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Introduction

Following receipt of the comments received from Sarah Haarhoff at Auckland Transport, this memo
outlines responses to the transport-related matters raised in the comments, regarding the Drury Centre
Precinct Project Fast-Track Consent.

2

Response to Auckland Transport Comments

The following responses are outlined as per the numbered Paragraph raised in the comments
document received on March 16, 2022. The original comment is expressed in italics, with Stantec’s
response below each comment.

Paragraph 47
“Mr Prosser’s memo states the following in relation to Waihoehoe Road which will provide the main road
access to the future Drury Central Rail Station from the site (paragraph 3.1(j)):
“The interim design solution on Waihoehoe Road (and its intersection at Great South Road (GSR)) is
insufficient when considering the establishment of the Drury Central Rail Station (now consented and
therefore part of the “environment”) and the development’s apparent reliance on its establishment to
achieve modal shift and an integrated transport solution. A four-lane treatment from GSR to the
intersection of Fitzgerald Road would be expected to be able to support this proposal as well as the
combined transport effects of the consented rail station and future bus services (FTN route). As such, I
would therefore recommend that, if consent is granted, a consent condition is imposed that the ultimate
arterial road is constructed along Waihoehoe Road (GSR to Fitzgerald Road, including its intersections
to fully signalised treatments) and operational, rather than the implementation of the proposed hybrid
and/or interim treatments, prior to s224(c) at the latest. It is my view that the proposed treatments will
provide insufficient and inconsistent transport provisions along this route.””
Response:
The Drury East developers are unable to construct the full four-lane vision for
Waihoehoe West as they do not own the land adjacent to the road. They also cannot realistically
acquire land adjacent to the Great South Road (GSR) / Waihoehoe Road intersection to increase the
size of the traffic signals there, or enlarge other intersection footprints along the route identified by Mr
Prosser.
However, the design of the GSR / Waihoehoe Road intersection and the proposed roading network has
been shown to be sufficient to accommodate the demands of the developments enabled by the three
Drury East Fast Track applications. Further, the existing 20m Waihoehoe Road corridor has been
shown to be sufficient to provide for urbanisation whilst providing two general lanes, one westbound bus
lane and active mode facilities in the form of a shared pathway on the southern side of the road.
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These solutions were discussed in detail during caucusing for the Drury East Plan Changes and experts
from all parties (Waka Kotahi, Auckland Council, Drury South and the Drury East developers) except Mr
Prosser for Auckland Transport, agreed that the designs were acceptable and appropriate as interim
measures prior to the full Auckland Transport Alignment Project 2021-2031 (ATAP) scheme enabled by
the Drury Arterials Notices of Requirement (NORs) 1 are realised. This interim design is of a higher
standard than many new permanent designs implemented by Auckland Transport throughout Auckland.
It is also questionable how added general traffic lanes and larger (higher-capacity) intersections - the
most extensive changes towards full-build ultimate arterial roads - would be conducive to encouraging
modal shift away from cars.

Paragraph 48
“It is also considered that a single westbound bus lane would be insufficient to support the level of bus
services that are eventually expected to travel along Waihoehoe Road to service the Drury Central Rail
Station. As previously discussed, the Council is not in a position to finance and fund the above upgrade
identified as being necessary by Mr Prosser. The Applicant should be encouraged to consider providing
additional upgrades as noted above to achieve good accessibility to the train station via active modes
(and/or public transport), and supported through conditions of consent, should the Panel be minded to
grant consent.”
Response:
Regarding the active mode connections, the Drury East developers (including Kiwi) are
providing a comprehensive suite of infrastructure upgrades that will enable the development to operate
in a safe and efficient manner. The street network is designed with active modes as the primary focus.
As outlined in the application, every household and commercial activity will be linked to the Drury
Central Rail Station, the other fast track areas and the external network via active mode links built to
best practice guidelines i.e. with protection from cars and separation between pedestrians and cyclists,
or traffic calmed local roads. These active mode connections will be funded by the Drury East
developers and no funding is required from Council orAuckland Transport.
The single westbound bus lane is an interim facility that is considered to be more than sufficient to
accommodate all bus services required to service the fast track projects ahead of the ultimate widening
of Waihoehoe Road enabled by the Waihoehoe Road NOR. It is designed to reflect the final Frequent
Transit Network (FTN) design that would be enabled by the Waihoehoe Road NOR, despite that FTN
route not being planned to be implemented until 2038 at the earliest (according to Supporting Growth
Alliance (SGA) modelling that was adopted by the Drury East developers and relied upon by Auckland
Transport). The single direction is intended to bypass any queueing that will be evident during peak
hours at the Great South Road / Waihoehoe intersection (once upgraded to an interim layout by the
applicants), prior to the full ATAP scheme that will be enabled by the Drury Arterials Network NOR. The
ATAP scheme will provide the additional eastbound bus lane that will not be required for more than a
decade into the future (if ever). It is noted that the ATAP scheme is identified within the Regional Land
Transport Plan (RLTP), albeit with funding still to be secured. The interim Waihoehoe layout / single

1 Waka Kotahi and

Auckland Transport have lodged five notices of requirement that make up the Drury Arterials NOR
package, including: State Highway 22 upgrade; Jesmond to Waihoehoe upgrade; Waihoehoe Road East upgrade;
Opāheke North-South Arterial (new); and Ponga Road and Opāheke Road upgrade. The hearing for the Drury
Arterials NOR was held in December 2021 and a decision is awaited.
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westbound bus lane will be able to perform its function well beyond the horizon of the RLTP and will be
sufficient to support development enabled by the fast track developments.
The provision of this westbound bus lane was agreed during the Plan Change 48 (and 49 and 50)
caucusing between all parties except Mr Prosser for Auckland Transport .

Paragraph 49
“The AEE includes proposed Condition 89, that requires:
“…(b)For more than 24,000m2 retail GFA and up to 35,000m2 retail GFA, in addition to the transport
infrastructure upgrades as set out in under Condition 89(a) above,
i.The Drury Central train station must be constructed and operational.”
This condition is not supported. It is not considered appropriate that commercial development should be
able to operate given the potential for adverse traffic generation effects without appropriate public
transport provision. As such it is recommended that, should the Panel be minded to grant consent, a
condition of consent, should require that Drury Central train station must be constructed and operational
prior to s224(c) and prior to the occupation and operation of any commercial and retail activities,”
Response:
The extensive traffic modelling undertaken (using SGA's traffic model) definitively
established that this level of retail development is indeed achievable whilst enabling the network to
operate at acceptable levels of service. Auckland Transport has not provided any analysis to
demonstrate that this will not be the case.
As described within the ITA, the traffic modelling significantly increased traffic generation rates during
the pre- Drury Central station years to account for the fact that there will be poor public transport uptake
during that time. It has therefore already been taken into consideration when setting the achievable
yield.

Paragraph 50
“In terms of future bus services, as previously mentioned there is no funding allocated to bus services in
the east of Drury Central train station prior to start of Financial Year 2027 (1st July 2027) and any funds
are predicated on the delivery of the rail station which is expected in 2025 at the earliest (and funding
availability).”
Response:
It is Auckland Transport's responsibility to fund public transport services as and when
they are required, and this was acknowledged by Mr Prosser during the Drury Plan Change processes,
inclusive of PC 48. In 2021 Auckland Transport extended the existing Drury bus service into the newly
built Drury West development once the population justified that extension. It is anticipated that a similar
change will be undertaken in Drury East once the growing population emerges and requires this
response.. There are various existing funding sources for this, including central government and the
Mayoral Fund.
Further, the proposed westbound bus lane on Waihoehoe Road will easily be sufficient to accommodate
public transport demands for the proposed traffic levels and residential development. SGA's own
modelling - upon which Auckland Transport relies - does not envisage that a full FTN route along
Waihoehoe Road west and Opaheke Road (north of Waihoehoe Road) would be required until 2038.
Regardless, the westbound bus lane is intended to allow buses to bypass any queues at the GSR /
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Waihoehoe Road signalised intersection, and will be more than adequate to perform that function far
into the future, certainly until the ATAP scheme is eventually constructed.

Paragraph 51
“The bus service routes for Drury East have not yet been confirmed, however as Fitzgerald Road and
Brookfield Road will be Collector Roads, they should be designed to accommodate any future bus
service. The Traffic Engineering Assessment, contained in Appendix 4, notes that the lane widths at
3.3m are too narrow for buses, and should provide a 3.5m wide bus lane width.”
Response:
The proposed cross-sections have been discussed with Auckland Transport
representatives previously, and no issues were raised with the 3.3m (3m plus 0.3m channel) lane
widths.
More importantly however, is the relevant context for this Project:
-

For the large majority of the collector roads being upgraded, these do not represent fully
greenfield roads, but instead are bounded on at least one, but often both sides by third-party
land. The latter constraint is the case for more than 50% of Fitzgerald Road length proposed for
upgrading, especially in the north (but also in some shorter centre and south end sections). As
such, preferred lane widths are not able to be included without needing to consider trade-offs
for other elements.

-

Fitzgerald Road is not proposed as a FTN route, and will serve primarily some lower-frequency
bus routes.

-

Fitzgerald Road is expected to be reduced in terms of speed limit (expected to be 50-60kph) for
most or all of the proposed upgrade section, to align with the new adjacent metropolitan centre /
residential development uses

-

The cross-sections are mid-block standard examples. Curve widening will still be provided
where necessary.

-

Generally speaking, narrow lane widths are problematic for bus routes where car parking is
provided (i.e. badly parked cars and vans encroaching into a narrow lane). However, while the
standard cross-sections and the Transport Assessment leave the potential open for parallel car
parking, it is generally not expected that the applicant will seek on-street parking on Fitzgerald
Road during detailed design / EPA of Stage 1.

As such, it is considered that the relevant departure for 3.3m wide lanes (incl channel) can and should
be acceptable

Paragraph 52
“In summary, there is currently no public transport provision to service the proposed town centre. It is
not considered appropriate that a town centre with large format retail and other commercial uses should
be allowed to operate without provision of good public transport services and linkages. Development
occurring ahead of such appropriate public transport infrastructure will lead to a car- dominated
development, contributing to carbon emissions, and poor land use outcomes. This will not deliver a wellfunctioning urban environment and will not be in accordance with the NPS-UD (Objective 3), RPS, or
AUP(OP) (Objective E27.2(2)) in particular (refer Ms Smith’s Planning Assessment, Attachment 2).”
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Response:
We do not agree with this statement. The metropolitan centre will very quickly have
excellent active mode connections to public transport through the provision of the rail station and the
active mode network. Bus services will follow once population makes this economically viable. The
time prior to the rail station being introduced has been taken into account in the traffic modelling. The
time span between development stating to be established and the rail station opening will be
approximately 1-2 years, therefore this short timeframe will not affect travel patterns over the 30+ year
development period of the Drury East area.

