period
7:00 am - 10:00 pm
10:00 pm - 7:00 am

102.

Noise Limit
60 dB LAeq
50 dB LAeq
60 dB Leq at 63 Hz
55 dB Leq at 125 Hz
75 dB LAFmax

The following noise limits are not to be exceeded by any activities occurring on the site when
measured or assessed within the boundary of a site in a Residential zone.
Period
Monday to Saturday 7:00 am - 10:00 pm
Sunday 9:00 am - 6:00 pm
At all other times

Noise Limit
55 dB LAeq
45 dB LAeq
60 dB Leq at 63 Hz
55 dB Leq at 125 Hz
75 dB LAFmax

103. Prior to occupation of the buildings, the consent holder shall submit a report prepared by a suitably
qualified and experienced acoustic specialist to Auckland Council for certification. The report shall
demonstrate that noise from external plant and the commercial activities with the development
complies with Conditions 101 and 102 operational noise limits.
104. In situations where common building elements such as floors and walls connect two units, the noise
(rating) level arising from any activity measured in any adjacent unit must not exceed the limits
below.
Unit Affected
In all units except those
containing activities sensitive
to noise

Time
At all times

Noise Limit
50 dB LAeq

5.

Certification of the Construction Management/Construction Traffic Management Plan by Auckland
Council relates only to those aspects of the management plan that are relevant under the Resource
Management Act 1991. The certification does not amount to an approval or acceptance of suitability
by Auckland Council of any elements of the management plan that relate to other legislation, for
example, but not limited to, the Building Act 2004, the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act
2014, or the Health and Safety in Employment Act 1992.

6.

Engineering Plan Approval (EPA stage): Detailed design of all proposed intersection improvements,
vehicle accesses, pedestrian footpaths, cycling infrastructure and associated gradients will be
reviewed and approved by Auckland Transport, at the Engineering Plan Approval stage, prior to any
construction works.

7.

Where any vehicle crossings or accessways from public roads are to be modified or removed or
where any new vehicle crossings or accessways from public roads are proposed or where road
widening works are proposed approval must be obtained from Auckland Transport.

8.

If any public wastewater or stormwater pipe lines require relaying or diversion due to additional
road widening works or access upgrading works, additional Engineering Approval Applications will be
required to be lodged with Auckland Council.

9.

All water supply connections to the Watercare Services Ltd All water supply connections to the
Watercare Services Ltd (Watercare) supply main shall be designed in accordance with Watercare’s
"Standards" and be made by a Watercare approved contractor. For details, please contact
Watercare.

10.

It will be the responsibility of the applicant to determine the presence of any underground services
that may be affected by the applicants work in the road reserve. Should any services exist, the
applicant shall contact the owners of those and agree on the service owners’ future access for
maintenance and upgrades. Services information may be obtained from
http://www.beforeudig.co.nz/

11.

All applications for temporary use of the road reserve during construction must be submitted to
Auckland Transport as a Corridor Access Request (CAR). Applications are to be submitted
electronically via https://www.submitica.co.nz/Applications and 15 working days should be allowed
for approval.

12.

Prior to the construction of any road signage, road markings or traffic control devices within the legal
road the consent holder is required to submit a Resolution report for approval by Auckland Transport
Traffic Control Committee to legalise the proposed traffic control devices (e.g. traffic signs, road
marking and traffic calming devices).
The resolutions, prepared by a qualified traffic engineer, will need to be approved so that the
changes to the road reserve can be legally implemented and enforced. The resolution process may
require public consultation to be undertaken in accordance with Auckland Transport’s standard
procedures. It is the responsibility of the consent holder to prepare and submit a permanent Traffic
and Parking Changes report to Auckland Transport for review and approval. It is recommended that
the resolution process be initiated at least 8 weeks prior to the installation permanent traffic and
parking controls. No installation of any road markings will be permitted before the resolution is
approved by the Auckland Transport Traffic Control Committee (TCC).

13.

The consent holder will be responsible for ensuring any road encroachment licence(s) or lease(s) for
any private structure that projects into legal road are obtained from Auckland Transport.
Encroachment licenses are not a Resource Management Act matter, and acceptance or rejection of

any application is at Auckland Transport’s sole discretion. See Auckland Transport’s website for more
information https://at.govt.nz/about-us/working-on-the-road/road-processes-for-propertyowners/road-encroachment-licences-or-leases/

14.

Engineering Plan Approval (EPA stage): Detailed design of all proposed vehicle accesses, pedestrian
footpaths, cycling infrastructure and associated gradients will be reviewed and approved by
Auckland Transport, at the Engineering Plan Approval stage, prior to any construction works.

15.

The provision of traffic control devices require a resolution under s330 of LGA1974 from Auckland
Transport and a minimum of 45 working days should be allowed for approval.

16.

The consent holder is liable for the payment of development contributions applicable to the
development. For more information regarding the payment of development contributions, please
email through to Central - Development Contributions on ACEContributionTeam@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz.

17.

If any archaeological features are uncovered on the site, works should cease and Auckland Council
and Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (09 307 9920) should be notified immediately. The
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 provides for the identification, protection,
preservation and conservation of the historic and cultural heritage of New Zealand. It is an offence
under this Act to destroy, damage or modify any archaeological site without an authority from
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga. An archaeological site is defined as a place associated with
pre-1900 human activity where there may be evidence relation to history of New Zealand.
Archaeological features may include old whaling stations, ship wrecks, shell middens, hangi or ovens,
pit depressions, defensive ditches, artefacts, or koiwi tangata (human skeletal remains), etc. For
guidance and advice on managing the discovery of archaeological features, contact the Team Leader
Cultural Heritage Implementation on 09 301 0101

18.

The consent holder is responsible for obtaining all other necessary consents, permits, and licences,
including those under the Building Act 2004, and the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act
2014. This consent does not remove the need to comply with all other applicable Acts (including the
Property Law Act 2007 and the Health and Safety at Work Act 2015), regulations, relevant Bylaws,
and rules of law. This consent does not constitute building consent approval. Please check whether a
building consent is required under the Building Act 2004.

19.

If you disagree with any of the above conditions, and/or disagree with the additional charges
relating to the processing of the application(s), you have a right of objection pursuant to section 13 of
Schedule 5 of the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-track Consenting) Act 2020.

APPENDIX 4

Stantec Traffic Report

Refer to the Stantec Traffic Report sent separately as part of these comments.
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PURPOSE OF THE REPORT
This report provides a transportation engineering and planning peer review of the Integrated
Transport Assessment (“the ITA”) prepared by Traffic Planning Consultants (“TPC”) in relation to the
fast-track consent application for a mixed-use development proposed to be established at 360
Dominion Road, 88 Prospect Terrace, and 113 Grange Road, Eden Valley, Auckland.
This peer review report is prepared to assess concerns raised by the Mount Eden community and
inform the independent panel of experts assessing this development as part of the COVID-19
Recovery Act 2020 fast-track process.

INTRODUCTION
The proposal comprises 122 residential apartments, a New World supermarket with a gross floor area
(“GFA”) of 2787m2, retail tenancies at 575m2 GFA, and 1257m2 of office space. The development also
includes 89 on-site residential parking spaces, and 177 on-site retail/supermarket parking spaces –
total on-site provision of 266 vehicle parking spaces.
Vehicular access to the site is proposed to be established via driveway connections to Prospect
Terrace and Grange Road, and pedestrian access via Dominion Road, as well as on the side roads.
Traffic modelling was undertaken as part of the TPC ITA assessment, and the development’s effects
on pedestrian/cyclist safety amenity, as well as the effects on the transport network, were
investigated. The ITA also outlined the application’s alignment to the requirements for a COVID-19
Fast-Track application.
The documents assessed as part of this peer review are as follows:
•

Proposed mixed-use development, 360 Dominion Road, 88 Prospect Terrace and 113
Grange Road, Auckland, Integrated Transport Assessment (TPC, April 2021);

•

Technical Note, Proposed Mixed-Use Development 360 Dominion Road, 88 Prospect Terrace
and 113 Grange Road, Auckland (TPC, April 2021);

•

Preliminary Traffic Modelling (TPC, September 2020); and

•

Proposed Mixed Use Development, 360 Dominion Rd/88 Prospect Tce/113 Grange Rd, Mt
Eden Draft Traffic Modelling Methodology (TPC, November 2020).
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1.0

ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

Stantec New Zealand has reviewed and assessed the ITA report and associated documents
describing the transportation impact of the mixed-use development and the proposed mitigation
measures to enable it.
Based on our findings we consider that the proposed mitigation measures have not adequately
addressed the full transportation impact of the proposed development impact on walking environment,
network capacity and overall transportation safety aspects.
Based on our review, it is considered that
•

The proposed development will negatively affect the adjacent and surrounding walking
environment as a result of proposed widening of the Prospect Terrace and Grange Road
carriageways required to support the development’s generated traffic volumes;

•

ITA modelling results show that the proposed development will result in notable additional
delays for both buses along Dominion Road and for general traffic due to the developmentrelated trips. This effect has not been mitigated and relies on uncommitted Auckland
Transport improvements to address these external adverse effects; and

•

The proposed physical/engineering measures proposed in support of the development do not
mitigate the risk of right turning vehicle crashes on Dominion Road at the two intersections
and the generated movements to and from the development will exacerbate the risk
associated with these crashes.

The abovementioned points are based on the key findings described below and the detailed review of
the ITA in the subsequent sections.

1.1

IMPACT ON THE WALKING ENVIRONMENT

In order to mitigate modelled increase in traffic delays at the Prospect Terrace and Grange Road
intersections with Dominion Road, TPC proposes widening the carriageway widths of both side roads
on their approach to their intersections with Dominion Road. The proposal is to widen the intersection
effectively creating three-lane side roads comprising two access lanes approaching Dominion Road
and one departure lane away from the intersection.
As shown in figures below this will widen Grange Road from 9.0m kerb-to-kerb width to approximately
12.0m (see Figure 1) and will widen Prospect Terrace from approximately 11.0m to 14.0m (Figure 2).
The proposed layout at the Prospect Terrace/Dominion Road also significantly reduces the southern
footpath width from 4.7m to 2.0m.
These changes will result in longer pedestrian crossing distances in what is currently a busy
residential, commuter and local retail environment significantly increasing pedestrian exposure to
traffic and safety risk. These proposed mitigation measures are designed to prioritise vehicular traffic
over pedestrian movements which does not align with regional transport planning policies to improve
walkability and reduce reliance on private vehicle trips.
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2

EDENWELOVE INCORPORATED
360 DOMINION ROAD – ITA PEER REVIEW

Figure 1: Dominion Road/Grange Road Proposed Mitigation Measures

Figure 2: Dominion Road/Prospect Terrace Proposed Mitigation Measures
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1.2

IMPACT ON PUBLIC TRANSPORT AND GENERAL TRAFFIC

The development is expected to result in 546 and 514 additional vehicle trips per peak hour during the
weekday afternoon and Saturday peak hours, respectively. Some of these trips are expected to be
pass-by trips (that is trips that are already travelling along Dominion Road, but which are attracted into
the site for a shopping trip and then continue on their journey along Dominion Road). The effect of the
development was assessed using the calibrated and validated PARAMICS microsimulation model.
These modelling outputs of the recommended scenario (Scenario B) show that due to the
development traffic there will be an adverse impact on bus and general traffic travel times along
Dominion Road, especially during the Saturday peak hour.
The TPC PARAMICS modelling results show that:
•

Weekday PM peak hour delays will increase by 51s for both general traffic and buses on
Dominion Road in the northbound direction (see Table 1).

•

Saturday peak delays are expected to be more significant and are modelled to result in 185s
(just over three additional minutes of travel time) increase for general traffic and 179s (just
under three minutes) travel time increase for buses travelling citybound (see Table 2).

Table 1: Weekday PM Peak Modelling Results

Table 2: Saturday Peak Modelling Results

There are no mitigation measures proposed by TPC or the Applicant to address this significant impact
on general traffic and buses. A number of statements regarding these delay increases are made in
the TPC ITA, stating that increase in bus and general traffic delays do not require mitigation. These
are discussed below.
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The ITA states that traffic model underestimates network capacity (quote from ITA is shown in Italic
below):
“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. This would suggest that the northbound bus travel times will be like those
in the PM peak.”

If this statement is correct, then it contradicts the calibration and validation of the model and implies
that there are other elements affecting travel time in the model that are not properly or accurately
captured as part of the Base model calibration/validation process. If there is inaccuracy in coding the
Valley Road / Dominion Road intersection, this change should be applied to both the Base scenario
(Existing network) and the recommended scenario (Scenario B) and as a result the travel time
difference between these scenarios may remain similar.
The ITA states that bus delays are “small”:
“…the addition of 51 seconds on bus journey time over an entire route would not seem to be
significant, particularly bearing in mind that patronage is relatively low in the northbound direction
during the PM peak period, with buses essentially returning to the CBD to operate the next service.”

This statement fails to mention that the increase in bus travel time during the Saturday peak is
modelled to increase by around three minutes over a 1.2km section of Dominion Road and that this
may affect a larger number of bus passengers travelling to the city during a weekend. Additionally, the
statement that if the current patronage is low then it justifies further bus level of service reduction is
debated. Such an approach would make it very hard to achieve the required shift to public transport.
TPC also claim that the mitigation of traffic delays relies on an intervention from Auckland Transport: It
is stated in the ITA report that the most sensible mitigation measure would be to implement a
dedicated northbound bus lane during the afternoon peak hour. The challenges of this mitigation
measure are described in the ITA as follows:
“The operation of a northbound bus lane during the PM peak period would of course require the
removal of a significant length of kerbside parking, and full consultation with affected parties would
be required. The conclusion of this assessment and report is that the small increases in northbound
bus travel times predicted by the traffic model do not warrant changes to the current bus lane
arrangements, but this does however remain an option for the future for Auckland Transport to
consider.”

However, the effect of road space reallocation is not assessed in the ITA and it is not clear what
impact it would have on the parking and general traffic travel time in the area. It is also important to
note that this mitigation measure is solely reliant on Auckland Transport and not the applicant and is
considered for the PM peak only but not Saturday peak hour which shows the largest delay increases
due to development traffic. In this regard, the adverse effect associated with the generated traffic is
not mitigated as part of the development proposal. The effects also cannot be mitigated without the
actions of a third party (Auckland Transport) who have not given their approval for these works to
occur. This significant external effect of the development therefore remains unmitigated.

1.3

IMPACT ON SAFETY

Dominion Road currently has the highest number of Death and Serious Injury (“DSI”) crashes for
motorcyclists and mopeds of all arterials in Auckland, largely due to the predominance of right turning
traffic volumes at intersections along its length. One of the dominant crash types is a right turning
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vehicle crash with the southbound through traffic movement during the afternoon peak hours as
highlighted in Figure 3 and Figure 4 below.

Figure 3: Crash Overview on Dominion Road

Figure 4: Detailed Crash Report

The proposed development is estimated to significantly increase right turning volumes from Dominion
Road to both Grange Road and Prospect Terrace, and further will exacerbate the risk of crashes
between right turning traffic and southbound traffic. This safety concern is not mitigated.
The increase in right turning traffic volumes is shown in Table 3 and Table 4 below.
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Table 3: PM Peak Hour Right Turning Traffic Volume Increase

PM existing hourly
traffic volumes

PM development hourly
traffic volumes

%
Change

Right turn from Dominion to
Prospect Terrace

43

81

+88%

Right turn from Dominion to
Grange Road

56

149

+166
%

Movement

Table 4: Saturday Peak Hour Right Turning Traffic Volume Increase

Movement

Saturday existing hourly
traffic volumes

Saturday development
hourly traffic volumes

%
Change

Right turn from Dominion to
Prospect Terrace

55

88

+60%

Right turn from Dominion to
Grange Road

50

116

+132%

Auckland Transport’s Road Safety team currently has a road safety trial project along Dominion Road
which includes both Grange Road and Prospect Terrace. The impact of this safety trial is not known
yet.

1.4

OTHER CONCERNS AND ASSESSMENT GAPS

In addition to three main areas of concern listed above, the following assessment gaps in the ITA are
outlined below and in the subsequent sections of this report:
•

The impact on the local businesses in the vicinity of the site is not investigated as a result of
removal of angled parking on Prospect Terrace and Grange Road. With the removal of the
angled parking, existing visitors to local business will have to use residential streets to park
their vehicle ;

•

The impact of Eden Park events is not assessed in the report. This would likely bring
additional event-based parking demand to Prospect Terrace and Grange Road, and
increased pedestrian activity in the vicinity of the site;

•

Current pedestrian activities were not surveyed as part of the ITA assessment. The
assessment therefore does not address the number of pedestrians that will be adversely
affected by the proposed widening of Prospect Terrace and Grange Road;

•

Dominion Road is considered as one of the sections for the potential light rail route from the
city to Mount Roskill and the airport. The ITA does not discuss any potential implication of a
light rail scheme along Dominion Road and what additional challenges this development will
bring to the light rail scheme.

•

The non-compliance of the proposed driveway widths at Prospect Terrace and Grange Road
remains unjustified by the ITA, with a cited compromise between “accommodating
comfortable two-way vehicle movement and maintaining the safety and amenity of passing
pedestrians”. Pedestrian safety is not considered when making this conclusion;

•

The existing parallel parking operation of Grange Road is expected to remain with the
establishment of the development. This parking is likely to cause issues for trucks leaving the
supermarket servicing exit onto Grange Road, as the effective width of carriageway available
to make the turn is narrow. An assessment of servicing truck manoeuvre should be made to
fully understand any implications on the existing operation of Grange Road traffic and parking
activity;
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•

One of the key concerns when it comes to the accuracy of modelled results and overall
modelling assessment is the extent of the study area and the number of “unreleased” 1
vehicles during the PM peak. Traffic modelling results show high numbers of “unreleased
vehicles” not able to access the network. The impact of this latent demand is not discussed
within the ITA, and it is not clear how longer queues, resulting from the development
generated trips, are impacting other intersections in the area. It is also not clear if the delays
of unreleased vehicles are captured in modelling outputs. If this delay is not captured, then
the travel time increase between the Base scenario and the recommended programme can
be even higher than the reported outputs.

•

Vehicle ‘Let-in’ behaviour 2 from the side streets to Dominion Road was not adequately
outlined in the modelling validation nor in the modelling methodology. It is unclear in the ITA
how much “let-in” behaviour was observed in reality and how accurately this behaviour is
represented in the model. It was noted that three hours of footage was captured during PM
peak and Saturday peak periods, however let-in behaviour was not quantified. Based on the
information provided in the ITA, the operation of the network heavily relies on the let-in, as
such, this assumption and the modelling representation of this behaviour, is crucial to the
accuracy of the modelling results and the conclusions drawn from it.

•

Excessive parking will be provided in the development, despite a cited promotion of active
modes and public transport use to access the site. Private vehicle use will be promoted with
the level of parking spaces proposed.

•

The ITA does not discuss the effect of increased greenhouse gas emissions that would be
inherent with an increase in congestion along Dominion Road, due to the traffic generated by
the proposed development.

Overall, it is considered that there a number of unaddressed safety, capacity and amenity concerns
that the proposed development can create and the proposed mitigation measures are not considered
adequate to address these concerns. As such it is proposed to review the scale and the proposed mix
of the development, reconsider the amount of parking provided and revisit the proposed mitigation
measures.

1 Unreleased vehicles are those vehicles that represent the portion of the traffic demand within the modelled network that are
not able to traverse the network due to capacity constraints within the network. The modelled network is therefore not able to
process the full traffic demands of activities within the modelled network.
2 This is the process whereby a driver on a main road link who would normally have traffic priority over (say) a side road
vehicle, choose to “let in” the side road vehicle when congestion levels get to the point where this courtesy does not impose
additional delays such as occur during slow moving queues.
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2.0

SECTION BY SECTION ASSESSMENT OF THE ITA

This review is set out in the same way as the ITA, as such the subsequent sections are titled and
ordered the same as the ITA sections.

2.1

INTRODUCTION

No comment regarding this section in the ITA.

2.2

THE TRANSPORT PLANNING CONTEXT

No comment regarding this section in the ITA.
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3.0

THE TRANSPORT ENVIRONMENT

3.1

EXISTING ROAD ENVIRONMENT

The ITA notes delays currently due to on-street parking along Prospect Terrace and Grange Road.
The ITA has not discussed the effects of Eden Park events on parking along Prospect Terrace and
Grange Road. Delays on these side roads would be exacerbated by the instance of these events.

3.2

EXISTING PUBLIC TRANSPORT ENVIRONMENT

The bus stop on the western side of Dominion Road is also noted to “not provide a particularly
convenient, direct link between the two bus stops”. Public transport users are required to cross at the
signal crossing located near the site and walk approximately 110m to the bus stop just north of
Burnley Terrace, in order to use citybound bus services.

3.3

EXISTING PEDESTRIAN ENVIRONMENT

It is agreed that currently the presence of the vehicle crossing (allowing both ingress and egress) and
off-street vehicle parking, on the northern side of the site, would negatively contribute to ensuring and
maintaining the safety environment of the footpath for pedestrians. Further detracting from pedestrian
safety on Prospect Terrace is the presence of the northern exit-only vehicle crossing and the brick
boundary wall.
Unlike for Prospect Terrace, the ITA does not note the negative impact that the three vehicle
crossings at the southern side of the site have on pedestrian safety along Grange Road.
There is an absence of pedestrian counts in the ITA. Therefore, the effects of the current and
proposed activities on the site on the pedestrian environment cannot be accurately assessed. Events
at Eden Park, the presence of Claire House rest home and Auckland Guide Centre on Prospect
Terrace and Grange Road respectively, and generally the residential nature of Prospect Terrace and
Grange Road would inherently be associated with notable levels of pedestrian traffic.

3.4

EXISTING CYCLIST ENVIRONMENT

A notable volume of cyclists were recorded travelling along Dominion Road and are most likely
commuters. High congestion levels along Dominion Road, coupled with high cyclist numbers in the
peak periods, leads to an unsafe environment for cyclists. Further increases in traffic associated with
the development will increase risk of crashes with cyclists.