Paragraph 54
“The application material includes a proposed condition of consent (Condition 86) in Appendix 5:
“Prior to operation of the retail activities, the consent holder must form the temporary shared use path
from the commercial retail area approved in this consent providing a connection to the Drury Central
train station as shown on drawing no. 510611 titled ‘Proposed Shared Use Path’, Rev C prepared by
Aurecon and dated 12 November2021. This shared use path must be maintained for the duration of the
consented activities in this consent until the final connection in subsequent stages of the wider Drury
Centre is constructed. Advice Note: This condition does not prevent removal of the temporary shared
use path as required to enable construction of subsequent stages of development in the wider Drury
Centre.””
Response:
Comments in response to the interim shared path linking the Kiwi Fast Track
application site to the Drury Central Rail Station are provided within the response to the AT Technical
Memo, later in this document

Paragraph 56
“While the shared path is not proposed as an asset to vest to Auckland Transport or within land
controlled by Auckland Transport, it is considered relevant to comment on as it is providing a key
pedestrian and cycling link to the future Drury Central Rail Station. Further detailed comments are
contained in Appendix 4 to this response.”
Response:
Comments in response to the interim shared path linking the Kiwi Fast Track site to the
Drury Central Rail Station are provided within the response to the AT Technical Memo (Paragraphs 714), later in this document

Paragraph 57
“There are limited design details for the shared path, and as such it is difficult to undertake a full
assessment of the design and identify whether there are adverse safety effects for users of the path. It
is noted that a 4.0m width is recommended for shared paths in the TDM, in order to avoid potential
conflict between pedestrians and cyclists. It also appears that the topography of the area in which the
path is proposed may result in gradient issues - as such the safety of the path gradient cannot be
assessed.”
Response:
Comments in response to the interim shared path linking the Kiwi Fast Track site to the
Drury Central Rail Station are provided within the response to the AT Technical Memo (Paragraphs 714),, later in this document
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Paragraph 58
“It is also noted that the path is approximately 1km long and located entirely within a rural setting. There
is no existing passive surveillance of the path from surrounding land uses and there could be perceived
(or real) personal safety concerns. No Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED)
assessment has been provided with the application material. While the shared path is considered an
essential linkage to Drury Central Station, there is insufficient information to be able to assess any
adverse safety effects on users of the path.”
Response: Comments in response to the interim shared path linking the Kiwi Fast Track site to the
Drury Central Rail Station are provided within the response to the AT Technical Memo (Paragraphs 714),, later in this document. It is noted that a CPTED assessment of this shared path has also been
provided in the RFI response table 2 under question 18 and is considered that the proposed route of the
shared path offers good forward visibility for users (greater than 100m across its length.

Paragraph 59
“Overall, it is considered that further design details need to be provided to determine whether there are
potential adverse safety effects on users of the path. Given the path provides the key pedestrian and
cyclist link to Drury Central Rail Station from the proposed town centre, it is considered that the design
of the path and safety matters should be addressed prior to any grant of consent. Should the path be
unable to be constructed in a safe manner that will encourage active mode movements to and from
Drury Central Rail Station, it is not considered that the development would provide for a well-functioning
urban environment. This is contrary to the purpose of Part 2 of the RMA and the Covid 19 Recovery
Act, as it may result in a car-dominated environment and potential for more than minor (and potentially
significant) adverse safety effects, which will not promote the sustainable management of natural and
physical resources.”
Response: Comments in response to the interim shared path linking the Kiwi Fast Track site to the
Drury Central Rail Station are provided within the response to the AT Technical Memo (Paragraphs 714),, later in this document

Paragraph 61
“It is considered that the provision of pedestrian and cycle facilities on the new roads around the
perimeter of the town centre will be generally appropriate, although some details around
intersections/road crossings for active modes are unclear in the application material (refer Attachment 4
for further comments).”
Response: Comments in response to this item are provided within the response to the AT Technical
Memo (Paragraphs 15-17), later in this document

Paragraph 62
“It is noted that Main Street (which will not be a vested asset), will be the main access into the town
centre itself, however the on-street parking and high level of at-grade carparking in general within the
Kiwi Property No.2 Holdings Limited Response to Request for Further Information in relation to Drury
Centre Precinct under Covid-19 Recovery (Fast-track Consenting) Act, prepared by B&A and dated 14
April 2022.
2
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town centre may not create a safe and attractive environment for active modes. It is recommended that
the safety of pedestrians and cyclists moving through the private roads within the town centre be
considered further.”
Response:
There is a disparity between the Architect plans (that show on-street parking spaces
along Main Street) and Civil Engineering plans (that do not show this parking). We can confirm that no
parking will be provided along this road, as per the civil engineering plans. The reason for this would be
better through car movements along Main Street - active mode safety and amenity would have been
unaffected regardless. The final design will be confirmed at EPA stage.

Paragraph 63
“It is also recommended that the Applicant consider additional traffic calming measures on the local
roads proposed to service the future residential lots to allow for cyclists to safely use the road reserve
as there are no separate cycle facilities proposed.”
Response:
Traffic calming will be provided to reinforce 30km/h speed limit on local roads - this will
be included within the EPA plan set, as this is considered too much detail for a Fast Track / equivalent
Resource Consent process. This could be ensured as a condition of consent.

Paragraph 64
“Overall, it is considered that additional information and design detail is required for an assessment of
potential safety effects on active mode users to be undertaken.”
Response:
Active modes have been considered in all street designs with further detail to be
provided at EPA.

Paragraph 66
“Comments are made in Auckland Transport’s traffic engineering review as follows (refer Attachment 4):
“… the shared path and the traffic lane widths do not meet AT standards for shared path or an arterial
road respectively. The 1.2m buffer on the right side is not enough for an informal cycle lane. The
handrail on the shared path side is too low for cyclists. It is not a good solution even in the short term.””
Response:
This is addressed in the responses to the AT Technical Memo (Paragraphs 57 & 58),
later in this document

Paragraph 67
“It is considered that the design in this location will not provide adequate or safe cycle and pedestrian
access to Drury Central Rail Station and it is therefore recommended that the interim upgrade in this
section of Waihoehoe Road be revisited by the Applicant in terms of solutions that will address the
various safety matters noted in this response. It is recognised that this section of Waihoehoe Road falls
within Auckland Transport’s Designation NoR D2 (which is yet to be confirmed) – refer to additional
comments in the following Notice of Requirement section of this response.”
Response:
This is addressed in the responses to the AT Technical Memo (Paragraphs 57 & 58),
later in this document
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Paragraph 68
“It is also proposed that upgrades to Brookfield Road where the site subject to this application has
frontage will have a fully formed separate 2.0m wide cycle lane and 2.0m wide footpath, with a 2.0m
wide cycle lane on the southern side (and no footpath). The Traffic Engineering Assessment in
Appendix 4 notes that the on-road cycle lane proposed on Brookfield Road does not integrate well with
the shared paths contained within the town centre, and that it should be redesigned to create a better
linkage.”
Response:
The design of the cycle lane on Brookfield Road (an on-road protected cycleway)
differs slightly to that on other roads in the project area off-road protected cycleways) due to civil
engineering practicalities, but there will be no difference from a safety and amenity perspective. The
cycling experience will be that of a safe and connected route to all other streets in this area.

Paragraph 69
“Fitzgerald Road is proposed to be upgraded jointly with Fulton Hogan. with either hybrid or interim
solutions, depending on adjacent land ownership. The footpath and cycle lane designs for this road
therefore vary depending on the solution, and in particular, Mr Prosser makes comments on the
proposed narrow berms on Fitzgerald Road and Brookfield Road as posing potential adverse safety
effects for pedestrians given reduced visibility for vehicles provided by narrower berms, particularly
when reverse manoeuvring.”
Response:
This statement is incorrect. The cross sections for Fitzgerald Road are designed so
that footpaths and cycleways will be safe and legible regardless of whether adjacent landholding is
developed. The position of back berms along developed land is for services boxes etc and has been
demonstrated in recent developments to be adequate. There are no pedestrian safety issues
whatsoever in our view associated with the berm designs.

Paragraph 70
“Mr Prosser makes the following comments in relation to the wider proposed transport upgrades and
proposed active mode facilities as follows (refer Attachment 2):
“This work will also require the full installation of an urban roading form with AT Transport Design
Manual (TDM) carriageway features including dedicated walking and cycling on the Collector and
Arterial Roads. Non-compliance with AT’s TDM and provision of appropriate urban linkages to the
development site will cause a fragmented transport network and less than desirable outcome.
Accordingly, it is considered necessary that any future development in Drury will be, from the early
stages of development, well connected to the Drury Central Rail Station (now consented) thus having
effective and efficient public transport facilities integrated with safe walking and cycling infrastructure.
Based on the details supplied with this application, I remain concerned that there will be gaps or
substandard links in the infrastructure which is required to enable and encourage active modal travel to
and from the Drury Central Rail Station.”
Response:
In our view, this statement is incorrect. As discussed in the ITA and demonstrated in
the design package there will be a compete network of Traffic Design Manual (TDM) compliant active
mode facilities connecting all development areas to each other and the to the rail station. This complete
active mode network will be far superior to any other suburb within Auckland. There are some minor
departures from standard that were necessary due to third party land or civil engineering constraints,
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but in all cases the alternative solution is considered safe and acceptable. The TDM anticipates such
changes through the Departures from Standards process.
The NOR DC-S and NOR DC-I conditions for the Drury Central Station also includes Condition 12
requiring an overall concept plan for the project (i.e. the station or interchange) demonstrating how it will
be integrated with the surrounding existing and planned urban environment, with particular regard to
particular design elements of Schedule 3 which specifically requires the provision of link to the new
Drury Metropolitan Centre. KiwiRail is also required to engage with Kiwi regarding the design and its
level of integration with the Drury Centre.

Paragraph 71
“It is also noted that Mr Prosser identifies in his assessment that additional upgrades to active mode
facilities, above those discussed above, are required to mitigate the adverse effects of the development,
(refer Attachment 2).”
Response:
The extent of external mitigation requested by Mr Prosser is beyond that required to
reasonably mitigate the transport effects of the Project . During plan change caucusing on this issue, all
parties with the exception of Mr Prosser agreed that this was the case. Mr Prosser has provided in our
view a ‘wish list’ of additional infrastructure that AT is seeking the Drury East developers to deliver (and
fund) but has not demonstrated that these are required to mitigate the effects of the Project which in our
view are not required. Paragraph 72
“Overall, it is considered that the pedestrian facilities and cycleways proposed by the Applicant for the
interim/hybrid upgrades where only partial facilities will be established may result in adverse safety
effects for cyclists and pedestrians. It is also therefore considered that there is a risk that the town
centre will not be appropriately connected by safe and attractive active mode travel, resulting in a cardominated environment for both people working in the town centre and for those visiting. This will not
create a well-functioning urban environment as required by the NPS-UD and RPS, nor will it promote
the sustainable management of natural and physical resources and therefore would be contrary to the
purpose of Part 2 of the RMA and the Covid 19 Recovery Act.”
Response:
In our view, this is a relatively broad comment that is incorrect. There are no safety
implications concerning any of the fully connected and safely protected active mode network in any
location. The interim / final / hybrid cross sections have been designed so as to enable seamless
connections regardless of which design can be accommodated depending upon development rollout.