3.5

EXISTING TRAFFIC FLOWS

In order to assess traffic volume variability, traffic counts should have been recorded for at least a
week-long period. It is not clear if a week’s worth of traffic counts were collected at Grange Road and
Prospect Terrace. Without such information the full extent of traffic and other impacts of the
development cannot be fully quantified.
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3.6

SAFETY RECORDS

It is agreed that a prevalent safety issue in the vicinity of the site are motorcycle crashes, especially
as a result of vehicles turning into and out of both Prospect Terrace and Grange Road. In the vicinity
of the proposed development site, one crash has occurred 3 since the publication of the ITA. The
crash occurred during a heavily congested weekday PM peak period, involving a northbound vehicle
turning right into Prospect Terrace and a southbound moped along Dominion Road. Other vehicles
gave-way to the right-turning car, however neither the driver of the car nor the rider of the moped
noticed the other party.
The occurrence of the crash indicates the operation of the recently deployed yellow hatching on
Dominion Road where other drivers ‘let-in’ the right-turning car. However, the collision of the moped
and the failure of both parties to see each other shows that there is no clear evidence that the yellow
hatching markings on Dominion Road will lead to a safer road environment, especially in the vicinity of
the proposed development site. The presence of the yellow hatching is only apparent in the main
through lane and not on the outer bus lanes, which may have exacerbated the effect of this crash
(especially when other vehicles such as motorcycles use the lane). It was also observed during the
site visit that not all drivers obey the yellow hatch marking and not always leave the gap between
traffic.
The ITA has not outlined that the prevalent right-turning crashes may be exacerbated by the presence
of the proposed development as more people will be turning in and out of Prospect Terrace and
Grange Road. Most of the right-turning crashes occurred in peak periods, shown in Figure 31 of the
ITA.
The ITA notes that the trial of the yellow hatching is ongoing while Auckland Transport monitors the
safety of Dominion Road.

3

Crash ID: 2020162158
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4.0

THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

4.1

PROPOSED ACTIVITIES ON SITE

No comments on this section of the ITA.

4.2

PROPOSED SITE LAYOUT

No comments on this section of the ITA.

4.3

PROPOSED ACCESS ARRANGEMENTS

The proposed access arrangement for the site includes ingress and egress vehicle crossings onto
both Prospect Terrace and Grange Road, as well as an ingress-only crossing from Prospect Terrace
and an egress-only crossing onto Grange Road. The ITA cites this arrangement will provide
“maximum flexibility and efficiency for customers approaching from all directions” and “will evenly split
traffic flow demands to minimize any potential effects”. While the choice of ingress and egress for
drivers may be more efficient for most movements, the right-turn into and out of the side streets for
vehicles travelling northbound on Dominion Road, will be less efficient with increased traffic demand,
particularly during peak periods.
The pedestrian accesses located on Dominion Road as well as behind the retail shops require
pedestrians and cyclists to navigate across all vehicle crossings should they be travelling from
Prospect Terrace or Grange Road. The intensification of vehicle movements on the four vehicle
crossings proposed, as opposed to the five crossings present at the current site, was not addressed
in the access arrangement section of the ITA. The increased vehicle movements onto and out of
these accesses will create further negative impacts on pedestrian and cyclist safety along Prospect
Terrace and Grange Road.
It is unclear from the drawings provided in the ITA that the residential access ramp, adjacent to the
loading ramp, is proposed to be two-way. The body text of the report indicates that this ramp
arrangement is two-way, however the drawing indicates a one-way arrangement, with no exit possible
from Level 01.

4.4

PARKING PROVISION

The removal of parking spaces along Prospect Terrace and Grange Road to facilitate the proposed
additional turning lanes is noted by the ITA. Due to the site’s location in the D18 Special Character
Areas Overlay – Residential and Business area, there is no minimum parking requirement applying to
the site and this activity. There is no mention of parking provisions required for supermarkets of this
size, nor for supermarkets in this area type. For the development’s aim to “promote public transport
and walking/cycling” it would be expected that fewer parking spaces are provided to disincentivise the
use of private vehicles. No such justification or technical evidence in support of this aim is provided.
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5.0

TRAVEL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PROPOSED
DEVELOPMENT

5.1

TRAVEL MODES AND LOCATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

No comments on this section of the ITA.

5.2

TRIP GENERATION PREDICTIONS

It is unclear in the body of the ITA report with which independent variation/metric the trips generated
by the different activity uses are calculated. Appendix E of the ITA indicates a total of 546 trips
generated in the PM peak, and 514 trips generated during the Saturday peak. The calculations used a
mixture of independent variable units to complete the calculations including gross floor area (GFA),
number of dwellings, and number of carparks.
The RTA Guide to Traffic Generating Developments states the number of trips generated by
developments of different sizes and activity uses. The guide indicates that 2 trips per 100m2 of office
gross floor area (GFA) would typically be generated by the proposed co-working office spaces in the
peak period, in comparison to the 0.7 trips per carpark in the ITA. The proposed office space, 1,257m2
of GFA in size, would therefore be expected to generate 26 trips in the peak hour, which is less
conservative than the 33 trips predicted in the ITA.
The RTA guide defines the proposed residential development as a high-density residential flat
building within a metropolitan sub-regional centre. With 122 proposed apartments of varying sizes, the
guide indicates that the proposed apartment complex would generate 0.29 trips per unit during peak
periods (36 trips total), which is less conservative than the 0.5 trips per unit predicted in the ITA (61
trips total).
Overall, the ITA is slightly more conservative in its trip generation prediction of 546 total trips
generated in the PM peak, versus 519 4 total trips calculated with the RTA guide.
The following is noted in the ITA:
•

A higher rate of supermarket and retail patrons, and office workers would use public transport
due to the site’s location on a major transport corridor;

•

The proposed development is in a convenient location for residents within walking and cycling
distance;

•

The high congestion rates along Dominion Road would deter private vehicle trips to the
proposed supermarket development, decreasing primary trip rates; and

•

The percentage of pass-by trips would be higher than the adopted 29%, meaning less trips
are predicted to be generated organically.

Given the above assumptions within the ITA, the higher reliance of walking and cycling and the
deterrence of private vehicle use does not correlate well with the number of parks provided in the
proposed development to effectively discourage customers from driving, it is recommended that fewer
on-site parking should be provided.

4 Supermarket = 2,850 / 100 * 15 = 428 trips
Retail = 575 / 100 * 5 = 29 trips
Residential = 122 * 0.29 = 36 trips
Office = 1,257 / 100 * 2 = 26 trips
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5.3

TRIP DISTRIBUTION AND ASSIGNMENT

No comments in this section.

5.4

PREDICTED TRAFFIC FLOWS

The additional trips shown in the ITA present a significant increase in right turning traffic from
Dominion Road to Prospect Terrace and Grange Road as shown in Table 5 and Table 6. These
effects are not discussed in the ITA report.
Table 5: PM Peak Hour Right Turning Traffic Volume Increase

PM Existing Hourly
Traffic Volumes

PM Development Hourly
Traffic Volumes

%
Change

Right turn from Dominion to
Prospect Terrace

43

81

+88%

Right turn from Dominion to
Grange Road

56

149

+166%

Movement

Table 6: Saturday Peak Hour Right Turning Traffic Volume Increase

Movement

Saturday Existing Hourly
Traffic Volumes

Saturday Development
Hourly Traffic Volumes

%
Change

Right turn from Dominion to
Prospect Terrace

55

88

+60%

Right turn from Dominion to
Grange Road

50

116

+132%
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6.0

TRANSPORT MODELLING

6.1

TRAFFIC MODEL FOR EXISTING TRANSPORT ENVIRONMENT

It is unclear from the ITA how much ‘let-in’ behaviour was observed at the intersections of Dominion
Road with Prospect Terrace and Grange Road in reality. Appendix F of the ITA outlines that “some”
let-in behaviour was observed at these intersections during the six hours of captured video. It is also
stated that let-in behaviour was captured only during the weekday PM peak and Saturday peak in
these driver behaviour surveys.
It is stated in Appendix F that turning traffic from Prospect Terrace and Grange Road are given equal
priority to through traffic on Dominion Road, apart from when a bus travels through an intersection
(buses are not required to exhibit let-in behaviour). The equal priority parameter for let-in behaviour
set in the model is open to interpretation, therefore the rate at which the model uses let-in behaviour
is a gap in the model validation.
The modelling results rely heavily on the ‘let-in’ behaviour and in order to accurately review whether
this behaviour applied in the model is similar to levels exhibited in reality, additional detailed modelling
review would be required. It is assumed that ‘let-in’ behaviour will change when Dominion Road is not
as congested as the PM peak, and when travelling speeds along the road change.
The observed effect of decreased queueing and delays with separate lanes for left and right-turners
on Prospect Terrace and Grange Road does not take into consideration the potential effects on
pedestrian safety. The proposed layout will result in longer crossing distances and greater exposure
to conflict with traffic, illustrated in Figure 6.
It is noted that the model overestimates the average speed of southbound travelling buses in the bus
lane compared to the average speed of buses in reality. Information provided by Auckland Transport
Metro indicates that southbound buses in the dedicated bus lane travel slower than the model
suggests in the PM peak.

TPC state in Appendix F of the ITA: “the critical use of the model is to evaluate the effect of other
traffic slowing buses down, or of new traffic management slowing buses down, rather than the speed
buses choose to travel at. To that end, as long as the modelling of the proposed development
adequately models the speed of general traffic and the effect of any proposed changes to traffic
management that affect buses, the model should still give a useable indication of the effects of the
proposed development on buses”. This logic is flawed when calculating the journey times of buses
within the model.
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6.2

TRAFFIC MODEL WITH PROPOSED MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT –
PM PEAK MODEL

Four different scenarios have been modelled with the proposed development, as follows:
•

Scenario A: Do Nothing Option, keep the existing traffic configuration for Dominion Road,
Prospect Terrace and Grange Road.

•

Scenario B: Do Minimum Option, with separate left and right turn lanes on the approaches to
Dominion Road from both Prospect Terrace and Grange Road, achieved through the removal
of angled parking on both roads close to the intersection.

•

Scenario C: Same as Scenario B but including a PM peak northbound bus lane on Dominion
Road (see discussion in Section 7).

•

Scenario D: Same as Scenario B, but with traffic signals at the Dominion Road/Prospect
Terrace intersection.

An additional Scenario E was tested to assess a direct access from Dominion Road to the
development located between Prospect Terrace and Grange Road, however this option was
considered to cause longer delays on Dominion Road. Scenario B was chosen as recommended
option.
One of the key concerns of this review is that Scenario B does not mitigate the impact on general
traffic and buses and results in substantial, three-minute, delays during a Saturday peak period.
Table 7: Weekday PM Peak Modelling Results

Table 8: Saturday Peak Modelling Results
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There are no mitigation measures proposed to address this impact on general traffic and buses. A
number of statements regarding these delay increases are made in the ITA, stating that modelling
results should not be mitigated. These are discussed below.
It is also not clear if the raised tables proposed on Prospect Terrace and Grange Road have been
taken into account when developing the model of Scenario B. Raised tables will affect right turning
traffic as drivers will have to slow down before accessing these side roads. The slowing down whilst
turning may require larger gaps for right-turning traffic from Dominion Road to enter Prospect Terrace
or Grange Road.
One of the key concerns when it comes to the accuracy of modelled results and overall modelling
assessment is the extent of the study area and the number of unreleased vehicles during the PM
peak.
Table 8 below shows the increase of unreleased vehicles in the model as part of the recommended
option modelling. The impact of this latent demand is not discussed, and it is not clear how longer
queues, resulting from the development trips, are impacting other intersections in the area. It is also
not clear if the delay of unreleased vehicles is captured in modelling outputs. If this delay is not
captured, then the travel time increase between the Base scenario and the recommended programme
would be even higher than the reported outputs, and the adverse effects associated with the
development commensurately higher.
Table 9: Comparison of Unreleased Traffic During the PM Peak Hour
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7.0

EFFECTS AND MITIGATION

7.1

EFFECTS ON THE ROAD NETWORK CLOSE TO THE SITE

The ITA notes that the recommended scenario would incorporate an additional lane of traffic at each
Prospect Terrace and Grange Road intersection with Dominion Road to reduce the generated
queueing as a result of the generated trips to and from the development.
TPC does not consider the additional trips along Prospect Terrace and Grange Road to be excessive,
however the relationship between pedestrian safety, extra trips, and the intensification of the vehicle
crossings from five currently to four proposed crossings has not been considered.