Paragraph 74
“The design of the proposed new roads has been assessed in the Traffic Engineering Assessment,
contained in Attachment 4. Some key concerns relate to details around intersection designs, location
and design of pedestrian crossings, berm widths and lack of vehicle tracking details. Overall, it is
considered that there is insufficient information provided with the application to assess any potential
traffic safety concerns posed by the new roads proposed.”
Response:
This is addressed in the responses to the AT Technical Memo (Paragraphs 18-25),
later in this document
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Paragraph 76
“It is noted that the Applicant has not provided long-sections for Brookfield Road and Fitzgerald Road,
which are considered necessary to ensure that the road will be suitable for a town centre development,
particularly given the existing rural nature of these roads and significant change in land use proposed.”
Response:

These long sections are provided by Aurecon and are attached.

Paragraph 77
“In addition to previously discussed pedestrian and cyclist safety concerns, the lane widths proposed for
both Fitzgerald Road and Brookfield Road are considered to be insufficient for buses and heavy
vehicles that would be accessing the town centre. The lane widths should be increased from 3.3m to
3.5m wide in each direction.”
Response: It is considered that the proposed widths are acceptable and have been discussed with
Auckland Transport previously. Although not preferred, they are compliant with TDM. Further
discussion is provided in the response to Paragraph 51.

Paragraph 78
“In addition to the above, Mr Prosser has undertaken an assessment of the proposed road upgrades
and notes the following:
“The Applicant has proposed hybrid, interim and constrained design solutions for the various roads
fronting their site due to land ownership constraints. None of these designs match AT’s TDM standards
and are therefore non-conforming… By accepting the proposed cross-section alternatives, AT would
run a significant risk of having to retrofit the newly formed roads as development continues in the area
to address constraints and/or narrowed features created as a result of the Applicant’s proposed road
reserve width and/or non-conforming carriageway provisions.””
Response:
The cross sections are constrained by third party land, however, they are very close to
TDM with only minor departures from standards in some cases. The entire concept of the hybrid /
interim / constrained arrangements is to allow:
a) designs that are functional now with minimal departures (i.e. minimum but compliant lane widths for
example, or slightly narrower footpaths) - but to standards and consistency that exceeds much of
Auckland's existing road network
b) are designed so as to be able to be improved easily once development occurs, without requiring
significant reconstruction - i.e. carriageway, cycleway and footpaths can all be retained as built in the
hybrid / interim arrangements, with the frontage developments widening (not replacing) the footpaths on
those frontages and adding back berms that are not initially required (as no development occurs yet
along the frontages where back berms are missing)
In combination, this not only ensures that the network is functional from day one, but also that future
improvements can logically be made as and when development occurs, without needing to remove
existing elements.
The sole exception would be "constrained" cross-sections, where the non-carriageway elements (walk
and cycleways) might need to be relocated once adjacent land is developed and re-graded. Again, the
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need to do this would be limited to where a development occurs, and the onus on doing so can logically
be placed onto the relevant developing party for each section.

Paragraph 79
“It is considered that the proposed road upgrades are insufficient to provide for safe and attractive
active mode use, and will also be insufficient width in the context of the development being for a new
town centre with large format retail that would require heavy vehicles to access the commercial
activities, and an expected future bus route on Fitzgerald Road. It is considered that the roads
surrounding the town centre should be upgraded to a higher standard to ensure these vehicle types and
active modes can be accommodated safely. Further design is recommended to be provided by the
Applicant to ensure that Auckland Transport is not required to upgrade these roads in the future, where
there is no funding or finance available for such upgrades. It is considered that the road upgrades may
result in more than minor (and potentially significant) adverse effects in terms of traffic safety.”
Response: Please refer to the response for Paragraph 78.

Paragraph 80
“Auckland Transport is concerned that the existing quality of the rural road network in the vicinity of the
proposed development will be insufficient to accommodate the anticipated construction traffic required
for the proposed development.”
Response:
It is accepted that the receiving roading environment of this greenfield area is rural with
a historic lack of investment from the Road Controlling Authority. When the developments are being
constructed, the applicant will undertake pavement assessments and upgrade pavements where
required. This will be discussed within the EPA package, and a condition can be agreed accordingly.

Paragraph 81
“Mr Prosser has made the following comments in this regard, which are considered to be relevant to this
consent application (paragraph 2.1) (refer Attachment 2):
“I have significant concerns as to the quality of the existing rural network to accommodate construction
traffic from an operational and pavement/surface maintenance perspective for the following reasons:
(a) The Applicant’s Integrated Transportation Assessment (ITA) suggests the existing local rural
roads, supported by an approved Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP), will suffice until as
such time as the roads are rebuilt to an urban form. Based on my site visits and assessment of the local
road network conditions, I do not consider truck and trailers will be able to pass each other as
suggested in the ITA (on the existing rural roads) without causing edge break and disturbing the existing
grassed berms.
(b) AT’s pavement asset records have confirmed that all the roads in Drury East are older than 37
years in pavement life. It is my experience that rural road pavements typically require full restoration
and replacement after 20-25 years. This is also under normal rural traffic loading conditions and when
heavy commercial vehicle demands are at around 3-5% of their average daily flows. Furthermore, and
as observed in the attached photographs (Annexure A), the existing pavement and sealed surfaces are
already showing signs of failure and areas already having significant repairs. I have concluded, without
full restorative work, the existing rural roads are not of an appropriate physical standard nor are they
able to support sustained volumes of heavy haulage vehicles transporting, materials, machinery and
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other equipment to and from this development site over the planned implementation period.
Accordingly, I recommend that all of the roads intended to be used for access/egress and continued
haulage in Drury Centre are upgraded from the onset of construction and to the correct design
standard.
(c) This work will also require the full installation of an urban roading form with AT Transport Design
Manual (TDM) carriageway features including dedicated walking and cycling on the Collector and
Arterial Roads…
(d) While the Applicant has provided a suggested CTMP framework, I do not consider it to be suitable
for the local rural network nor does it appropriately address the provision of suitable cyclic road
carriageway maintenance and / or completion of regular inspections and how/who will be responsible
for any repairs (and their approvals).””
Response:
a) This statement is considered highly selective. There are no sections of public roads in the local
network (expected to be used by applicant contractors) that are 5m wide sealed. Generally, the sealed
widths range between 6.5m and 7m. Damage to local roads during construction can be managed via
Construction Traffic Management Plans (CTMPs) setting out truck routes - including focussing truck
access onto those routes that will be upgraded permanently as part of the project, as well as specifying
appropriate monitoring regimes and, if needed, interim remedial works before the final road layout is
constructed as part of or at the end of the construction phases.
b) It is the Road Controlling Authority’s responsibility to ensure that rural and urban roads are at an
adequate pavement standard, therefore the poor condition of the subject roads surfaces are a result of
a failure to undertake maintenance obligations. AT is seeking this opportunity to pass on its funding
responsibilities to developers. It should be noted that this is not a Drury specific issue that should be
addressed in this application. In any greenfield development, anywhere in the country, the process of
urbanising and improving pavements is necessarily required. Notwithstanding that fact, the detailed
design and subsequent EPA lodgement for the road upgrades will include a pavement assessment and,
where necessary, remedial improvements. A condition can be prepared in that regard.
c) Please refer to the earlier discussion of how the application proposes to undertake exactly such
roading upgrades.
d) Considering that the proposed framework is just that - a framework for discussion - this is not in itself
problematic. Appropriate arrangements and monitoring / remedial regimes can be discussed at EPA
stage).

Paragraph 82
“It is noted that the photographs and associated comments prepared by Mr Prosser attached as
Annexure A to his memorandum (Attachment 2), illustrate the rural nature of these roads, poor
pavement condition for such a level of development, and lack of separate pedestrian and cycle paths. It
is considered that the number and duration of truck movements will result in damage to the existing
roads and pose a safety risk to other road users. Section 4 of Mr Prosser’s memo contains
recommendations in relation to specific roads that should be upgraded prior to construction.”
Response:
It is accepted that the receiving roading environment of this greenfield area is rural with
a historic lack of investment from the Road Controlling Authority. The applicants will, via their works,
remediate the vast majority of this backlog.
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Paragraph 83
“In relation to comments made by Mr Prosser outlined above, it is considered that there may be more
than minor adverse effects on the safety and operation of the road network during construction unless
upgrading of the roads to be used for access/egress and haulage is undertaken by the Applicant prior to
construction commencing, meeting Auckland Transport’s TDM provisions. This is considered necessary
to include separated walking and cycling facilities on the Collector and Arterial Roads to ensure the
safety of other road users during construction. It is also considered appropriate that the CTMP should
include the requirement for pre-construction road surveys and on-going surveys during construction to
ensure the roads are maintained throughout construction to ensure road users’ safety. These should
form conditions of consent, should the Panel be minded to grant consent.”
Response:
As indicated above, Kiwi is amenable to the provision of a pavement design report as a
consent condition regarding the standard of roading during and after construction.

Paragraph 84
“The Applicant has not supplied a pavement design report and nor has a condition of consent been
offered to require this. A pavement design assessment should be provided and needs to consider both
the construction vehicle damage as well as future road use. A condition of consent is recommended to
address this matter, should the Panel be minded to grant consent.”
Response:
Undertaking reporting / inspection regimes at this stage, before consent is even
granted, would be considered unreasonable. These should properly be undertaken after aspects such
as construction traffic routes are agreed and timed so as to occur just before the applicant works occur,
to ensure an up-to-date picture. Relevant consent conditions to be agreed can identify the appropriate
process.

Paragraph 86
“Mr Prosser has raised concerns on relation to the traffic modelling (refer section 3.2 of Mr Prosser’s
assessment, Attachment 2):
“(a) The network performance thresholds used in the modelling were not agreed with the wider DIFF
and private plan change transport expert group during caucusing for PPCs 48-50. This involved
representatives from SGA, Waka Kotahi, Auckland Council, Auckland Transport and the three
applicants. I still have considerable concerns with their application, given the same thresholds appear to
have been used for the assessment of this proposal, in combination with the Fulton Hogan and Oyster
Capital proposals. As an example of the thresholds used, I understand that the model has used an
average vehicle queue length and queue storage to adjacent intersections (up to 700m away). Such
development-release thresholds will result in severe congestion and queueing. While I accept that such
conditions may not occur as a result of Kiwi Property application on its own, when combined however
with Fulton Hogan’s and Oyster Capital’s proposals, such conditions will impact local access to existing
and future business areas, impact bus reliability, and impact on wider network resilience. I therefore see
this is an important issue when reviewing this application on its own merits and attempting to decipher
the ITA’s modelling results.
(b) I note that the modelling contains an assessment of all three applications and does not strictly
separate Drury Centre from the Fulton Hogan and Oyster Capital proposals. I also note the application
describes the proposal will result in the development of a commercial retail centre in the western part
and residential balance super lots enabling future residential development to the east of the proposed
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Large Format Retail with parks/reserves including an open space reserve adjacent the Hingaia Stream.
While the Applicant’s ITA suggests up to 600 residential dwelling and 35,000sqm of retail gross floor
area would be established by their proposal, the Applicant’s modelling has been completed as part of
an assessment on all of the three wider Drury East Private Plan Change proposals (PPCs 48-50). The
establishment of the more recent Kiwi Properties, Fulton Hogan and Oyster Capital fast-track
applications are therefore blended into that same report. AT is therefore expected to make their own
assessment on the appropriateness of the Applicant’s proposed transport mitigation and planned road
network facilities in the absence of a modelling assessment focused on this fast-track application.
Therefore, there is a level of uncertainty relating to actual level of traffic generation potential arising from
this application. Also noting that the Applicant has not yet confirmed when any following stages of their
development are likely to occur, it is even more imperative to ensure that all of the roads (and their
intersections) are rebuilt to an ultimate design and are constructed in full accordance with AT’s TDM
standards.
(c) I also note that the Applicant’s modelling analysis has not considered, nor has it confirmed the more
detailed inputs required with their approach, such as construction traffic / construction capacity effects
and bus reliability.”
Response:
Auckland Transport is inferring that traffic effects of the Project cannot be assessed or
properly understood at this time because we have undertaken an integrated traffic modelling exercise of
all three Drury East Fast Track projects, as opposed to modelling this Drury Centre project only without
consideration of the other projects by Oyster and Fulton Hogan. It is correct that the traffic modelling
has been undertaken on the assumption that all three Drury East Fast Track applications will be
implemented at the same time, and it is not possible to assess the individual effects with this
methodology.. However, it is not considered necessary to do so. The effect of only this Fast Track
development in isolation without the other two Drury East Fast Track applications will clearly be
significantly less than the effect of all three combined. Assuming that all three will be in place as the
applicant has done is an assessment of the absolute worst-case scenario from a traffic modelling
perspective and is considered to be entirely appropriate to provide for an assessment of cumulative
traffic effects on the environment and identification of an integrated suite of traffic mitigation measures
to avoid and mitigate adverse effects on the environment.
Further, it is acknowledged that without the mitigation required for all three developments being
provided, none of the developments can go ahead. Therefore there is no risk that only part of the
upgrades will be provided, or development can occur without upgrades.
AT's legal counsel Brookfields states (in sections 6.6 and 6.7 of their submission) that all three Fast
Track developments should be assessed as if they were a single development, which seems to
contradict Mr Prosser's opinion that it should be assessed as a single entity.

Paragraph 87
“Based on the above comments from Mr Prosser it is considered that the traffic generation cannot be
adequately assessed for this consent application, and that additional modelling should be undertaken in
order to understand the traffic generation effects of the proposal and hence any mitigation measures
required. This is of particular concern for the development of the town centre which includes large
format retail and has the potential to be a car-dominated environment, generating a high level of private
vehicle usage.”
Response:

Disagree as discussed in Paragraph 86 above, as does AT counsel.
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3

Response to Auckland Transport Traffic Engineering
Assessment

The following responses are outlined as per the numbered Paragraph raised in Attachment 4 of the
comments document received on March 16, 2022. The original comment is expressed in italics, with
Stantec’s response below each comment.

Paragraph 7
“The cross-section on Aurecon Drawing 510611-0100-DRG-RR-2005-C is too narrow and does not
comply with Auckland Transport ‘s Transport Design Manual (TDM) which require shared paths to be at
least 4 metres in width in order to avoid conflict between pedestrians and cyclists. However, given it is
of an interim nature, the proposed lessor width is considered acceptable for any interim portion of its
alignment. This is subject to it having to be provided in a manner that it can be readily widened to 4
metres in the event of conflict arising between pedestrians and cyclists and the design addressing the
other issues raised below. A review condition may also be useful to ensure it can safely accommodate
any increased demand over time as there is a risk the path may be in place for a period of time if
development of the more northern stages is delayed. If this is problematic it would be preferable for the
path to be constructed to a 4-metre width.”
Response:
The TDM identifies 3m as the "minimum" in Table 8, Section 4.4 of the Cycling
Infrastructure part of the Engineering Design Code. The 4m referenced is the "preferred", not the
required width. The proposed shared path is an interim facility, which is located largely within the future
Creek Road corridor. This road (and several other road connections north from Stage 1 towards the
train station) will be built with dedicated protected cycle lanes as part of later stages. Additionally, Stage
1 will put reduced user demand on this path compared to the full town centre buildout. As such, a 3m
wide path is considered acceptable for a facility that will be progressively removed with future
development stages.

Paragraph 8
“Any permanent section of shared path needs to be at least 4 metres in width and ideally should have
separate defined spaces for pedestrian and cyclists.”
Response:
Please see the response for Paragraph 7 above. It is also noted that defining separate
spaces would result in a non-shared path, which would require more width than standard shared paths
to be safe, as the separation markings would make users expect that other user groups don't stray into
"their" space - whereas a shared path, in markings and signage, encourages users to more explicitly
negotiate around other users.

Paragraph 9
“Much more detailed drawings are needed to properly assess the path alignment. The topographic
contour drawing Aurecon Drawing 510611-0100-DRG-CC-1004-C shows that the existing ground
surface over which it passes over is not flat or close to flat. It is important that the longitudinal gradient
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be suitable for cycling or walking (i.e. to avoid some parts being too steep). A drawing showing a longsection for the path is needed to demonstrate complying gradients.”
Response:
Refer to long section drawing 510611-0100-SKT-RR-2002-A produced by Aurecon.
The shared path has been aligned with the contours where possible to minimize grades and strive
towards a level path. Where this is not possible, the incline grades have been curved along the
contours and limit the grade to remain within the 5% to a maximum of 1:12 (8.3%) grade over 45m,
before landing for 3m minimum, which is well within the limitations provided in TDM, Table 10 for
gradients.

Paragraph 10
“There are several kinks in the path where it suddenly changes direction. Proper curves are needed if it
is to be used by cyclists as well as sightlines provided to enable other users to be seen. A more detailed
plan view drawing of the path should be provided.”
Response:
While it is acknowledged that the current path design has several "kinks" with no, or
limited radii, these are not severe, and are able to be refined in detailed design / Engineering Approval if
necessary.

Paragraph 11
“The 1v:3h side slope is not machine mow-able. This area should be landscaped (a landscape
architect’s advice would be needed on the details).”
Response:
While noting again the interim nature of this path, it is proposed that a condition be
agreed accordingly to cover landscaping.

Paragraph 12
“This path will need to be lit at night if it is to be used by commuters, particularly during winter when it
will be dark by the time someone, for example, working in the city gets to Drury by train.”
Response:
While noting again the interim nature of this path, Condition 21 already proposes the
provision of a Lighting Plan complying with the standards in Chapter E24 of the AUP for Drury Centre.
For completeness, this condition has been updated to specifically require the provision of lighting along
the shared path.
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Paragraph 13
“A Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) specialist’s assessment should be
requested for this path. It is rather long with no side connections and pedestrians cannot see from one
end to the other.”
Response:
While noting again the interim nature of this path, it is proposed that a condition be
agreed to cover design to and review of CPTED considerations. It is noted that a CPTED assessment of
this shared path has also been provided in the RFI response table 3 under question 18 and is
considered that the proposed route of the shared path offers good forward visibility for users (greater
than 100m across its length. It is also noted that the path is expected to mostly extend across an open
hillside, so visibility would be expected to be quite open.

Paragraph 14
“The path connects to Flanagan Road which has no footpath or cycling facilities.
Pedestrians/cyclists will then need to walk on the carriageway. It is understood that there are plans to
link to the station, but they are not part of this consent so cannot be considered to be part of the existing
environment. There should be a requirement to connect the link through to where the stage one station
path works terminate including any widening of the current culvert crossing. It is noted that the fast track
recommendation on the Drury Central Rail Station notice of requirement contains a condition requiring
that an Urban Landscape and Design Management Plan (ULDMP) is prepared which addresses
integration with work undertaken by adjoining developers. A similar condition could be imposed on this
application to achieve an integrated design for the active mode connection.”
Response:
The lack of an onward path towards the train station in the application was partly due to
uncertainty about the extent of the train station's own works. We now understand that these (including a
western-side walk / cycle path) will extend as far south as 54 Flanagan Road (roughly adjacent to the
southern platform end). It is proposed that a condition be agreed accordingly to extend the proposed
shared path to tie into the train station's works, as far north as 54 Flanagan Road - likely on the western
side of Flanagan Road, with a dedicated road crossing over Flanagan Road near where the current
path extent is shown to stop.

Paragraph 15
“The “paired” pedestrian/cyclist crossing which is supposed to link the shared path with the shopping
centre is problematic. Refer excerpt from Aurecon Drawing 510611-0100-DRG-RR-2001-D below. Intervisibility between a pedestrian crossing from the east side and a driver approaching from the north-east
is limited (refer red arrow shown below). Because of the position of the crossing around the corner
many pedestrians will take the shortest route (refer green arrow shown below). This is the longest
distance to cross. For avoidance of doubt the solution is not necessarily to move the crossing to the
green arrow as there are problems with this location as well. The Applicant should look at other options
in this location, including whether a roundabout would provide a safer solution.”

Kiwi Property No.2 Holdings Limited Response to Request for Further Information in relation to Drury
Centre Precinct under Covid-19 Recovery (Fast-track Consenting) Act, prepared by B&A and dated 14
April 2022.
3
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Response:
We disagree with this comment. The proposed crossing is in many ways an interim
arrangement, as this location will be formed as a three-arm intersection in the next stage (Creek Road
north section being added). At that time, crossings over all arms will be added. However, in the interim
Stage 1 situation it is not an intersection but simply a curve. Also, only some pedestrians and
westbound cyclists will use this crossing, whereas many other pedestrians and all eastbound cyclists
will actually not cross here at all, but travel east along Pitt Street on the north side of this area (crossing
at the signals of Pitt Road / Main Road).
It is also disagreed that the red sightline is final, or automatically unsuitable, noting that westbound
traffic has to travel around a relatively tight curve (slowing speeds), and then encounters a raised
crossing (slowing speeds again), which also gives pedestrians and cyclists priority. Finally, topographic
design or landscaping design of the private property bank in the southeast quadrant has not completed
here, and the red arrow thus does not automatically represent the maximum sightline extent (but even
this represents ~30ms).
Considering the above, the applicant is proposing that in detailed design / Engineering Approval the
raised crossing be moved several metres north (but not to the green position) to improve legibility and
sightlines to the crossing. As this crossing is proposed as a zebra crossing, standard sightline and
lighting requirements apply already, which the relevant later designs will address.
A crossing over the eastern arm is not considered required. As noted, this will be added when this
changes from a curve to an intersection in the future stage.