7.2

EFFECTS ON THE WIDER ROAD NETWORK

The effects on the wider network are not assessed, however, it requires assessment due to the large
number of vehicles unreleased to the model.

7.3

EFFECTS ON PEDESTRIAN AND CYCLIST ACCESSIBILITY, SAFETY,
AND AMENITY

It is noted that higher traffic volumes on these side streets will more often block pedestrian
movements as sketched in Figure 5 and Figure 6 overleaf and will negatively impact the walking
environment in this location. Pedestrians would have to step out behind the vehicle waiting to turn
onto Dominion Road, and drivers turning left from Dominion Road would have obscured visibility of
the crossing pedestrian.

Figure 5: Pedestrian and Traffic Interaction at Grange Road/Dominion Road Intersection
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Figure 6: Pedestrian and Traffic Interaction at Prospect Terrace/Dominion Road Intersection

In order to mitigate modelled increase in traffic delays at the Prospect Terrace and Grange Road
intersections with Dominion Road, TPC proposes widening the carriageway widths of both side roads
on their approach to their intersections with Dominion Road. The proposal is to widen the intersection
effectively creating three-lane side roads comprising two access lanes approaching Dominion Road
and one departure lane away from the intersection.
The proposal is for Grange Road to be widened from 9.0m kerb-to-kerb width to approximately 12.0m
and will widen Prospect Terrace from approximately 11.0m to 14.0m. The proposed layout at the
Prospect Terrace/Dominion Road also significantly reduces the southern footpath width from 4.7m to
2.0m.
As shown above, the widening of the side-street carriageways will result in longer pedestrian crossing
distances in what is currently a busy residential, commuter and local retail environment significantly
increasing pedestrian exposure to traffic and safety risk. These proposed mitigation measures are
designed to prioritise vehicular traffic over pedestrian movements which does not align with regional
transport planning policies to improve walkability and reduce reliance on private vehicle trips.
The absence of a pedestrian island at the Grange Road/Dominion Road intersection creates
significant safety issues for crossing pedestrians. Also depicted, left-turning vehicles on Grange Road
will have an obstructed view from right-turning vehicles, thus crossing pedestrians will not be easily
seen.

7.4

EFFECTS ON THE PUBLIC TRANSPORT NETWORK OPERATION
AND USE

The addition of a further 51 seconds of additional bus journey time is considered significant. This
would delay people further along in the network, not just on Dominion Road. An additional three
minutes for people travelling to the city during Saturday peak is also considered a significant impact.
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The ITA states that traffic model underestimates network capacity as follows:
“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. This would suggest that the northbound bus travel times will be like those
in the PM peak.”

If this statement is correct, then it contradicts the calibration and validation of the model and implies
that there are other elements affecting travel time in the model that are not properly or fully captured.
In addition to this, if there is an inaccuracy in coding the Valley Road / Dominion Road intersection
this change should be applied to both the Base scenario (existing network) and the recommended
scenario (Scenario B), and there is no evidence in the report that the travel time increase between the
Base scenario and the recommended scenario would be lower.

7.5

EFFECTS ON GENERAL TRAFFIC OPERATION ON DOMINION
ROAD

Similar to the effect on Public Transport, the projected impact arising from the development on the
general traffic travel times through this section of the road network seems to be diminished and the
result of three-minute delay for traffic travelling southbound and large unreleased traffic demand into
the model are left without mitigation by the Applicants.
Four key points are included in this section of the ITA seeking to explain or addresses the reasons of
why the projected increase in general traffic delay is not a concern. Quotes from the relevant section
of the ITA are shown in Italic and peer review comments in normal text follow each quote.
“Those “primary trip” supermarket customers are most likely to not want to travel during congested
times. This will reduce the number of vehicles added to the network and reduced the occurrence of
unreleased vehicles predicted in the models closer to current levels.”

Response: This statement can be disputed with the typical peak in New World trading occurring in the
PM Peak / “congested times”, shown in Figure 7. The ITA does not quantify what impact lower trips
may have on unreleased demand or travel times.

Figure 7: Typical Hourly Trading Pattern for a New World Supermarket (Figure 39 in the ITA)
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“This will also likely result in more supermarket customers drawn from pass-by traffic already in the
network or from nearby residential and commercial activity. Some customers may also switch to
using alternative modes such as public transport.”

Response: This is an unjustified comment. This may or may not happen – there is no justification or
evidence provided in the ITA to support these general comments. With the generous amounts of
parking provided within the development, it is unlikely that supermarket customers would switch to
alternative travel modes.
“Any added congestion may also contribute to a switch in travel modes or customers choosing to
shop at different times when the site is more accessible and there is more capacity in the network.”

Response: Unjustified comment, not supported by any evidence within the ITA.
“The effects on the network could therefore be closer to neutral. It is therefore not expected that
there will be any added vehicle delay”.

Response: It is considered unlikely that the effect on the road network could be neutral due to the size
of the proposed supermarket, proposed large number of car parks and proposed widening of
Prospect Terrace and Grange Road.

7.6

PROMOTION OF ALTERNATIVE MODES

The ITA mentions that this is a “Transit-oriented” development. This statement is strongly disputed. It
could be considered as such but with a total of 266 proposed carparks and road widening as the key
mitigation measure (rather than any physical or operation support of non-car modes), this
development is clearly a private vehicle-oriented development, based on the high likelihood that most
of the trips will happen by private vehicle.

7.7

TRAVEL DEMAND MANAGEMENT STRATEGY

A number of travel demand management strategies are discussed in this section of the ITA. However,
as discussed in the earlier sections, many of these travel demand management options will not be
effective due to the large supply of parking spaces. In fact, there is no evidence provided in the ITA
that with the scale of the proposed supermarket, the conventional concept of travel to the
development proposed and the widening of the roads it will contribute to reduced overall travel
demand via private vehicle modes or encourage more walking and cycling trips.
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8.0

WIDER TRANSPORT PLANNING CONTEXT

In this section of the ITA, the development is considered in line with key transport policies and
strategies for Auckland.
However, the promotion of public transport use is not adequately outlined by the ITA, despite the
development being located on a public transport frequent network route. The large number of
carparks further promotes the use of private vehicles and as such private vehicle travel will likely
remain the most attractive travel mode to visit the supermarket. This is similar for the promotion of
active modes, in which this ITA has not considered the safety impact on pedestrians crossing the
wider accesses with intensified levels of traffic.
It is agreed that the road safety record shows a high incidence of motorcycle crashes due to vehicles
turning into and out of Prospect Terrace and Grange Road, however the effects of the increased
traffic subsequently causing more turning traffic on these types of crashes have not been addressed.
The statement in the ITA that the development is “easily accessible” for cyclists cannot be supported.
There is little if any evidence of justifying this claim. Easy and safe accessibility would indicate the
presence of protected/segregated cycle lanes available within a maximum of 3km radius from the site.
The development has a connection to “Quiet Cycle Routes” however these routes are also likely to
experience some level of traffic increased traffic movements generated by the proposed development.
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9.0

AUCKLAND UNITARY PLAN ASSESSMENT

The ITA sections are shown in Italics with peer review comments in normal text following.
“Access to the proposed parking areas has been located and designed to accommodate all turning
traffic without compromising the safe and efficient operation of Dominion Road or its intersections
with Grange Road and Prospect Terrace, or conflicting with existing access arrangements for
neighbouring properties. The separation of customer and servicing activities recognizes the
functional and operational requirements of the supermarket, retail and the commercial components
of the development.”

Response: Disagree – the safety of pedestrians and cyclists will be compromised as a result of the
development due to the intensification of access points and the number of turning vehicles into the
accesses. An increase in right turning traffic volume will increase risk of traffic travelling on Dominion
Road. These issues have not been assessed or addressed.
“Providing an appropriate level of car parking to serve the supermarket, retail and commercial
activities is fundamental to the viability of these activities. However, the particular location of this
development within an existing commercial area surrounded by residential development, and on a
major public transport corridor, enables a balance to be struck between private car travel and other
travel modes (public transport, walking and cycling).”

Response: Disagree – the appropriate level of car parking should be lower if other travel modes are to
be incentivised.
The design of the parking and loading to provide safe access and egress for vehicles, pedestrians
and cyclists is not met by this development.
“The proposed vehicle crossings will be designed and located to provide for safe and efficient
movement to and from the site, minimizing any potential conflict between vehicles, pedestrians and
cyclists”

Response: The 7.2m wide vehicle crossing does not comply with the maximum 6m for accesses and
does not “maintain the safety and amenity of passing pedestrians”
Speed humps and appropriate signage is cited to be used in the design stage of this development to
mitigate the effects of increased traffic on pedestrian safety. The vehicle crossing for residential and
servicing uses is 13m wide. The service exit onto Grange Road is 5.95m wide and complies with the
Unitary Plan.
The traffic generated by the proposed development does not have a “less than minor effect” on the
transport network. This is unjustified with gaps in the evidence and assessment as outlined in Section
6 of this peer review.
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10.0 COVID-19 RECOVERY (FAST-TRACK CONSENTING)
The ITA outlines the assessments set out by the Covid Recovery Act in which the transport related
matters of the development meet the requirements under the Referred Projects Amendment Order
(No 3). In general terms, the ITA refers to the report section in which the requirement was assessed.
These requirements are briefly outlined below:
An integrated transport assessment, including modelling and analysis that covers:
i.

vehicle generation and its effects on traffic and parking on Dominion Road and the local road
network;
“Refer to Section 7.1”

Section 7.1 of the ITA outlines the scenarios modelled, the instances of parking removal, the
introduction of a raised table and road widening at the Prospect Terrace and Grange Road
intersections with Dominion Road, as well as the moving of the existing splitter island on Prospect
Terrace. The effects of the introduction of separate left and right-turning lanes on Prospect Terrace
and Grange Road are also discussed, with the ITA citing a “positive effect of reducing overall delay at
the intersection, and therefore the extent of queueing back along Prospect Terrace and Grange Road.
Reducing delays and managing queues can also have a positive effect on road safety with drivers not
taking additional risk to make up lost time”. While the extra lane has been modelled to reduce
queueing to some extent in the modelling reported in the ITA, pedestrian safety is considered to be
compromised as the crossing of three lanes on both side streets will be needed, shown in Figure 5
and Figure 6. This is in direct contradiction to the ITA’s quoted “high level of pedestrian amenity”,
even with the presence of a raised table.
The increased delay caused by the presence of the raised table is not discussed in the ITA, and it is
unclear whether this matter was introduced in the modelling.
ii.