Paragraph 16
“ITA Figure 4-1 shows three pedestrian links which are between Road 21 and Brookfield Road, Road 21
and Fitzgerald Road, and Road 21 and Road 22. These are not clearly shown on the Aurecon drawings,
but it is important that they are provided in order to achieve safe routes for pedestrians. For each of
them the Applicant should provide long-section, typical cross-section, and plan view drawings.”
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Response:
It is proposed for these cross-links to be provided with straight, 4m wide paths centred
within the corridors. These would be expected to be shared path facilities (while not on key cycle routes,
some local-access cycle trips will occur here and should be allowed for). Aurecon have provided revised
drawings which reflect this - 510611-0100-DRG-RR-2004-D510611-0100-DRG-RR-2006-B and
510611-0100-SKT-RR-2003-A

Paragraph 17
“Primary active modes connection through the open space needs to be marked at the Roads Drawing
set. It would give a clear network framework, with the location(s) for crossing to the open space also
needing to be drawn on the road plan.”
Response:
It is confirmed that an active mode connection is planned through the park (likely as a
4m shared path, see #16 above). However, the park has not yet been designed. This (and the exact
route of the path through the park) will occur in detailed design / EPA. If required, a consent condition
explicitly requiring this path and suitable crossings to be included can be accepted.

Paragraph 18
“No vehicle tracking drawings have been supplied. These should be provided using the design and
check vehicles in the Auckland Transport Engineering Design Code for Urban and Rural Roadway
Design (EDC) contained within the TDM in order to confirm a complying road design can be
accommodated within the proposed road reserves.”
Response:
Designs and general carriageway space to be provided for the intersections in the
application were sized using appropriate TDM design vehicles.
Due to the commercial nature of most of the area, the design vehicle at intersections was a 19.45m
articulated truck, tracked to not go into opposing lanes - and generally also staying in their respective
approach lane (rather than straddling multiple same-direction lanes, as technically allowed under some
circumstances).
For the residential-traffic intersections, the design vehicle was a AT van, with a 10.3m rubbish truck as
the check vehicle (access requires crossing local road centre lines as permitted by the TDM - but not
crossing any collector road centre lines, where going to / from such roads around the residential area).
The full documentation of these designs and the associated tracking will be provided in detailed design /
Engineering Approval, as there are bound to be further localised refinements required beyond what is
required for a Fast-Track level of design. If required, it is accepted that a consent condition be included
to explicitly require the intersections to comply with the TDM's Urban and Rural Urban and Rural
Roadway Design V1 part of the Engineering Code, Table 2/3, except where Auckland Transport
approves any departures during EPA (noting that no such departures for tracking are currently expected
to be required).

Paragraph 19
“The Road 22 / Pitt Road intersection has been designed as priority-controlled cross-roads. This is a
potentially dangerous layout as there will be a small proportion of drivers making a through movement
on Road 22 across the intersection who will not perceive that they must give way to traffic on Pitt Road.
The solid median to the east should be extended along to make the Road 22 legs left-in/left-out (LILO)
only.”
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Response:
The proposed change to the LILO would isolate the northern Road 22 stub from
eastbound arrivals and westbound departures until a later stage continues it onwards and links it up
more flexibly to a wider network. There is therefore a risk that this LILO would lead to unsafe and
unexpected U-turn manoeuvres on Pitt Road around the end of any median, or at the adjacent signals.
It is considered that the "cross-road risk" (particularly a perceived lack of awareness of the need to give
way) is being severely overstated, as drivers approaching Pitt Road would be coming from a narrow
side road onto a major multi-lane road. More crucially, they would cross a raised table on both sides of
Pitt Road as part of any north-south "through" manoeuvre, strongly indicating the need to give way and
slowing conflict speeds."

Paragraph 20
“It is apparent from Figure 3.1 of the ITA that several intersections on the north side of Pitt Road are
planned but are not part of this consent. It is recommended that the Applicant be asked to consider
extending the solid median further west to make these LILO as well. There is a need to provide space
for a solid median when applications are received to develop the north side in order that stage 1 kerb
lines and underground services do not need to be relocated.”
Response:
The large majority of the future intersections legs to the north (Creek Road north, Main
Road north and likely Drury Boulevard as a t-intersection) will be signalised, and thus no median to
enforce a LILO arrangement will be required. Pitt Street also provides four lanes in the application
design, with the two "centre lanes" being designed to accommodate bus priority and/or turn lanes where
required, but their space could also locally serve for median arrangements. As such, there is significant
flexibility in the existing corridor application design to add a median later in case a side road is proposed
as part of Stage 2 which needs to be a LILO.
Additionally, should the unlikely case of services needing to be relocated occur after all, all affected land
/ costs would be borne by the Kiwi as part of the subsequent Stage 2 development of the centre in any
case. As such, no changes are considered required to this Stage 1 design.

Paragraph 21
“The vehicle crossing for Site M11 on Aurecon Drawing 510611-0100-DRG-RR-2001-D is poorly placed
as drivers making right turns from this access will be turning through the queues of westbound traffic
waiting for the signals to the west. It would be better if this access were from Main Street South, or
further east along Pitt Road if this is not possible.”
Response:
It is acknowledged that right turns at the M11 service dock access is not ideal.
However, a relocation of the access is not deemed realistic without severe impacts on the overall large
format retail area. Instead, it is proposed to implement a short section (20-30m) of solid median to
enforce LILO turns at this vehicle crossing. The four-lane design of the road allows this median to be
implemented in the area currently shown as flush (second eastbound lane of Pitt Road), as per the
discussion above in #20.
It is proposed to implement this change during detailed design / Engineering Approval, but if required,
an appropriate condition of consent could be accepted.
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Paragraph 22
“Pitt Road has a longitudinal gradient of 8% around chainage 660 (refer Aurecon Drawing 5106110100-DRG-RR-2021-D). This is more than the 5% maximum preferred on the Auckland Transport EDC
Urban and Rural Roadway Design. Grades of up to 8% are allowed, but not preferred and there needs
to be a robust reason to justify them. The Applicant is undertaking extensive earthworks to the site with
over 7m of cut in places and should provide an explanation to justify any departure. It may be possible
to reduce the grade in this part to below 5% by increasing the gradient slightly in the lower chainage
section to the east.”
Response:
Paragraph The north-western corner of the development site and in particular the
corner of Pitt Road and Creek Road South has an overhead 110kV powerline. According to the
NZECP:34 guidelines, a minimum height restriction applies, which in return enforces a restriction to
elevate the corner of this intersection. Due to the requirement to comply with NZECP:34, the Pitt Rd /
Creek Rd intersection had to be graded down which results in a grade of 8% over a short distance.

Paragraph 23
“On the typical cross-section for Pitt Road (Aurecon Drawing 510611-0100-DRG-RR-2030-C) the back
berm is 0.9m and Auckland Transport EDC requirement is 1.0m minimum. The front berm is 2.0m wide
and the Auckland Transport EDC requirement is 2.2m. There does not appear to be any reason why
Auckland Transport standards cannot be achieved as the Applicant owns the land on both sides.”
Response:
The 1m requirement is intended to allow for maximum ease for services development,
but results in significant extra land take. Considering that the adjacent development is master-planned
and developed by the applicant, including all services being implemented, it is considered that a
narrower back berm is suitable.
The 2.2m requirement is understood to come from newer rain garden requirements (the proposed 2m
requirement is based on protected cycleway separator design guidance - it is noted that the AT
guidance here seems inconsistent between different disciplines).
To allow the wider raingardens to fit, it is proposed to reduce the back berm to 0.7m, but widen the rain
garden / landscaping / cycle separator zone to 2.2m. This will be updated at the EPA design stage.

Paragraph 24
“The preferred width for a collector road in a 50 km/h or less environment is 3.2m and designers are
required to use the preferred width unless there are site constraints, and they have a departure. 3.5m
would be the preferred width as the collector routes also need to be capable of accommodating buses.
The kerb-side traffic lanes should be 0.2m wider than proposed. Refer Section 7.4 of the Auckland
Transport EDC Urban and Rural Roadway Design. The width of the channel is not included in the traffic
lane width. The designer has measured to the kerb face.”
Response:
While the designs measure to the kerb face, this is standard practice to show
measurements and the design clearly shows the channel is included in this value.
To accommodate AT's request, it is proposed that the kerbside lanes will be widened from 3.3m to 3.5m
(i.e. the requested 3.2m lane itself and a 0.3m channel allowance), while the median-side lanes are
reduced from 3.3m to 3.1m. Widening kerbside lanes without narrowing the median-side lanes would
result in an inappropriately wide lane arrangement for a town centre.
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It is noted however that this is done because of the wider "fully greenfield" nature of Pitt Road, but is not
feasible (or necessary) across the various "retrofit" collector roads elsewhere in the application. Please
see the separate discussion (Paragraph 46) in those sections. This will be addressed at the EPA
design stage.

Paragraph 25
“Aurecon Drawing 510611-0100-DRG-RR-2031-C shows the typical cross-section. There is no back
berm on either side. This is usually acceptable where a road adjoins a reserve but it will require a
departure from standards. On the other (east) side a back berm is needed. The plan view drawing
shows a back berm in places, so it does not match the cross-section. The back berm provides for utility
connections to be clear of the footpath and has some safety benefits in terms of providing more visibility
of pedestrians for vehicles exiting a property.”
Response:
The existing design for Creek Road south is required due to the constraints by high
voltage power pylons which were originally not expected to be removed in time for Stage 1. This is now
potentially changing, so a different design for this road section may be provided in time for EPA.
However, this would occur under a suitable variation of the consent (or as part of a Stage 2 application),
so this comment is provided for information and context only, and does not represent a change to the
Stage 1 application design.
To ease concerns raised in this Paragraph, it is proposed that the 1m verge located on the park side of
the road is switched to the large format retail side of the road (opposite side) and form a 1m back berm
there, to act as the services corridor and ease the access issues noted above.
It is noted that this will mean that any on-street parking on Creek Road South (if any is provided later,
currently none proposed) would have to be located on the large-format retail (east side), as the switch
of the verge strip removes the necessary door zone buffer adjacent to the shared path. This will be
addressed at the EPA design stage.