the effects of the project on public transport, including service reliability and infrastructure on
Dominion Road;
“Refer to Section 7.4”

Section 7.4 of the ITA outlines the effects of the development on the public transport available along
Dominion Road. The three-minute extra bus journey and general traffic time as a result of modelled
Scenario B, is a notable increase in travel time that would be experienced by bus users along
Dominion Road. This is in contradiction to the ITA’s citing of the opposite, with the increase not being
significant due to low patronage numbers travelling northbound in the PM peak. Despite low
patronage, the Eden Park event peak times were not investigated, which arguably would show a
higher impact on bus travel time. Similar traffic delay increases are modelled for general traffic.
The justification for additional travel time in the modelled situations outlined in the ITA due to “dummy
signals” is considered inadequate, as the dummy signals are modelled in the base scenario. An
increase or decrease in delay would therefore be seen in all scenarios, including the base.
iii.

the effects of the project on motorcycle safety;
“Refer to Section 3.6”

Section 3.6 of the ITA outlines the current safety record of the vicinity of the proposed development
site. This section inadequately outlines the effects that the development will have on all road users
and especially motorcyclist safety, as no link to the increased traffic turning onto Prospect Terrace
and Grange Road is investigated, despite a high rate of conflicts occurring and crashes reported.
These crashes are prevalent during the PM peak, when the development is expected to generate the
most traffic, especially right turning traffic.
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iv.

the effects of the project on the strategic role and transport mode priorities of Dominion Road;
“Refer to Section 7.4 and 8”

These sections of the ITA outline the significance of the development in meeting the promotion of
active mode and public transport use, which is a contradiction with the development notably providing
a large number of carparks for supermarket users, and little promotion or facilitation of active modes
and public transport. If the development was aimed at promoting modes of transport other than
private vehicles, less emphasis would be placed on parking (i.e. fewer on-site parking spaces), and
the safety for active modes would be considered instead of widening side roads and further enabling
convenient private vehicle travel.
v.

mitigation measures to be implemented in relation to these matters;
“Refer to Section 7”

Overall, the mitigation measures proposed in Section 7 of the ITA do not properly or fully address the
effects on public transport, pedestrian/cyclist safety and amenity, or on general traffic. The modelling
results show that the introduction of the development would cause significant delays to public
transport users, outlined by the modelling results. Safety for pedestrians is also considered to be
compromised with the introduction of a new turning lane on both Prospect Terrace and Grange Road,
as well as the intensification of movements occurring on the accesses to the site with increased trips.
The impact of proposed mitigation does not properly address the safety and capacity concerns on
Dominion Road, and creates new concerns by proposing to widen the Dominion Road intersections
with Prospect Terrace and Grange Road.

per_4726_360DomRd_210615_fnl.docx

25

EDENWELOVE INCORPORATED
360 DOMINION ROAD – ITA PEER REVIEW

11.0 CONCLUSIONS
The detailed peer review has been completed for the proposed development at 360 Dominion Road,
88 Prospect Terrace, and 113 Grange Road, Eden Valley, Auckland. The review has concluded that
there are notable and concerning gaps in the ITA assessment undertaken in support of the proposed
development. Overall, it is considered that the scale of the development, proposed amount of parking
and proposed mitigation measures do not adequately address the transportation effects created by
the generated trips. The development, proposed in the current shape and form, does not leverage its
location of fronting one of the best served bus corridors, does not improve active modes accessibility
and negatively affects the walking environment across Prospect Terrace and Grange Road.
In terms of the key issues outlined in Section 1:
•

the proposed development will negatively affect the walking environment of the side streets
due to widened carriageway widths;

•

bus journey times will significantly increase, shown in the modelling results; and

•

the safety issues for right-turning traffic are not adequately addressed by the mitigation
measures proposed.
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Eden We Love PowerPoint Presentation, Notes and minutes of meeting 15
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Presentation Notes
DOMINION ROAD DEVELOPMENT Feb 2021 COMMENT 15 March 2021
An exemplary mixed use development is welcomed that enhances and
strengthens the community and neighbourhood.
We see several better solutions that would remove or reduce local business and neighbourhood issues that are
not addressed by current diagrammatic development proposal and thereby would enhance amenity for locals and
their businesses, and introduce savings for development.
Background While there are some positive design attributes in the mixed use concept proposal a number of
short comings need further attention, for any significant benefit to strengthen or enhance neighbourhood

A Retain and adapt the existing high quality character heritage building
Improves building character and reduces cost for new build
Retains community identity in line with local BID objectives and Heritage recognition on subject building
Decreases carbon energy consumption in line with Carbon Zero goals by avoiding/minimising demolition
Retains high quality building design features eg. bespoke brick and Crittal Arnold steel joinery
Background
Lacks identifiable respect for Te Aranga principles with regard to local community culture/identity
Lacks the obvious Carbon Zero first principals with respect to building resource adaption and retention
Only Dominion Rd building front, not on subject site with later less attractive retail addition, is retained
Subject site UBD Building is designed by Warrick & Wright/built by Merv Allison in 1969
UBD building features in Council/ Business Association Heritage Walk from 2003
UBD building/recommendations are in Matthew & Matthews Eden Valley Heritage Assessment 2002
How is high quality character of modern heritage building on subject site incorporated ?

B Introduce a single traffic entrance from Dominion Rd via existing main
entry/traffic lights
Replaces several wide unattractive traffic entry/exit points off Prospect Tce and Grange Rd
Allows direct site access to all vehicle traffic from Dominion Rd
Avoids majority of traffic to site unnecessarily entering into and via Prospect Tce/Grange Rd
Gives opportunity for northern oriented, shared local community space on sunny side of Prospect Tce
Saves cost of modifying narrow intersections at Prospect/Grange intersections
Saves cost for additional traffic lights at nonaligned intersections to Prospect/Grange
Reduces proposed traffic delays shown in TCP traffic report
Retains the current suburban street amenity that can be enhanced for all
Avoids local suburban streets becoming part of onsite traffic island circulation, and traffic movements
Acknowledges Dominion Rd as a busy commercial zone
Background
Subject site focuses on internal site benefits mainly for supermarket at expense of external site benefits
Lacks traffic impact minimisation to adjacent suburban streets by reducing vehicle traffic
Lacks encouragement of pedestrian priority from adjacent suburban streets
Uses local suburban streets for onsite traffic circulation, and traffic movements (as part of turning circle)
Introduces wider unattractive traffic entry/exit points off Prospect Tce and Grange Rd
Doesn’t improve direct site access for majority of vehicle traffic from via Dominion Rd as per TPC report
Shows majority of traffic to site unnecessarily entering into, and via Prospect Tcs /Grange Rd
Misses advantage of Dominion Rd commercial zone and existing main entrance, more suited to 24/7
Lacks amenity for community /neighbourhood on sunnier north/east aspect of site context
Sunnier north aspect of site shows wider unattractive traffic entry/exit points off Prospect Tce
Decreases traffic flow if additional traffic lights added to Prospect/Grange at nonaligned intersections

C Create a generous walkway on the east side of development eg 6.0m wide
Improves neighbourhood vibrancy, site activation and surveillance safety
Gives a fourth urban face to subject site on desirable east orientation
Can be utilised as open market, produce growing area, safe childrens play area
Doubles as landscaped overland flow path
Saves cost of overland flow path and unattractive truck tunnel infrastructure
Allows space for east facing flexible 3 level terrace houses for families and business al ke eg 15-20
Builds more integrated permanent and diverse community
Background
Subject site focuses on internal site benefits mainly for supermarket at expense of external site benefits
Lacks traffic impact minimisation to adjacent suburban streets by reducing vehicle traffic
Lacks encouragement of pedestrian priority from adjacent suburban streets
Lacks orientation for amenity to sunnier north/east borders of site for community /neighbourhood
Presents an unattractive blank wall on sunnier east side disguised with landscaping
Misses advantage of a bonus east side in utilising all four suburban frontages to integrate site
Misses east orientation opportunity for more family attractive suburban accommodation and interface
Misses increased landscape amenity and dispersement opportunity with overland flow path
Misses increasing local needs for: market area, produce growing area, safe childrens play area

D Improve the North/South oriented Prospect and Grange fringes with multiple
pedestrian access
Improves neighbourhood vibrancy, site activation and surveillance safety
Avoids concentrating people in higher density living, for health and wellbeing eg. pandemic restrictions
Prioritises safe pedestrian / cycle access from local suburbs and Dominion Rd
Background
Subject site focuses on internal site benefits mainly for supermarket at expense of external site benefits
Lacks encouragement of safe dispersed pedestrian priority from adjacent suburban streets
Lacks amenity advantage to sunniest north aspect of site for mixed use community and neighbourhood
Lacks dispersed amenity to avoid concentrating people in higher density living for health and wellbeing

E Introduce a variety of accommodation types eg universal accessibility, seniors,
families, etc
Improves neighbourhood inclusiveness, diversity, access bility and stability
Increases desirability and audience of potential buyers towards longer term residents
Improves the wel being and local economy of business and residential neighbourhood
Background
Lacks adequate variety of green space for wellbeing, exercise, social distancing and food production
Who are anticipated accommodation buyers ?
Are they investors with access to low interest rates for transient short term rental ?
Are they end use owners with pads outside city long to escape to ?
Are they families who need adjacent outdoor space and nearby common space?
Are they families whose children need safe accessible semi public play area ?
How do apartments meet needs of regular Pandemic constraints ?
Will they be affordable for employees of retail occupants?
Will they attract a diversity of longer term owner/occupiers ?
Lacks evidence of any genuine benefit to strengthen or enhance local neighbourhood

F Improve lane between Dominion Rd building/subject site with dual facing retail
onto laneway
Improves onsite/neighbourhood vibrancy, site activation and surveillance safety
Background
Existing service lane against subject building site looks unattractive and compromised in size
Subject site focuses on internal site benefits mainly for supermarket /vehicle parking
Lacks evidence to encourage safe pedestrian priority

G Reduce the size of supermarket by around 50%
Improves neighbourhood amenity and access
Improves local desirability of precinct, with better walkable access, natural daylight for wellbeing and engagement
with neighbours
Background
Community amenity/facilities are sacrificed for click and collect capable drive through supermarket
Lack of substantiation of extent of travel distance of 30 000 loyalty card holders eg 5 km or more ?
Area is already well serviced by two supermarkets within 200m walking distance
Encourages more vehicle traffic due to impracticalities of conveying retail supplies
Who is going to lug a family lot of groceries 100m up the road or to a bus ?
If smaller regular amounts are bought, a smaller local market is more attractive for convenience
How do increased parking needs from subject site, reduce neighbourhood parking pressure for existing local
business and locals?
The current commercial site catered for 280 jobs plus previous employment capacity well over 280 jobs This
highlights increasing local parking inadequacies for both local business and residential parking
The retail (supermarket) will bring well under 200 job opportunities (150 low wage workers unlikely to afford
proposed housing). Excludes existing separately owned commercial zone on Dominion Rd
Any good quality regeneration development of subject site would bring up to 220 construction jobs
The current construction labour workforce remains under pressure.
Introducing negative impacts highlighted will increasingly undermine community wellbeing against current
government policies of a wellbeing economy and carbon zero goals

We expect no less than an exemplary mixed use development that enhances and
strengthens the community and neighbourhood:
A Retain and adapt the existing high quality character heritage building
B Introduce a single traffic entrance from Dominion Rd via existing main entry/traffic lights
C Create a generous walkway on the east side of development eg 6.0m wide
D Improve the North/South oriented Prospect and Grange fringes with multiple pedestrian access
E Improve lane between Dominion Rd building/subject site with dual facing retail onto laneway
F Introduce a variety of accommodation types eg universal accessibility, seniors, families, etc
G Reduce the size of supermarket by around 50%
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Minutes

MINUTES OF MEETING

EDEN WE LOVE INC.