Paragraph 26
“It is understood this road is intended mostly as a “back of house” access route for the retail (refer ITA
Section 4.4.6). The ITA describes it as an interim arrangement and makes comment about it later being
used for motorway traffic from the Drury interchange. It is understood discussion of the off-ramp viaduct
from Drury interchange to the northern end of the Town Centre is continuing between Waka Kotahi - NZ
Transport Agency and the developer. It is proposed to be a one-way “off ramp” for southbound traffic
from the motorway, funded by the Applicant and will deliver a significant traffic flow into the extension of
Creek Road down to Pitt Road and potentially some down to Brookfield Road. The vehicle crossings
need to be reviewed with this in mind. There may need to be a review or integration condition to
address any integration issues arising from the final design of this motorway access.”
Response:
At the time that the motorway interchange is modified to allow direct access into the
northern part of Creek Road it is expected that (as part of that stage's application) Creek Road South
will also be redesigned to accommodate greater flows expected along Creek Road South (see also
Paragraph 25 above). As part of this change, the vehicle crossings off Creek Road South can be
modified to LILO accesses or other arrangements suitable for greater flows / added lanes. Please note
that the above is provided for information and context only, and does not represent a change to the
Stage 1 application design.
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Therefore, in context of this Project, no changes are considered required beyond more limited detaileddesign adjustments to the Creek Road South vehicle crossings, a suitably worded review / integration
condition would be acceptable identifying the need to assess changes to these crossings as part of any
stage that links up Creek Road to a direct motorway off-ramp route.

Paragraph 27
“The Creek Road South / Main Street South intersection is proposed as a roundabout with ‘paired’
pedestrian cyclist crossings across all legs which is appropriate in principle. However, the level of detail
in the design is not satisfactory. The island on the west leg for example is long and pointy. This is not
how traffic islands should be designed as the pointy end would break the first time a truck nudged the
kerb. A more detailed drawing showing the intersection at a smaller scale is needed in order for it to be
assessed. It is important to do this prior to consent being granted to demonstrate it can be
accommodated within the proposed road reserve.”
Response:
The reviewer has misunderstood the drawing. The "pointy island" is in fact traversable
"paver setts" or similar, not a kerbed island. This contrast to a raised island can be seen comparing the
raised table ramps of the western approach to those on the southern approach, noting the landscaped
"green dot" key which indicates actual solid / raised median island - albeit it is acknowledged that no
legend key was provided on these plans to make it easier to understand.
As with other intersections (see response at Paragraph 18), vehicle tracking has been undertaken,
including for articulated trucks. However, the detailed design will occur as part of the EPA stage.
Considering the applicant owns the land on three of the four surrounding quadrants, in the unlikely case
that a wider road reserve is required at that stage, this can be accommodated. However, please also
see the response at Paragraph 28 below.

Paragraph 28
“It appears the centre of the roundabout is a little too far to the west and could be improved by moving it
east or if this is not possible by moving the Main Street South legs west slightly.”
Response:
The location and form is constrained from moving to the east by the third-party property
constraint in the south-east quadrant.
The concept shown was reviewed internally before lodgement by a senior road safety expert within
Stantec (Keith Weale) who has extensive experience reviewing intersections for Auckland Transport
and Waka Kotahi. He confirmed that due to the roading environment - including the raised table traffic
calming on all approaches, the slight off-set / oval shape of the roundabout was not considered an
issue.

Paragraph 29
“The section of Main Street South, which is proposed to be private, has not been assessed in detail.”
Response: Noted.

Paragraph 30
“However, the proposed intersection of Brookfield Road and Main Street South may need revising.
Refer excerpt from Aurecon Drawing 510611-0100-DRG-RR-2006-A below.”
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Response:
It is considered that a roundabout here would be significantly excessive considering
that the western (third) arm would have only some three rural residential properties. A roundabout
suitable for articulated trucks serving the large format retail to the north would be of significantly larger
size, and due to the third-party land constraints on all but the southern side would likely result in a very
contorted shape to bend the approach legs in suitably as the centre of the roundabout would need to be
quite a bit further north.
It is acknowledged that the concept design could result in some priority confusion, however, in our view
the raised table on the west approach and the fact that all approaches have limit lines would
significantly reduce the likelihood and severity of any resulting issue.
That said, the applicant proposes that during detailed design, the intersection is to be further refined to
create a more obvious priority for the east-to-north flow (Brookfield East to Main Street South) and to
make it clear that the small stub of Brookfield Road West has to give way. This would occur by "bending
up" the western stub approach by some 30 degree or so, to make it more obviously the "stem of the Tintersection", with the wider curve being the through road.

Paragraph 31
“The way it has been designed means turning priorities will be ambiguous to some drivers, and some
are likely to assume that the north and east legs have priority, while some drivers from the west leg will
believe they have priority. Section 6.6 of the ITA states that traffic on the north leg will need to give
way.”
Response:

Please refer to the response to Paragraph 30, above.

Paragraph 32
“This issue could be addressed by designing this intersection as a roundabout similar to the Creek
Road South / Main Street South intersection.”
Response:

Please refer to the response to Paragraph 30, above.

Paragraph 33
“The intersection is very wide to allow for truck tracking and Section 6.6 of the ITA explains that the
brown areas in the figure below are mountable truck aprons intended to narrow the intersection. This
kind of solution would only be acceptable in exceptional circumstances, for example, on a brownfield
site where there is not much space in the road reserve, no additional land can be taken and a
roundabout will not fit. It is not appropriate for a new greenfield site nor where the Applicant owns the
land around the intersection. It is still very wide for pedestrians crossing the north leg.”
Response:
The comment about traversable aprons being unsuitable in a new-build intersection is
incorrect - considering that they serve the same function as mountable aprons on roundabouts. Also,
the associated comment that there is sufficient space / the applicant owns all the land and therefore
must avoid such a design, is incorrect, as discussed in the Paragraph 30 answer above.
Crossing improvements over the northern leg (for the very limited pedestrian demand to/from the three
rural residential properties to the west wanting to head east on foot along Brookfield) can be reviewed at
detailed design / Engineering Approval.
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Paragraph 34
“This road is missing the back berm on both sides. Aurecon Drawing 510611-0100-DRG-RR-2031- C).”

Response:
A back berm is not required as the land either side remains vacant in this application
and therefore back berms for access to services are not required. However, it is likely that a back berm
will be created once the road frontage is developed.

Paragraph 35
“Main Street South is stated as a high-quality walking facility however, the car parking area seems to
create an unattractive environment to walk. Whilst this is proposed to be a private road it is important
that it provides for quality active mode access. An option to consider might be to have an active
frontage along with the “Main Street” concept. This issue could potentially be addressed by a
requirement for a plan to assess the quality of internal active mode access within the area.”
Response:
The road also will provide wide footpaths, dedicated (protected) cycle lanes (with these
separated from the road by a landscaping strip of ~2m wide) and with raised crossings for these modes
over the central roundabout and the adjacent roads.
As such, this is considered a high-quality walking and cycling environment, and we do not understand
the basis for this comment.
It is noted that there is some discrepancy between the Ignite and Aurecon application plans - the first
showing parallel-parking on the Main Street, the latter ones not doing so. It is confirmed that the
intention is to not provide parallel parking on Main Street (design as per civil plans, as per Appendix 9).
This is partly because the parallel-parking arrangement would also result in severe efficiency issues
(parking manoeuvring on a key car park access aisle).
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Paragraph 36
“A long-section drawing has not been supplied and should be provided. The application will
fundamentally change the function of this road. It will go from a rural access road serving lifestyle blocks
to providing a busy access into a shopping centre. There is a need to check to assess if the vertical
geometry is suitable.”
Response:
The proposal is to retain the existing Brookfield Road long section gradients with no or
minimal changes - the long section which was accidentally omitted from the initial application is now
included. Refer drawing 510611-0100-RR-SKT-2001-A of the Aurecon engineering drawings.
As visible, there is a section of road approaching Fitzgerald Road where the gradient is approximately
11%. This is acknowledged as steep for new-build footpaths and cycleways. To mitigate this gradient, it
is proposed to lift the northern-side footpath and eastbound protected cycle lane via a retained /
embankment structure constructed adjacent to the road to create a gentler gradient. The gradients of
the resulting footpath and bikeway sections would be between 5-8% with rest platform sections
interspersed according to TDM footpath requirements. An indicative example (not the final design) of
how this might look is provided in the long section drawing, contrasting with the existing vehicular long
section.
It is noted that the vehicular carriageway itself and the westbound bike lane to be constructed are not
proposed to be changed notably in terms of levels. While an 11% gradient is not suitable for an uphill
bike lane, there are deemed to be no safety issues with an 11% westbound downhill lane, particularly
considering this is a protected cycle lane, in a straight road alignment with no vehicle crossings or side
roads (the first existing vehicle crossing on Brookfield Road's south side is significantly further west in
the flattened-out section).

Paragraph 37
“There are existing accessways on this road which need to be rebuilt. These should be shown on the
drawings.”
Response:
This is considered a detailed-design matter. There is clearly enough road berm to allow
appropriate vehicle crossings to Unitary Plan / TDM standards. In theory, this expectation could be
explicitly conditioned - but this matter applies to numerous third party existing driveways all across the
Drury Fast-Track areas, such as along Fitzgerald Road, and is a standard requirement for any
roadworks.

Paragraph 38
“Aurecon Drawing 510611-0100-DRG-RR-2033-C shows the typical cross-section. There is no back
berm on the north side and the cycle lane is an on-road protected type. This type of cycling facility is
only proposed here in this development, and it means that it does not connect that well to the off-road
cycle paths to be provided elsewhere in the development.”
Response:
It is proposed that 0.7m of the landscaped berm is relocated to the northern road side
to allow a service corridor / utility access strip (as discussed earlier, 0.7m back berm is easily sufficient
for these uses, see Paragraph 23 earlier). It is noted that this would reduce the 2.9m landscaping strip
to 2.2m - this is sufficient for 2m rain gardens, but would mean that no parallel parking would be feasible
along the north edge of Brookfield Road (as there would be no door buffer zone to the dedicated cycle
lane). For clarification, the application design was not proposing such on-street parking on this road.
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The statement that this cycle facility design does not connect well with the surrounding network (or the
implication that it has other significant deficiencies) is incorrect. From a perspective of a cyclist, the
proposed 0.8m solid separator provides a significant distance and very solid separation from any
vehicle traffic. The difference to the eastbound direction (wider, landscaped separator) is largely
cosmetic (amenity as opposed to road safety) and in any case, such a design can be provided if and
when the southern-side properties are being developed. This will be addressed at the EPA design
stage.