Date:

16 March 2021

Project:

360 Dominion Rd Development

Location:

113 Grange Road, Mt Eden

Covid 19 Fast track

Purpose of meeting: For the residents Technical Committee to present suggested
improvements to the proposal

Date of Meeting:

Monday, 15 March 2021 at 7:00 p.m.

1.0 Attendees
Bruce Koefoed

BK

RCT (Resident Committee Technical)

Nicola Paoli

NP

RCT

Megan Rule

MR

RCT

Denise Civil

DC

RCT

David Seymour

DS

MP Epsom

Kristen Bartlett

KB

David Seymour’s Office

John Dalzell

JD

Developer

Lindsay Rowles

LR

FNI (Foodstuffs North Island) GM Mem + Property

Nick Hanson

NH

FNI Head Property Investment

Sam Goddard

SG

FNI Development Manager

BP

RCT

1.1 Apologies
-

Bruce Perrett

2.0 Pepeha / Introductions
-

All attendees introduced themselves with a short pepeha

3.0 Technical Introductions
-

BK introduced MR and DC explaining their background as architects with urban
design experience.
BK outlined the proposed agenda for the meeting.

4.0 Technical Comment
-

MR talked to the PowerPoint presentation prepared by the group.
The PowerPoint covered the following matters: A
Retaining and adapting the existing high quality character heritage building
B
C
D
E
F
G

-

Introducing a single traffic entrance from Dominion Rd via existing main
entry/traffic lights
Creating a generous walkway on the east side of development eg 6.0m wide
Improving the North/South oriented Prospect and Grange fringes with multiple
pedestrian access
Introducing a variety of accommodation types eg universal accessibility,
seniors, families, etc
Improving lane between Dominion Rd building/subject site with dual facing
retail onto laneway
Reducing the size of supermarket by around 50%

DC challenged the developer and FoodStuffs team to provide an exemplary mixeduse development and pointed out that if adopted the suggestions would significantly
diminish local opposition to the project.
A copy of the PowerPoint and associated text was left with all attendees.

5.0 Feedback
-

-

-

JD advised that there was alignment on a number of the ideas in the presentation but
that the project had to satisfy multiple and often conflicting agendas.
LR explained his background in supermarket development.
o He advised that the existing Countdown supermarket is at capacity and that New
World will fill a local need in the community.
o The new supermarket does not need to have prime site location but needs to be of
a suitable size to give a range of product options.
o New World prides itself in being owner operated businesses with a strong
community commitment.
o The Dominion Road access point has been explored. Auckland Transport are
against this option based on future prioritisation of public transport on Dominion
Road.
Discussion on the issue of saving the building followed. It noted that all prospective
purchasers planned demolition. JD advised that some of the building will be retained.
MR asked that the nature of the existing building be acknowledged in the proposed
development.
DS requested that the meeting agree to where they stand on each aspect of the
PowerPoint with the following outcomes: o A: Partial agreement, aspects of the existing building to be retained.
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-

o B: JD prepared to run the traffic model again on the single Dominion Road
entrance and to share the results.
o C: JD was concerned that the immediately adjoining neighbours has expressed a
desire for privacy from the development. The possibility of a walkway will be
canvassed with them as this had not been previously suggested.
o D: Redesign of the Grange Road and Prospect Terrace aspects to the
development depends on item B.
o E: JD confirmed that the intention is to develop accommodation that suits all
occupant types and the modular nature of the unit configurations will facilitate this.
The design of the residential aspect of the project is a work in progress.
o F: JD and LR understand the issues with the laneway between Lot 1 and Lot 2 and
would like to see dual retail established here. There is pushback from the Lot1
owners as it impacts on their method of operating.
o The size of the supermarket in no negotiable. NP advised that this would not be
an issue for the residents if traffic was redirected to Dominion Road.
JD agreed to respond to the group on the above issued in a week.

6.0 Other matters.
-

-

LR advised that NZ average supermarket sales on line were 12%. The world average
is 30%
The proposed supermarket will have a pickup service as part of its operation.
The smaller metro supermarkets offered a decreased range and volume of products
LR to supply local 30 000 loyalty card holders boundary eg 5km, noting that 1:10,000
population catchment was better measure of potential customers. NZ was at
1:17,000.
MR stated that if vehicle entry directly off Dominion Rd could not work under future
AT public transport plans with associated reduced parking, and based on proposal
TPC Traffic Report showing most traffic comes off Dominion Road, the proposal
would not work off suburban streets either.
JD advised that the draft project will be submitted to the EPA for feedback once the
meetings this week have concluded. Preliminary Design is 60% complete.
JD undertook to send the group the information regarding the consenting process
under the Covid Recovery (Fast-track Consenting) Act that is on the EPA website.
JD advised that Judge L J Newhook is to chair the consenting panel.

The meeting finished at 9:00 p.m. approx.
Distribution.
To attendees listed in 1.0 above.

APPENDIX 6

Addendum to TPC ITA
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APPENDIX 7

Eden We Love PowerPoint Presentation on the TPC ITA to pubic meeting 6
May 2021
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APPENDIX 8

1.

Weaknesses with the application.

Background
A sub group of the EdenWeLove Society Technical Group have reviewed the application
documents and have found that there are matters that have not been adequately covered or have
been completely ignored by the applicants. The matters considered in need of addressing are
identified below.

2.

The AEE
2.1

The AEE does not address the aspects of the impact of the development on the amenity of
the adjacent residential neighbours.
There is no discussion of the effects on the neighbourhood of the increase in on-street
carparking, and increased traffic noise and there is no discussion on loss of privacy from
overlook and the impact of shading from the additional 10.5 m of the height of the proposed
building over what is permitted under the AUP beyond the immediately adjoining neighbours.
There is no consideration of the effects of parking by construction workers in the neighbouring
residential streets during delivery stage of the project. The neighbourhood is already subject
to commuter parking on week days which limits the ability of the local residents who do not
have off street parking to find a suitably close carpark to their homes and having visitor is
equally problematic. This issue will be exacerbated during the construction phase. There is
nothing in the AEE that takes this into account.
There is no consideration of staff parking and its impact on the existing residential parking in
the adjoining streets. Also, there is no consideration of the effects of the additional parking
on the immediate residential streets as a result of the development residents not getting
parking within the building.
The consideration on the impact to on-street parking is not just a short-term effect to do with
construction but also ongoing with the lack of adequate provision for residential and employee
parking.

2.2

The AEE does not consider the effect on the small local businesses of removing the street
carparking and no alternatives have been considered.

2.3

There is no discussion on the effects on the development on the local social infrastructure,
including local child care facilities, schools and parks. Assessment against the National Policy
Statement Urban Design 2020 (UPS – UD) is, therefore, incomplete.
Local schools are at capacity. The AEE notes the location and distance to nearby outdoor
spaces but does not discuss how these might be used by residents of the development and
whether they adequately meet the needs for recreation and leisure. The nearest, Ballantyne
Square is a 3,300 m2 open space with trees, lawn and seating mainly used as an access
route to the Countdown supermarket via the diagonal path that crosses it and people
employed in the Eden Valley commercial area at lunch time.

2.4

The AEE does not consider the issue of pedestrian safety with respect to the extra wide
vehicle crossing on Prospect Terrace, in particular with respect to the safety of school children
passing to attend Mount Eden Normal Primary School. Nor does it address the safety of the
elderly residents of Claire House crossing Prospect Terrace to access the bus or retail
activities in the development.

The frequency of vehicle movement through these access points poses more risk to
vulnerable pedestrians.
2.5

The AEE claims that the Project “will provide: …
•

New affordable housing supply and options; and….”20 but does not provide evidence of
the affordability of the residential units.

2.6

The AEE does not consider the actual net difference in FTE jobs compared with current and
prior use. The buildings are currently underutilised and have previously supported an office
staff of approx. 29021. The purpose of the CRA is “urgently to promote employment”22
However, there is most likely a net deficit in FTE jobs with these being supermarket jobs
compared with the current number of office jobs.

2.7

The AEE states that the objective is to provide “integrated live, work, retail and leisure
developments”.23 However, there is no evidence of possible of leisure activities on site or the
likelihood that the supermarket workers could afford to live here.

2.8

The AEE suggests that common facilities such as co-working space would be available,24
however, this appears to only be shown in the Lot 1 areas which are in different ownership.

2.9

The AEE suggests that the 20m setback from Dominion Road is an Urban Design principle
rather than due to being in different ownership. This is one of many examples in the
application documents of a misleading statement that is not substantiated.
The AEE states that the “buildings fronting the street ... create a positive interface with the
street” 25 but does not consider that there are only 2 townhouses to the Prospect Terrace
elevation and that approx. 28% of this elevation at ground level is for vehicle access crossing.
In reference to the NPS-UD, the AEE states that the development is in keeping with the
objectives and policies by providing “a variety of housing types, typologies and prices”26 but
this is not backed up by the architectural package which states the target demographic limited
to “young professionals” and shows limited apartments types with little regard to LifeMark 27,
families etc. nor is any part of the accommodation anticipated to be ‘affordable’ or part of the
Kiwibuild or Axis schemes.

2.10 The AEE (or any other report) does not consider the effect of a lack of daylighting and view
to the outside on the supermarket workers.
2.11 The AEE considers the effects of the proposal as ‘less the minor’ without considering the
impact of the quantum which should be considered as in excess of that anticipated under the
AUP (operative in part).

20

Reference - Page 53 AEE

21

287 work stations counted on Drawing 2 ASB Bank Ltd Plans dated 01-07.08 PDF Page 73 – Appendix 18
Contamination PSI

22

Reference - Section 4 Covid Recovery (Fast-track Consenting) Act 2020.

23

Reference – Page 7 Assessment of Environmental Effects

24

Reference – Page 7 AEE

25

Reference – Page 36 AEE

26

Reference – Page 47 AEE

27

LifeMark is a standard of design for universal living. Refer Home | Lifemark
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3.

The Conditions
3.1

The conditions do not address the suggested Travel Demand Management Strategy Plan
suggested in the TPC Integrated Transport Assessment to “…identify a range of
implementable measures for future activities on the subject site to minimise staff, resident
and visitor related car travel and parking demand…”28 Instead they only require a Travel
Management Plan to be developed by the commercial activities on the site.
Whilst Eden We Love acknowledge that a Travel Demand Management Plan is a laudable
concept, we have significant reservations about whether it will have any impact on reducing
the demand for motor vehicle use, whether it can be enforced and whether its implementation
will be enduring.

4.

The Special Character Assessment
4.1

The application has not included a rehabilitation report nor costing for rehabilitation and repair
on the grounds that part of the building is to be reused. 29
The part that is to be reused is not owned by the applicant. Furthermore, it is the poorer
architectural quality building that was added to the site in 1975.

4.2

5.

In the absence of a rehabilitation report the application is incomplete.

The Urban Design Landscape and Visual Effects Assessment
5.1

The sun-shading modelling has only been done for 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. the summer and
winter solstice and equinox.
Shadding diagrams for all daylight hours should be provided to assess the early morning and
late afternoon impact the additional height will have on the adjacent neighbours.

5.2

There are a number of inconsistencies between the Urban Design Landscape and Visual
Effects Assessment and the information in the Landscape and Design Packages. For
example, in the Urban Design Landscape and Visual Effects Assessment it states that “The
interface to the southern portion of the boundary is a blank, approximately 130m long 9m high
wall stepped in plan that contains and acoustically controls the access ramps, loading dock
and parking. Planting, including vertical green wall planting, is proposed to screen these blank
walls from the adjoining neighbours”30. Eden We Love believe that the report is actually
referring to the east boundary but regardless, the Landscape Package has the vertical green
wall planting only shown to the southern half of this long blank wall.
The Urban Landscape and Visual Effects Assessment states, “The residential units fronting
Grange Road and Prospect Terrace 23# have doors to the street and small street facing
courtyards (where at ground floor) or are accessed via the cores on each street.”31 However,
there are no residential units at ground level on Grange Road: this is all commercial. Above
are 22 apartments facing Grange Road. There are only 2 residential units facing Prospect
Terrace at ground floor level. It is unclear from the elevations how much outlook and sun
they will enjoy.

28

Reference – Page 50 Integrated Transport Assessment.

29

Reference - Page 57 Special Character Assessment.

30

Reference – Page 9 Urban Design landscape and Visual Effects Assessment.

31

Reference – Page 10 Urban Design landscape and Visual Effects Assessment.

5.3

6.

These matters all relate to the manner in which the project interfaces with the local residential
environment. If, as described in the Urban Design Landscape and Visual Effects Assessment
the residential units along Prospect Terrace and Grange Road opened to the street and had
small courtyards, the fit would be appropriate but what has been shown in the Architectural
Package is a development which does not engage at a human level with its context. As for
the blank wall to the east, it is imposing and a significant barrier, delineating the development
from its eastern neighbours.

The Architectural Package
6.1

The Design Strategy Height and massing diagrams are confusing. There is no reference as
to what the brown line is indicating and where it says “Bulk to rear of site offers transition to
anticipated height of neighbouring developments”. it is actually indicating the line over the
potential development to the south.

6.2

The elevations on sheets A20B.01 and A20B.02 are incorrect.

Dominion Road elevation call the North/East elevation. It should be the West elevation.

Prospect Terrace elevation is called the North/West elevation. It should be the North
elevation.

Elevation to east neighbours is called the South/East elevation. It should be the East
elevation.

Grange Road elevation is called South/West elevation. It should be the South elevation.
The mis-naming of the elevations is misleading. If this is not a deliberate error it suggests
that the Architectural Package has been released without adequate quality control checking.

6.3

The North elevation does not clearly show the 13 m wide entrances to the truck ramp and the
residential parking. Clearer images are required to illustrate the dominance of this feature.

6.4

The architectural package shows illustrations of the modular design with pre-fabricated units
shipped to site for installation as the construction methodology. What is not included is the
any explanation of whether these units are manufactured in NZ or off-shore and what level of
finish they are at when this occurs.
This information is pertinent to the application as it is under the Covid Recovery (Fast-track
Consenting) Act as a referred project because it is meant to generate employment in the New
Zealand construction industry.

32

6.5

The architectural package does not show sufficient detail in the elevations to clearly assess
the façades. The higher areas are shades lighter to make them feel less dominant. This is
disingenuous and misleading. Rendered elevations and views from a pedestrian point of view
should be provided.

6.6

The drawings are deceptive in that the small clear boxes on the roof of the truck corridor are
not labelled but are assumed to be air conditioning units. The neighbours are concerned that
there is no reference to these elsewhere in the application and yet they will be a source of
noise as they are close to and point directly to the east boundary neighbours.

6.7

Close scrutiny of the architectural package shows that the layout is different to that described
in the AEE. The AEE states “On the Prospect Terrace frontage three and four storey
townhouses and apartments are orientated to the street”32 but when cross-referenced with
the architectural package the plans show 2 two storey apartments to the ground floor with
single floor apartments above on levels 2 and 3 to the Eastern side and 2 single floor
apartments with 2 double floor apartments on levels 2-3 over the retail unit to the west.

Reference – Page 8 AEE
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7.

8.

9.

The Landscape Package
7.1

The Landscape Package is site focused and inward looking. It shows planting along the open
space between the proposed building and the boundary with the eastern residential
neighbours but does not discuss the boundary treatment. Is this to be fenced or left as open
space?

7.2

The landscape package shows “green walls” to part of the east elevation blank walls, but not
over the full length. This needs to be explained.

7.3

The landscape package discusses planting to the laneways, however very little light and sun
would be expected to these areas and how this would work should be explained.

The Traffic Report
8.1

The Traffic Report does not address the impact of the proposed rapid transit route along
Dominion Road on the project and conversely the impact of the project on the proposed rapid
transit route.

8.2

The Traffic Report does not address the impact of the traffic havoc associated with events at
Eden Park on the traffic issues associated with the development.

8.3

The Traffic Report does not consider Auckland Council policies such as Low Vehicle
Neighbourhoods or other policies around walking, cycling and pedestrian safety.

8.4

The traffic report does not consider the effects of the removal of the existing street parking to
allow for truck circulation on the neighbouring small businesses.

8.5

The traffic report concentrates on the implications of the proposed development to Dominion
Road traffic management and does not give adequate consideration to the effects of the on
the increase in traffic to the local street network beyond the Grange Road and Prospect
Terrace intersections.

8.6

The Traffic Report has not considered the existing pedestrian activity in the vicinity of the site.

8.7

The Traffic Report does not adequately assess the effects of the development on pedestrian
and the safety of cyclists.

8.8

The assumptions for the Traffic Report modelling are not clearly identified.

8.9

The suggested mitigation relies heavily on third party interventions (e.g., AT undertaking the
remodelling of the Dominion Road intersections) which cannot be guaranteed to be
established.

The Retail Impact Assessment
9.1

Both Commonsense Organics, 300 m to the north of the proposed New World supermarket,
and the Bread Winner Bakery, in the Lot 1 shops, are not mention at all in the Retail Impact
Assessment.
These are small fresh food retail outlets that will suffer from additional competition. The Retail
Impact Assessment is therefore an incomplete assessment of the effects on the local retail
activity.

10.

Infrastructure Report and Appendices
10.1 This report claims that the local sewerage system has adequate capacity and that the new
development will be able to tap into it. This is not the understanding of the Grange Road
residents who have the sewerage pipe that this will feed into run down the rear of their
properties. It was laid in 1926 and already doesn’t cope with the increase in intensification.
Property owners have already experienced serious spills though the manholes to the system
and are concerned that this will be a more frequent occurrence from the extra loading of the
apartments.

11.

Stakeholder Consultation.
11.1 Has not included the presentation by the EdenWeLove Technical Group on 15 March 2021
nor the minutes of this meeting and the following correspondence on the matter.
11.2 There are no minutes provided of the public consultation meetings. The tenor of these
meetings has been misrepresented by the applicant.
Eden We Love has provided contemporaneous notes from various members who attended
these meetings to give the panel a balanced view. Refer to Appendix 2.
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APPENDIX 9

Letter from Brown & Company Planning Group

Level 1 The Forge Athol Street PO Box 1467 QUEENSTOWN
Phone (03) 409 2258 Fax (03) 409 2259
PO Box 91839 AMC AUCKLAND
Phone (09) 377 5499 Fax (09) 377 2799

14 June 2021
Eden We Love
Grange Road
Mt Eden
Email:
Dear

RE: Proposed redevelopment at 360 Dominion Road, Mt Eden
Further to our discussions, in this letter I comment on the proposed development at 360
Dominion Road(the Site) in the context of relevant provisions of the Auckland Unitary Plan
(AUP).
The Site is within the Business – Mixed Use Zone (BMUZ) and is within the Special Character
Overlay – Business (SCAO-B). To much of the north, south and east of the Site is the Residential
– Single House Zone (SHZ) and the Special Character Area Overlay – Residential (SCAO-R).
Notable objectives and policies relevant to the Site and the proposal are (my underlining):
Objectives – all centres and business areas

…
H11.2(2)

Development is of a form, scale and design quality so that centres are reinforced
as focalpoints for the community.

H11.2(3)

Development positively contributes towards planned future form and quality,
creating a sense of place.

BMUZ-specific objectives
H13.2(6) Moderate to high intensity residential activities and employment opportunities are
provided for, in areas in close proximity to, or which can support the City Centre
Zone, Business – Metropolitan Centre Zone, Business – Town Centre Zone and the
public transport network.

…
H13.2(9)

Business – Mixed Use Zone zoned areas have a high level of amenity.

Policies – all centres and business areas
H11.3(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.
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H11.3(5) Require large-scale development to be of a design quality that is commensurate with
the prominence and visual effects of the development.
H11.3(8)

Require development adjacent to residential zones … to maintain the amenity
values of those areas, having specific regard to dominance, overlooking and
shadowing.

H11.3(13) In identified locations within the centres zones, Business – Mixed Use Zone,
Business – General Business Zone and Business – Business Park Zone enable
greater building height than the standard zone height, having regard to whether
the greater height:

a)

is an efficient use of land;

b)

supports public transport, community infrastructure and contributes
to centrevitality and vibrancy;

c)

considering the size and depth of the area, can be accommodated
withoutsignificant adverse effects on adjacent residential zones; and

d)

is supported by the status of the centre in the centres hierarchy, or is
adjacent to such a centre.

H11.3(14) In identified locations within the centre zones, Business – Mixed Use Zone,
Business – General Business Zone and Business – Business Park Zone, reduce
building height below the standard zone height, where the standard zone height
would have significant adverseeffects on identified special character, identified
landscape features, or amenity.
BMUZ-specific policies

…
H11.3(20)

H11.3(21)

Promote and manage development to a standard that:

(a)

recognises the moderate scale, intensity and diversity of business,
social andcultural activities provided in the zone;

(b)

recognises the increases in residential densities provided in the zone; and

(c)

avoids significant adverse effects on residents.

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

…
Transport – Chapter E27
Policy
E27.3(1)

Require subdivision, use and development which:

(a)

generate trips resulting in potentially more than minor adverse effects
on the safe,efficient and effective operation of the transport network;

(b)

are proposed outside of the following zones:

(c)

(i)

the Business – City Centre Zone, Business – Metropolitan Centre
Zone,Business – Town Centre Zone;

(ii)

Residential – Terrace Housing and Apartment Buildings Zone;

(iii)

the Centre Fringe Office Control as shown on the planning maps; or

do not already require an integrated transport assessment or have been
approvedbased on an integrated transport assessment

to manage adverse effects on and integrate with the transport network by
measures suchas travel planning, providing alternatives to private vehicle trips,

staging development or undertaking improvements to the local transport
network.