Paragraph 39
“A more suitable option would be to take the 2.8m of space which is being used for the cycle lane and
buffer on the south side and add an extra metre to the off-road cycle path on the north side (to make it
3m wide). This would allow it to function as a two-way cycle facility in the interim. Some of the space
could also be used to create a back berm on the north side. When the land on the south side is
developed, the owners could be requested to vest land for a footpath and off-road cycle path on their
frontage.”
Response:
This proposal is not considered practical. The cycleway facilities provided throughout
the development use one-way cycleways on both sides. Locating a two-way cycleway on one short
section of the overall development would be unusual. More importantly, it would require cyclists going in
the "wrong" (westbound) direction to switch the road twice to get back to the one-way facilities - one
switch being at the intersection of Brookfield / Main Street south, adding crossing demand where there
currently is none.
As discussed under Paragraph 38, the proposed facility is not low-quality or unusual, and in the long
term would be further upgraded as adjacent areas get developed by third parties.

Paragraph 40
“Plan view Aurecon Drawings 510611-0100-DRG-RR-2006-A shows a footpath on the south side. It
does not match the typical cross-section.”
Response:
This statement is incorrect. The facility shown in the plan view and mentioned as
"footpath" in the query is in fact the westbound cycle lane discussed in Paragraphs 38/ and 39 above.
The cross-section and the plans are aligned.

Paragraph 41
“A long-section drawing has not been supplied. It is needed to confirm that the vertical geometry of this
road is suitable for increased traffic.”
Response:
The proposal is to retain the existing long section gradients with no or minimal changes.
The existing road alignment does not represent excessive gradients. Refer Drawing 510611-0100-RRSKT-2000-A prepared by Aurecon. .

Paragraph 42
“The Fitzgerald Road / Brookfield Road intersection is a Y-shape rather than a T. This is not an optimal
shape for an intersection. It tends to make the intersection larger which is not good for capacity at a
signalised intersection due to longer clearance times. The left turn from Brookfield Road into Fitzgerald
Road has a high turn radius so the turn can be made at higher speed. This is not appropriate if the
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signals phasing allows partial protection for the pedestrian crossing across the north leg of the
intersection”
Response:
The concerns about added turn radii / safety issues are unfounded. Firstly, the
intersection shape is existing and bound by third-party land on two of the three sides.
The vehicle tracking space requirements for large trucks left-turning into a single departure lane road
design for example are eased by the Y-shaped intersection 45-degree turn compared to a 90-degree
turn, and thus result in a smaller intersection. Crucially, there are also the existing road centre lines and
the 3rd party property boundaries on all but the northwestern quadrant which fix the intersection into the
existing Y-shape.
Secondly, the argument that the y-shape increases turn speeds also is counteracted by the fact that the
intersection is proposed on a raised table. This would control excessive speeds on a turn (while the yshape also ensures that any crossing pedestrians are in the view of approaching turning drivers earlier).

Paragraph 43
“An alternative option is use of a single lane roundabout as an alternative design providing it is able to
provide sufficient capacity. If not, the signalised intersection proposed would be preferable to a multilane roundabout in this location. The Applicant’s response to the issue raised, an indication of design
flows, and alternative options considered should be provided.”
Response:

Modelled flows have been provided as part of the application traffic modelling.

However, as per Paragraph 42 above and Paragraph 44 below it is considered that the (raised)
signalised intersection is suitable.

Paragraph 44
“The image below is from Streetview, looking south along Fitzgerald Road toward the intersection with
Brookfield Road. The vertical curve at the intersection hides the horizontal curve to the left and
Brookfield Road to the right. This image is from a camera mounted high up and it would be more severe
for a car driver with a lower eye height. Lowering the vertical curve would help address this issue
however to get the best results the Applicant would need to access third party land on the east side.”
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Response:
The detailed design / EPA stage will look into whether some minor lowering of the
intersection is feasible. However, there are vertical level third party land constraints (both sides) along
the southern approach (Fitzgerald Rd) and one side of each of the north and west approaches. As such,
any lowering is unlikely to be substantial no matter the type of intersection.
More importantly, there are various design features that will improve legibility of the proposed signals
(and the need to prepare to slow down) as drivers approach the crest. These include:
-

overhead (outreach mast arm) signal aspects

-

raised table nature, with "dragon's teeth" marking on the approach ramps being visible earlier (if
need be, the ramped section could also be extended forward into the approaches)

-

the possible inclusion of solid median sections reaching into the approach roads (solid medians
appearing on an otherwise median-less roads are a strong driver cue to an approaching
intersection) and

-

the likely reduction of the speed limit in this area, which after the development occurs, would be
logically at most 50-60kph along this part of Fitzgerald Road.

In summary, the above identifies that there are various ways of dealing with the crest position
implications without the need for significant level changes. There is certainly sufficient information to
demonstrate that this can be addressed at EPA stage.

Paragraph 45
“The back berm on the left side of the typical cross-section in Aurecon Drawing 510611-0100-DRG- RR2034-B shows the back berm is 0.1m too narrow and is missing entirely on the right-hand side. This
could be resolved by shifting some space from the front berm which is wider than it needs to be.”
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Response:
As discussed in Paragraph 23, it is considered than in many ways, the 1m back berm
requirement is arbitrary, and 0.7m (some other collector roads) or 0.9m (here) is well sufficient for
services provision and utility box placement - especially when this is considered in the services design
from the start.
In turn, the 0.9m proposed here is sufficient, especially considering a development like this where the
majority of service access / utility boxes etc will be provided from the "internal" roads of the blocks (e.g.
Road 21).
For the eastern side, as discussed extensively in the transport report, the proposed "hybrid" crosssections for Fitzgerald Road (and for the Drury Fast Track applications in general) widen to the
applicant side only, but provide footpaths and cycleways on the non-applicant side to ensure good
active mode networks from day one (above and beyond what historic developments across Auckland
provided). However, providing a back berm on the eastern (non-applicant) side would require extra
widening for this, which is not possible as this is 3rd party land not yet slated for development. If and
when it is developed, the 1.5m widening needed to that frontage, at that time, will give the relevant
space for added back berms. Until then, the back berm is not required.

Paragraph 46
“The preferred width for a collector road in a 50 km/h or less environment is 3.2m and designers are
required to use the preferred width unless there are site constraints, and they have a departure. It is
also important that collector roads have a geometry that can readily accommodate buses. This point
was accepted by the expert caucusing associated with Plan Changes 48-50. As this is likely to be a
future bus route then 3.5m is the preferred lane width. The kerb-side traffic lanes should be 0.2m wider.
Refer Section 7.4 of the Auckland Transport EDC Urban and Rural Roadway Design. The width of the
channel is not included in the traffic lane width. The designer has measured to the kerb face.”
Response:
The proposed cross-sections have been discussed with Auckland Transport
representatives previously, and no issues were raised previously with the 3.3m (3m plus 0.3m channel)
lane widths.
More importantly however, is the relevant context for this Project:
-

For the large majority of the collector roads being upgraded, these do not represent fully
greenfield roads, but instead are bounded on at least one, but often both sides by third-party
land. The latter constraint is the case for more than 50% of Fitzgerald Road length proposed for
upgrading, especially in the north (but also in some shorter centre and south end sections). As
such, preferred lane widths are not able to be included without needing to consider trade-offs
for other elements.

-

Fitzgerald Road is not proposed as a FTN (Frequent Transport Network) route, and will serve
primarily some lower-frequency bus routes.

-

Fitzgerald Road is expected to be reduced in terms of speed limit (expected to be 50-60kph) for
most or all of the proposed upgrade section, to align with the new adjacent town centre /
residential development uses

-

The cross-sections are mid-block standard examples. Curve widening will still be provided
where necessary.
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-

Generally speaking, narrow lane widths are problematic for bus routes where car parking is
provided (i.e. badly parked cars and vans encroaching into a narrow lane). However, while the
standard cross-sections and the Transport Assessment leave the potential open for parallel car
parking, it is generally not expected that the applicant will seek on-street parking on Fitzgerald
Road during detailed design / EPA of this Fast Track application.

As such, it is considered that the relevant departure for 3.3m wide lanes (including channel) can and
should be granted.

Paragraph 47
“Section 4.1 of the ITA describes the Road 9 / Fitzgerald Road as LILO. This is important, noting it
cannot be achieved with signs and markings as compliance will be poor. There is a need to add a
median island at the intersection to prevent right turns as well as a concept drawing provided to confirm
that it can be accommodated within the proposed road reserve.”
Response:
It is acknowledged that without a solid median, right turn prohibition here might not be
fully effective. It is proposed that a solid median (for a length of about 20-30m) be incorporated during
detailed design / EPA here. The applicant is willing to accept an appropriate consent condition, and to
provide some localised corridor widening to the west beyond the corridor shown in the application to
enable this (~1m extra width in the vicinity of the 20-30m long solid section).

Paragraph 48
“At the Fitzgerald Road / Pitt Road intersection the double left turn lanes from the south leg are unusual.
It indicates a very high volume of traffic turning left here. It is considered that most traffic visiting the site
may come from the north although the motorway access may provide for some of this traffic. The timing
of the latter may be important if the intersection has to deal with higher levels of traffic from the north in
the interim. If there was a lot of traffic coming from the south, it could be quicker for them to turn left at
Brookfield Road rather than go via this intersection which is the long way around. The Applicant should
be asked to explain the design rationale behind the two left turns.”
Response:
The dual turn lanes represent the fact that one of the lanes is to be a dedicated bus leftturn lane, to provide a level of bus priority for northbound Fitzgerald Road services turning west into Pitt
Road. This is discussed in Section 4.3 of the transport report, albeit it is acknowledged this is not
identified on the plans.
This bus advance / bus turn lane will lead into potential future bus lanes on Pitt Road that will in turn
connect with north/south bus routes to the north of Pitt Road.
These routes were established in discussion with AT with the intent being to provide inbound buses
from the south into the subsequent Stage 2 of the metropolitan centre with priority provided even during
congestion in the morning peak. The reason for why these bus lanes were not yet marked on the plans
because it is not yet clear whether the Pitt Road bus lane will be a kerbside lane, or a median-side lane
(the latter would be more suitable to then turn north into Stage 2 of the metropolitan centre and towards
the train station in the long run).
The dual turn has been vehicle tracked to allow for the combined movements including the bus, as per
TDM.

14 April 2022
Kiwi Property
Page 32 of 37

Reference: 310203562

Paragraph 49
“These roads in particular need to be designed for 30 km/h vehicle operating speeds. This will allow
them to be safely used by cyclists without the need for separate facilities. The horizontal curves some of
them have will slow traffic but on the long straight sections traffic calming is needed. Any proposed
scheme needs to be assessed against the Auckland Transport EDC Traffic Calming document
contained within the TDM”
Response:
It is noted that the residential roads are only 2.7m wide (3m including channels), in
some sections further narrower (effectively) through the side friction and visual narrowing by a
landscaped median. This already provides significant traffic calming and creates a legible slower-speed
road environment. That said, it is acknowledged that the application design does not yet include the
further physical traffic calming.
As part of the detailed design / EPA, further traffic calming will be provided, likely via raised
intersections, and raised table crossings where mid-block sections between intersections are too long.
An appropriately worded consent condition would be accepted by the applicant.

Paragraph 50
“The two cross-roads (Road 9 / Road 22) and (Road 9 / Road 21) are potentially problematic depending
on the speed environment and volumes of traffic. The drawings give no indication of who has priority if
two drivers making through movements arrive at the intersection on different roads at the same time.
Road markings and signs could be used to provide a priority-controlled intersection. Any intersection
treatments and which movements are given priority should be integrated with the traffic calming
measures referred to above which could include mini- roundabouts or raised safety platforms.”
Response:
Provision of detailed signs and markings at this stage are considered too early for the
Project / equivalent Resource Consent application. It is accepted that the provision of roundabouts (fully
traversable centre islands, and without additional land take) are a potential option of control here to be
reviewed in detailed design / EPA. In any case, intersections will be provided with raised crossings /
raised platforms to assist road safety and emphasise give-way requirements.

Paragraph 51
“Road 22 is far too wide where it intersects with Road 21, making it a very long distance for pedestrians
to cross. The Applicant should look at reducing the width and also potentially putting in a raised table to
slow crossing traffic. Refer Aurecon Drawing 510611-0100-DRG-RR-20041-C.”
Response:
The intersection has been designed to allow 10.3m rubbish trucks to make all
movements, as required by TDM. Detailed design / EPA will review the ability to tighten up the
pedestrian crossing lengths. In any case, intersections will be provided with raised crossings / raised
platforms to assist road safety and emphasise give-way requirements.

Paragraph 52
“There is no carriageway widening on the horizontal curves on Road 25 at Chainage 10 and Road 21 at
Chainage 21. These curves need to be designed so a 10.3m Council Rubbish Truck can have a safe
encounter with a 6.3m van travelling in the opposite direction. It appears there is not enough space for
them to pass on these curves”
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Response:
The high-level design intent was to create a design that functions more like an
intersection than a curve (i.e. the 10.3m rubbish truck would cross the centre line to get around a tighter
bend), but this is not well illustrated. This will be adjusted in detailed design / EPA. As is visible from the
proposed lot boundaries on both sides, there is significant space for widening to allow for a design that
enables a 10.3m rubbish truck to encounter a 6.3m van travelling in the other direction.

Paragraph 53
“Pedestrian facilities should be provided where the three new pedestrian links shown in ITA Figure 4-1
meet the local roads. This could take the form of a raised table and be part of the traffic calming for
these roads.”
Response:
Acknowledged and agreed - this will be provided as part of the further refinement
discussed in Paragraph 49 above.

Paragraph 54
“A pedestrian/cycle connection should be provided to Brookfield Road through the southern end of
block R22. This could be as an extension of either Road 21 or 22. This would allow better connectivity
to what could be a future bus route.”
Response:
There was a minor error in the submitted plans. A pedestrian connection to Brookfield
Road is already planned as a continuation south from Road 25, as can be seen in the Ignite plans and
in the active modes network plan of the transport report, but this was not correctly carried through into
the civils plans. Refer drawing 510611-0100-DRG-RR-2006-B of the Aurecon engineering plans which
have been amended to reflect this.

Paragraph 55
“The back berm on these roads is shown in the typical cross-section drawings as 0.9m wide. This is
0.1m less than the Auckland Transport TDM standard of 1.0m. A departure from standards will be
required for consideration as part of the Engineering Plan Approval process.”
Response:
While as noted elsewhere, 0.7m-0.9m is considered well sufficient for a back berm, in
this environment (all local road cross-sections, including Road 09) it is proposed to slightly reduce the
landscaping / parking verge to 2.2m, and widen the back berm to 1.0m to achieve full compliance. This
will be addressed at the EPA design stage.

Paragraph 56
“The stub of Road 22 to the north of Pitt Road will need a temporary turning head until it is connected
through.”
Response:

Agreed - this can be reviewed as part of detailed design / EPA.

Paragraph 57
“From this image, one can appreciate concerns with regards the cross section and ‘squeezing’ walking
and cycling facilities into this cross section. This is especially the case with the application’s transport
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assessment assuming a certain uptake in walking and cycling trips to mitigate the number of vehicles
the development sites generate.”

Response:
The interim design proposed in on the Waihoehoe Road bridgeis considered adequate
from a road safety perspective, albeit it is acknowledged as more limited than other active mode
facilities elsewhere within the application. The 3m interim shared path is a better short-term walk/cycle
facility solution than many permanent and recently constructed cycleway locations within Auckland.
Where away from the short GSR intersection / bridge section itself, the path is separated well from the
carriageway.
The constrained facility is considered acceptable as it covers only a relatively short length (less than
50m), and as it does not represent a major local desire line (none of the fast track areas need it to
connect to: each other; to the new Drury Metropolitan Centre; or to the train station / bus interchange).
The lack of expected high demand in the short term will mean that volumes of pedestrians and cyclists
on the bridge will remain low, reducing any interaction issues, and allowing more space away from
motor vehicles for users. This lack of primacy of this link for active modes is also shown by the fact that
new train station / bus interchange east of the bridge was approved without any mandated upgrades to
the existing bridge's walking facilities - which are currently extremely poor. In comparison, the fast track
application will provide a significant safety and amenity upgrade to the bridge by providing a shared
path as discussed.
Mr Prosser references certain aspects from the AT traffic engineering review, which go into a high level
of detail. Aspects such as the handrail height can be reviewed in detailed design and increased.
Meanwhile the 1.2m buffer zone adjacent to a 3m lane which is criticised as unacceptable even for an
informal cycle lane in practice aligns with AT and Waka Kotahi expectations that, where no cycle lane is
provided, 4.2m or wider space total provides for relatively safe conditions for those riders that elect to
remain on-road, as it allows drivers to overtake.
Looking at the consideration of alternatives, from a Safety in Design perspective, it would be difficult to
construct an adjacent walk and cycle clip-on bridge or separate bridge over a live electrified rail line,
alongside a major road without very extensive complications which are not commensurate with an
interim project with likely low user demand. Any such interim facility would also risk being quickly
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superseded (in terms of the construction cost for the facility vs. lifespan benefit) as there are plans for
multi-tracking this section, and upgrading Waihoehoe Road on the intersection approach with added
lanes in the near future. Any interim bridge would either need to be immediately removed at this stage,
or alternatively would have to be located far enough from the likely future bridge to not affect it and also
span the full multi-tracked corridor to be acceptable to KiwiRail and AT. In the first instance, the lifespan
of the new bridge might easily be less than a decade, in the second scenario it would be even more
expensive while risking not being practical for the corridor.
From a long-term perspective, it is also noted that this section (GSR intersection, rail bridge to transport
interchange / rail station on the eastern side) is the section most likely to get wider upgrades, which are
expected to likely occur much earlier than, for example, the widening of Waihoehoe Road in the east of
Fitzgerald Road. As such, the risk of the interim facility not being upgraded for a long term is
significantly less.

Paragraph 58
“Figure 4-5 below shows the application’s proposed typical cross-section. The shared path and traffic
lane widths do not meet Auckland Transport’s standards for shared path or an arterial road respectively.
The 1.2m buffer on the right side is not enough for an informal cycle lane. The handrail on the shared
path side is too low for cyclists. It is not a good solution even in the short term. If consented, it will need
to be replaced at some point.”

Response:
The 1.2m buffer is simply the existing carriageway to handrail separator - it is not a
cycle lane. The rubber separator was added due to a misunderstanding within the applicant team
consultants and is NOT proposed or required. An updated cross section that removes the separator is
shown below. The height of the guardrail can be adjusted in the detailed design, a level of detail
inappropriate for a Fast Track or equivalent Resource Consent process.
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The 3m shared path non-compliance is acknowledged, but as discussed in the response to Paragraph
57 there are no other feasible or practical choices. The solution is significantly better than the current
situation, and better than many historic and new locations around Auckland. As there will be little active
mode demand, it is only for a short distance (less than 50m) and is only interim, it is considered
acceptable. Note that the feasibility of this solution was discussed with AT during Waihoehoe Precinct
(Oyster) pre-app conversations in 2021, and AT were amenable to the interim solution, albeit with a
request for other options to be looked at, which they have.

Paragraph 59
“The proposed conditions are based on the principle that s224(c) will not be released or retail premises
able to operate (“prior to operation of the retail activities”) ahead of transport network improvements
needed to link it back to Great South Road (including upgrades to the Waihoehoe Rd / Great South Rd
intersection are provided).”
Response:

This is correct.

Paragraph 60
“This is agreed with in principle as an outcome is to avoid, for example, a lack of an active modes link
between the new Drury rail station and any completed development.”
Response:

Noted.

Paragraph 61
“There are some concerns with the wording of the proposed condition. The Drury Centre development
has some residential included. This residential should not get s224(c) until the requirements in the
condition are met. As the proposed condition for this is worded, they cannot operate retail however any
residential units/dwellings could be sold and occupied.”
Response:
The scope of this Project only provides for subdivision to create the balance superlots
which intended to developed for residential activities in the future but could also include mixed use
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based on the proposed zoning of PC 48 and associated planning provisions. No actual development
within the superlots are proposed as part of this consent and any development on these superlots will
require a separate resource consent. The proposed conditions therefore do not need to be updated to
capture any residential units/dwellings because there are none proposed within the scope of this
consent.

Paragraph 62
“It is also noted that the proposed Drury Centre condition would allow 24,000m2 of the total 35,000m2
of retail GFA to open before the Drury Central Rail Station opened. This will create a very car
dependant situation for anyone visiting the retail, particularly people working there, if the station is not
open and there is no bus service available at that point in time.”
Response:
The extensive traffic modelling undertaken (using SGA's traffic model) definitively
established that this level of retail development is indeed achievable whilst enabling the network to
operate at acceptable levels of service. Auckland Transport has not provided any analysis to
demonstrate that this will not be the case.
As described within the ITA, the traffic modelling significantly increased traffic generation rates during
the pre-rail station years to account for the fact that there will be poor public transport uptake during that
time. It has therefore already been taken into consideration when setting the achievable yield.

Yours sincerely,
Stantec New Zealand

Daryl Hughes
Auckland Transportation Leader
Phone: +64 9 531 4805
daryl.hughes@stantec.com
Click or tap here to enter text.Click or tap here to enter text.

Max Robitzsch
Principal Transportation Engineer
Phone: +64-9-531-4811
max.robitzsch@stantec.com