In overall summary, the objectives and policies seek that:


building and urban design is of high quality;



activities are of a moderate scale and intensity;



significant adverse effects on residents are avoided, and adverse effects on amenity
values of adjacent residential zones are avoided, remedied or mitigated;



adverse effects on the transport network are managed by various methods.

In the context of the objectives and policies I comment on the proposal as follows:

Building design
1.

I consider that the proposed height at the Grange Road (4-5 storeys) and Prospect Terrace
(3-4 storeys) frontages is not in keeping with the expected character of the area in the
context of the SHZ
/ SCAO-R neighbourhood adjacent to and directly opposite the Site and would significantly
adverselyaffect the amenity values of that wider residential setting.

2.

With the exception of the Grange Road and Prospect Terrace frontages, I consider that the
proposal’s design is generally appropriate for the Site and the wider context of Dominion
Road and appears consistent with the objectives and policies promoting quality building
and urban design. The design pushes much of the additional height into the centre of the
Site and generally away from the street boundaries and the residential boundary to the east,
which I regard as a positiveaspect of the proposal. However, I consider that the design
overall should go further to ensure that the development better integrates with the
neighbourhood.

3.

Amenity values are those natural or physical qualities and characteristics of an area that
contribute to people’s appreciation of its pleasantness, aesthetic coherence, and cultural
and recreational attributes. The residential amenity values of this area are a function of
the zoning (the SHZ) and the special character values in both the SCAO-B and the SCAOR. Dominance and overlooking effects are recognised in the policies as effects on amenity
values. Height to 4 and 5 levels in the Grange Road elevation would dominate and have
overlooking effects on the residential properties in the vicinity.

4.

Also on this matter, and significantly in my view, is that the standard zone height in the BMUZ
is 16m + 2m (for roof design) = 18m. Some parts of the BMUZ are able to build to a greater
height than the standard height, and this is provided for by a height control overlay to
achieve Policy H11.3(13) above. Conversely, some parts of the BMUZ have a reduced
height limit, and in the case of this Sitethe height control has a reduced height limit, of 11m
+ 2m = 13m, to achieve Policy H11.3(14).

5.

The underlined words in Policy H11.3(14) above are noteworthy in that the AUP has
already determined that height of up to the standard zone height of 18m in this location would
have significantadverse effects on identified special character and amenity. The proposal
is up to 23.5m, 18m+ in the Grange Road frontage, and around 15m in the Prospect
Terrace frontage.

6.

The planning assessment accompanying the application does not address this, directly or
indirectly,and if anything, it seems to be written on the basis that Policy 13, not Policy 14,
applies to the Site. It states, at part 10.5:

Dominion Road Mixed-use Development

Page 60 of 64

It is acknowledged that the Grange Road street frontage does infringe the 13m
standard by up to two storeys ... In addition to the areas of non-compliance with the
13m standard, there is a small portion of the South Terraces above 18m that is not
setback 6m from the street frontage ... It is considered that this is the least sensitive
street interface and can accommodate additional height above the blanket 13m
standard given that the sites to the south along Dominion Road have an 18m hight
limit and the additional height proposed does not result in adverse shading,
dominance or privacy effects.

7.

It goes on to conclude, at Part 11.6.2:
… A detailed assessment of effects on adjacent properties with respect to visual
dominance, shading and privacy was carried out in Section 10.5 above and it is
considered that any adverse effects will be less than minor.
Overall, it is considered that when viewed in the round, the proposed development
accords with the Business - Mixed Use zone objectives and policies and will not be
contrary to them.

8.

Given the clear and directive wording in Policy H11.3(14), and the SHZ and SCAO-R in
this area, I consider that the assessment downplays the sensitivity of the residential
interface in this area, andI disagree with the conclusions that the additional height proposed
at the residential street interfaceshas adverse effects that are less than minor and will not
contrary to Policy H11.3(14).

9.

On the contrary, I consider that the adverse effects are more than minor and that this aspect
of the proposal conflicts with Policy H11.3(14) as well as Policy H11.3(20)(a) (regarding
moderate scale and intensity of activities) and Policy H11.3(21) (avoiding, remedying or
mitigating adverse effects on amenity values of residential areas).

10.

In her urban design report for the application, Ms De Lambert advises that the proposed
height at the Grange Road and Prospect Terrace street frontages is acceptable. While she
explains this for Prospect Terrace she does not provide any rationale for additional height
at Grange Road, and shedoes not discuss the directive policy regime that I refer to above
in which the AUP starts from an acknowledgement that significant adverse effects will arise
from development of the standard heightof 18m.

11.

I am mindful of the possible future environment that may prevail under the National Policy
Statement
– Urban Development (NPS-UD). It came into effect in August 2020 and requires local
authorities (including Auckland Council, as a “tier 1” authority) to amend their plans to
enable intensification. Provisions from the NPS-UD instrument include (my underlining):
Objective 3: Regional policy statements and district plans enable more people to
live in, andmore businesses and community services to be located in, areas of an
urban environment in which one or more of the following apply:

(a)

the area is in or near a centre zone or other area with many employment
opportunities

(b)

the area is well-serviced by existing or planned public transport

(c)

there is high demand for housing or for business land in the area,
relative to otherareas within the urban environment. …

Policy 3: In relation to tier 1 urban environments, regional policy statements and district
plans enable: …

(c)

building heights of least 6 storeys within at least a walkable catchment of the
following:

(i)

existing and planned rapid transit stops

(d)

(ii)

he edge of city centre zones

(iii)

the edge of metropolitan centre zones; and

in all other locations in the tier 1 urban environment, building heights and
density of urban form commensurate with the greater of:

(i)

the level of accessibility by existing or planned active or public
transport to arange of commercial activities and community
services; or

(ii)

relative demand for housing and business use in that location. …

Policy 4: Regional policy statements and district plans applying to tier 1 urban
environments modify the relevant building height or density requirements under
Policy 3 only to the extentnecessary (as specified in subpart 6) to accommodate a
qualifying matter in the area.
Policy 6: When making planning decisions that affect urban environments,
decision-makers have particular regard to the following matters:

(a)

the planned urban built form anticipated by those RMA planning
documents that havegiven effect to this National Policy Statement

(b)

that the planned urban built form in those RMA planning documents
may involvesignificant changes to an area, and those changes:

(i)

may detract from amenity values appreciated by some people but
improve amenity values appreciated by other people, communities,
and future generations, including by providing increased and varied
housing densities and types; and

(ii)

are not, of themselves, an adverse effect …

Policy 8: Local authority decisions affecting urban environments are responsive to
plan changes that would add significantly to development capacity and contribute
to well- functioning urban environments, even if the development capacity is:

(a)

unanticipated by RMA planning documents; or

(b)

out-of-sequence with planned land release.

12.

Note that the Site is on a major bus route and within an area of significant employment
opportunities.

13.

Under Policy 3(c) above, the Council is required in the AUP to enable building heights of
at least 6 stories, and under Policy 6(b), impacts on current amenity values could be
considered in a different way.

14.

Tier 1 local authorities must comply with Policy 3 no later than 2 years after the
commencement of the NPS-UD, and hence significant change to the planning provisions
for the site, and potentially tothe properties nearby including the residential zones, could
be imminent. Auckland Council has created various workstreams for implementing the
NPS-UD, and the broad timeframe is for plan changes to be notified by August 20221.

15.

In my view there is a very high likelihood that the Council will be considering the Site (along
with many others) as being subject to the NPS-UD’s Policy 3 heights (i.e., minimum 6
storeys) in its evaluations ahead of the plan changes to be notified in August 2022.
However, the Council is still inthe process of evaluating all of the options and there is yet
no guarantee how the Council will apply the Policy 3 height limits, and in the case of the
Site whether it applies it to the whole site or only part, particularly in light of the “qualifying
matters” under the NPS-UD’s Policy 4.
1

NPS-UD proposed work programme, report to Planning Committee 4 February 2021
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16.

The qualifying matters (under clause 3.32 in subpart 6 of the NPS-UD) can be used by a
Council toreduce the heights applying to a site or area. A qualifying matter could be the
special character values of the site and the wider residential environment. When
considering applying Policy 3, underclause 3.33 the Council would need to prepare an
evaluation report under s32 to demonstrate why the area is subject to a qualifying matter
and that the qualifying matter (for example the existing special character values) is
incompatible with the level of development directed by Policy 3.

17.

Given all of the above, I consider that:

18.

a.

in balancing the imperatives of the BMUZ’s Policy 14 and the NPS-UD’s Policies 3
and 6, some additional height on the Site may be considered;

b.

a reduction in building height at the Grange Road frontage of the development (by
at least one and possibly two storeys) and possibly also the Prospect Terrace
frontage by a storey, would ensure that the scale of the development is more
consistent and would better integrate with the residential and special character
environment it will sit within, and in recognition of the BMUZ’s Policy 14;

c.

a redesign of the northern and southern elevations of the taller, interior parts of the
development that face and are plainly visible from the residential streets is necessary
so that they do not present visible blank walls in those elevations.

These measures would in my view ensure that the current AUP’s objectives and policies
are achieved in that:
a.

the building and urban design will be of high quality;

b.

the development would be of the moderate scale and intensity of activities expected
in the BMUZ;

c.

significant adverse effects of the development on nearby residents would be
avoided, and adverse effects on the amenity values of adjacent residential zones
would be avoided, remedied or mitigated.

Transport
19.

I have reviewed the Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA) by TPC (Appendix 16 to the
application)which concludes that the transport effects of the proposal can be accommodated
on the road networkwithout compromising its function, capacity or safety and that from a
transport perspective the proposal will have less than a minor impact.

20.

Conversely, Stantec, in its peer review of TPC’s ITA, concludes that the scale of the
development, proposed amount of parking and proposed mitigation measures do not
adequately address the transportation effects created by the generated trips, and that the
current shape and form of the proposal does not leverage its location of fronting one of the
best served bus corridors, does not improve active modes accessibility and negatively
affects the walking environment across ProspectTerrace and Grange Road. Stantec also
identifies problems with the modelling used and its impacton TPC’s conclusions.

21.

Further, Stantec identifies, at Part 6.6 of its report (Promotion of Alternative Modes) the
following:
The ITA mentions that this is a “Transit-oriented” development. This statement is
strongly disputed. It could be considered as such but with a total of 266 proposed
carparks and road widening as the key mitigation measure (rather than any physical or
operation support of non- car modes), this development is clearly a private vehicleoriented development, based on the high likelihood that most of the trips will happen
by private vehicle.

22.

The key issue is the volume of traffic generated by the proposed 2787m2 GFA supermarket
togetherwith the other commercial development proposed and the residential development

that overall exceeds the scale of development anticipated by the AUP. Based on this, I am
sympathetic to Stantec’s position. Notwithstanding my view about building design in
paragraphs 1 – 18 above, I consider that the development would generate a sub-optimal
traffic environment, as a direct result of the significant scale of the retail component.
23.

These problems could be remedied by revising the activity mix, for example by reducing the
scale of the supermarket and/or the residential intensity, but based on Stantec’s
assessment I consider thatthe development in its current form appears to be contrary
to Policy E27.3(1) in that adverse transportation effects are not adequately managed and
integration with the transport network is notachieved as well as it could be.

Please feel free to call anytime to discuss.
Your sincerely
Brown and Company Planning Group

Jeff Brown
Director
21032-lett-KB-14Jun21

Thank you for your comments
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